Tab 19

From: Roberta L Millstein

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC

Subject: Item 19, Funding of 1-80/US-50 Managed Lanes Project with TCEP funds
Date: Sunday, March 17, 2024 2:37:47 PM

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |
Dear California Transportation Commission,

I urge you to deny - do not approve - the advance programming request of $105,000,000
from the 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program for the right-of-way support and
construction of the 1-80/US 50 Managed Lanes Project in Yolo County (Item 19).

As a resident of Davis, | would be directly impacted by these changes to 1-80. The added lanes
purport to improve traffic flow, but as described in a June 2, 2023 article in the Davis
Enterprise, such attempted improvements only help in the short term (and then only by a small
amount). In the longer term, they induce traffic, with the result that we have the same traffic
delays as before but with more cars and thus a greater contribution of greenhouse gases. Davis
has committed to carbon neutrality by 2040 - this project would take us in the opposite
direction.

As a Professor Emerit at the University of California, Davis who researches and publishes in
environmental ethics, | believe that funding this project would violate California's, Yolo
County's, and Davis's stated values, taking an action that would bring further harm to people,
plants, animals, and planet at a time when were are already experiencing many negative
effects of the climate crisis.

This project was rated last - 24 out of 24 - by Caltrans and 30 out of 49 by CTC staff in June
2023. This past June, the CTC wisely decided not to fund this project. It should make the
same "do not fund" decision again.

Sincerely,

Roberta L. Millstein, PhD
Davis resident

Professor Emerit

Department of Philosohy
University of California, Davis

Book in production with the University of Chicago Press: The Land Is Our Community: Aldo
Leopold's Environmental Ethic for the New Millennium


mailto:roberta.millstein@rlm.net
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From: Mark Huising

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: Item 19, Funding of 1-80/US-50 Managed Lanes Project with TCEP funds
Date: Monday, March 18, 2024 2:28:46 AM

EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe.
Dear California Transportation Commission,

| urge you to deny - do not approve - the advance programming request of $105,000,000 from the 2024
Trade Corridor Enhancement Program for the right-of-way support and construction of the 1-80/US 50
Managed Lanes Project in Yolo County (Item 19).

As a resident of Davis, | would be directly impacted by these changes to 1-80. The added lanes purport to
improve traffic flow, but in reality will not not improve congestion and lead to an increase of 495,000
vehicle miles traveled each day, according to the DEIR for this project, not even counting for additional
induced demand that result from changes in land use of people choosing to live further from their jobs or
schools because of increased road capacity. This environmental impact from this enormous increase in
driving — which is significantly underestimated as detailed in numerous comments submitted by experts in
response to CalTrans’ DEIR — would be in complete disregard of California’s climate goals, which we are
failing to meet by a considerable margin as detailed in this week’s Los Angeles Times. Instead, we should
focus on reducing demand by levying tolls on all lanes in combination with the earmarking of some of the
proceeds for equity and income-based rebates to drivers who need this.

As a Professor and Climate Advocate at the University of California, Davis, | believe that funding this
project would violate California’'s, Yolo County's, and Davis's stated values and climate goals and would
bring irreparable harm to our climate and everything that depends on it at a time when we are already
experiencing the accelerating effects of the climate crisis.

This project was rated last - 24 out of 24 - by Caltrans and 30 out of 49 by CTC staff in June 2023. This
past June, the CTC wisely decided not to fund this project. | encourage you to make the same "do not
fund" decision again. What is needed is a reset why we find it normal to invest hundreds of millions of
dollars of public money into freeway expansions that we know will not solve congestion and will worsen
our climate crisis. Yet, investments in strong public transit is considered a misuse of public funds by those
who themselves are not using public transit and therefore think they may not benefit. To the contrary, a
well-designed safe and frequent public transit network — built by the people of CalTrans - will move
people without cars, to the shared benefit of those who have entirely legitimate reasons to drive. Is a win-
win.

Sincerely yours,

Mark Huising

Mark O. Huising PhD
2021 UC Davis Sustainability Champion
Co-lead Fossil Fuel Free UCD

Co-chair of the UC Davis Climate Action and Resiliency Committee tasked with writing a
Fossil Fuel Free Pathway Plan for UC Davis.
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From: Derek Blankenship

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: Do Not Fund 1-80 Widening

Date: Sunday, March 17, 2024 12:34:10 PM
Attachments: 19-4-8-ally.pdf

00-Agenda.pdf

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |
Hello,

I am a resident of Yolo county seeking to comment on agenda item #19 for the March 21-22,
2024 meetings of the California Transit Commission. The related memo & agenda are
attached.

My comment:

Do not fund the 1-80 widening in Yolo county! This so-called "managed lanes" project is
simply a highway expansion in disguise. In the midst of the climate crisis, we simply cannot
afford to double-down on a transportation strategy that is wrecking our climate and putting us
on a path towards self destruction. Any financial gains to be made from this project will be
outweighed many times over by its contributions to climate catastrophe.

Moreover, the memo describing this project makes two critical misrepresentations of the
project benefits.

First, it claims to "improv[e] travel times" which is just flat out wrong, and in defiance of
heaps of research and observations that we have of our own transportation system over
decades. Induced demand is inevitable, and any attempts to solve congestion with additional
lanes are doomed to failure. We've been trying to fix congestion with freeway widening for
decades, but it has never worked. Just ask any working person in Los Angeles or the Bay what
they do between the hours of 8am and 9am on Monday morning. The answer? Sit in traffic.
How many lanes is it going to take before we realize the obvious--adding more lanes will
never work!

Second, it claims to "reduc[e] emissions™ which has to be the greatest example of self-
deception that | have ever seen. It's common sense. If you increase the number of cars &
trucks travelling on the highway, you are also increasing the amount of exhaust spewing from
tailpipes, and the amount of tire rubber and brakes being aerosolized, and the amount of
embodied emissions being created to build new cars and trucks (and yes, that includes the
electric ones!).

Granting $105M to further accelerate the climate crisis is unacceptable! Please consider the
future of your children and block funding for this deeply misguided project. Do not widen I-
80!

Sincerely,

Derek Blankenship

919 Drake Drive, Apt 173
Davis, CA 95616


mailto:derekblankenship05@gmail.com
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov

Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: March 21-22, 2024

From: TANISHA TAYLOR, Executive Director
Reference Number: 4.8, Action

Prepared By: Matthew Yosgott
Deputy Director

Published Date: March 8, 2024

Subject: Advance 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program Adoption for the 1-80/US 50
Managed Lanes Project, in Yolo County, Resolution G-24-30

Recommendation:

California Transportation Commission (Commission) staff recommend approving advance
programming of $105,000,000 from the 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program for the
[-80/US 50 Managed Lanes Project, in Yolo County, as allowed by the Trade Corridor
Enhancement Program Guidelines.

Issue:

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Yolo Transportation District, and the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments jointly submitted an advance programming request
of $105,000,000 for the right-of-way support and construction of the 1-80/US 50 Managed
Lanes Project in Yolo County. This project will provide a significant freight benefit by increasing
truck throughput while also improving travel times, reducing emissions, creating 2,600 jobs,
and improving safety.

Specifically, the project will construct 17 lane miles of tolled (High-Occupancy Toll 3+ [driver
plus two passengers]) lanes that will improve overall freight throughput and ease congestion,
construct pedestrian and bicycle facility enhancements, construct a new Class | (fully
separated from the road) pedestrian and bicycle facility, as well as intelligent transportation
system elements such as ramp meters, closed circuit televisions, and changeable message
signs. The project has already conducted extensive community and public outreach and
includes: a plan for establishing an Equity Program Advisory Committee to employ an
equitable tolling system; a robust Vehicle Miles Traveled Mitigation plan that will improve and
expedite transit service through the corridor, along the Capital Corridors Passenger Rail
Corridor; and improvements to adjacent trail networks. Awarding state funds to this project will
also successfully leverage an $85,900,000 Nationally Significant Multimodal Freight & Highway
Projects (INFRA) Program grant.
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The Trade Corridor Enhancement Program Guidelines stipulate that if an applicant has an
opportunity to use state Trade Corridor Enhancement Program funding to secure federal
funds, the Commission may choose to award programmed funds to the project in advance of
the regular programming process. The project must submit a Trade Corridor Enhancement
Program application, be an eligible Trade Corridor Enhancement Program project, and
demonstrate a significant freight benefit. Advanced funding opportunities are limited to 50
percent of the applicable regional funding corridor target. The purpose of this limit is to ensure
that some regional funding remains available for projects that compete through the regular
review and approval process. In addition, the guidelines state the intent of the Trade Corridor
Enhancement Program to work in alignment with other state and federal funding programs to
support projects that achieve multiple objectives.

Staff reviewed the application for the I-80/US 50 Managed Lanes Project and ranked it
medium-high. In prior Trade Corridor Enhancement Program cycles, the Commission’s
adopted program of projects has included all projects ranked medium-high. Also, in 2022, the
Commission approved advance programming for two projects ranked medium-high prior to the
2022 program being adopted. A ranking of medium high generally means that the project
increases truck throughput and improves travel time significantly, reduces emissions, improves
safety, and provides considerable economic benefit and creation of jobs.

The deadline to complete design and bid the project is September 30, 2024. Failure to meet
this milestone would result in a deletion of the $85,900,000 in INFRA funds. This milestone
falls before the 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program is expected to be adopted in June
2025, and therefore, advanced Trade Corridor Enhancement Program funding can be
considered for this project.

Staff has determined the project meets all eligibly requirements for the Trade Corridor
Enhancement Program and the specific requirements for advanced programming. The project
is included in the fiscally constrained Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ 2020
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.

Regarding the 50 percent of the applicable regional funding corridor target limit: the request for
$105,000,000 includes $42,000,000 in state Trade Corridor Enhancement Program funds, and
$63,000,000 in regional Trade Corridor Enhancement Program funds; the $63,000,000 in
regional funding requested is below the target of $64,800,000 for the Bay Area/Central Valley
region.

Background:

The Trade Corridor Enhancement Program funds projects designed to move freight more
efficiently on corridors with high volumes of freight. Pursuant to program statute (Streets and
Highways Code section 2192), the total available Trade Corridor Enhancement Program
funding is split: 40 percent for Caltrans-nominated statewide projects and 60 percent for five
freight regions in the State. The regional 60 percent is further broken into percentages for the
five freight regions based on estimated freight need in each region. The percentages are
known as “regional corridor targets.”
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All projects nominated must be identified in a currently adopted regional transportation
plan/sustainable community strategy the California Air Resources Board has determined would
meet the region’s greenhouse gas emissions reductions target, if implemented. The
Commission evaluates and selects submitted applications based on specific Freight System
Factors; Transportation System Factors; Community Impact Factors; the overall need,
benefits, and cost of the project; project readiness; demonstration of matching funds;
leveraging and coordination of funds from multiple sources; and jointly nominated and/or jointly
funded.

The Commission adopted the 2022 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program Guidelines in
August 2022. The guidelines were created in consultation with state agencies, regional
transportation planning agencies, local governments, private industry, and other interested
parties. Prior to adoption of the guidelines, the Commission conducted numerous public
workshops throughout the state to solicit input and feedback.
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Below are project details:
[-80/US 50 Managed Lanes Project

e Project Ranking: Medium-High

e Anticipated Project Benefits: increased truck throughput, improved travel time,
reduced emissions, creation of jobs, and improved safety

e Project Planning Number (PPNO): 8922A

e Implementing Agency: Caltrans

e Nominating Agency and Metropolitan Planning Organization: The Nominating
Agencies are Yolo Transportation District, Caltrans, and the Sacramento Area Council
of Governments. The Metropolitan Planning Organization is the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments.

e Consistency with Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities
Strategy: The project is included in the fiscally constrained section of the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments’ 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy.

e County: Yolo

e Total Project Cost: $199,960,000

e Trade Corridor Enhancement Program Funds:

0 Recommended: $105,000,000 total ($100,000 for right-of-way support and
$104,900,000 for construction). $63,000,000 is recommended out of the
Regional Trade Corridor Enhancement Program portion, and $42,000,000 is
recommended out of the State Trade Corridor Enhancement Program portion.

e Fiscal Year of Requested Programming: Fiscal Year 2023-24 (right-of-way) and
2023-24 (construction)

e Description of Project: This project will construct 17 lane miles of tolled (High-
Occupancy Toll 3+ [driver plus two passengers]) lanes that will improve overall freight
throughput and ease congestion, construct pedestrian and bicycle facility
enhancements, construct a new Class | pedestrian and bicycle facility, as well as
Intelligent Transportation Systems elements such as ramp meters, close circuit
televisions, and changeable message signs. The project includes a plan for establishing
an Equity Program Advisory Committee to employ an equitable tolling system, as well
as a robust Vehicle Miles Traveled Mitigation plan that will improve and expedite transit
service through the corridor, along the Capital Corridors Passenger Rail Corridor, and
improvements to adjacent trail networks.

Attachments:

e Attachment A: Advance 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program Adoption
Resolution G-24-30

e Attachment B: Advance 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program — Program of
Projects

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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Reference No.: 4.8
March 21-22, 2024
Attachment A

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Adoption of Advance 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program

Resolution TCEP G-24-30

WHEREAS, on April 28, 2017, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall,
Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017), known as the Road Repair and Accountability Act of
2017, and created the Trade Corridor Enhancement Account to fund corridor-based
freight projects nominated by local agencies and the state; and

WHEREAS, on July 21, 2017, Governor Brown signed SB 103 (Committee on
Budget and Fiscal Review, Chapter 95, Statutes of 2017) which directs the California
Transportation Commission (Commission) to allocate the Trade Corridor
Enhancement Account funds and the federal National Highway Freight Program
funds to infrastructure improvements on federally designated Trade Corridors of
National and Regional Significance, on the Primary Freight Network, and along
corridors that have a high volume of freight movement, as determined by the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the Commission adopted the revised SB 1 Accountability and
Transparency Guidelines on March 23, 2023 that govern and outline the
Commission’s responsibility for the accountability and transparency of SB 1 program
funds under its purview; and

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Commission that the Trade Corridor Enhancement
Program work in alignment with other state and federal funding programs to support
projects that achieve multiple objectives; and

WHEREAS, the adopted 2022 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program Guidelines
stipulate that if an applicant has an opportunity to use state Trade Corridor
Enhancement Program funding to secure federal funds, the Commission may
choose to award programmed funds to the project in advance of the regular
programming process; and

WHEREAS, granting advance funds is subject to the discretion of the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, Commission staff recommends $105,000,000 in advance 2024 Trade
Corridor Enhancement Program funding to the 1-80/US 50 Managed Lanes Project,
in Yolo County, which will provide increased goods movement throughput and travel
time savings along one of California’s top six freight corridors.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby approves the
advance 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program as outlined in Attachment B;
and
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California Transportation Commission Reference No.: 4.8

Resolution TCEP G-24-3 March 21-22, 2024
Attachment A
Page 2 of 2
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this project must comply with all applicable rules

and guidelines established for the adopted 2022 Trade Corridor Enhancement
Program and with the SB 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, consistent with 2022 Trade Corridor Enhancement
Program guidelines, this project must receive all environmental approvals through
the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act
as applicable, within six months of advanced program adoption, or the Commission
may delete the project; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a project included in the adopted Advance 2024
Trade Corridor Enhancement Program must enter into a Baseline Agreement to be
approved by the Commission. The Commission may delete a project for which no
Baseline Agreement is executed.





Advance 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program - Program of Projects

Resolution G-24-30

Reference No.: 4.8
March 21-22, 2024
Attachment B

Project Title County Region Implementing Agency I;ecd;;il Regional State Total TCEP FY PS&E R/IW R/W Sup Const Con Sup TotaICZ;)]ect
Bay
1-80/US 50 Managed Lanes Project Yolo Area/Central Caltrans No $ 63,000,000 $ 42,000,000 $ 105,000,000 2023-24 $ 100,000 $ 104,900,000 - $ 199,960,000
Valley
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AGENDA

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
www.catc.ca.gov
March 21-22, 2024

San Jose, CA
Thursday, March 21, 2024
1:00 PM Commission Meeting
Santa Clara County Government Center
Chambers

70 West Hedding Street
San Jose, CA 95110

7:00 PM Commission Dinner
16060 Rose Avenue
Monte Sereno, CA 95060

Friday, March 22, 2024

9:00 AM Commission Meeting
Santa Clara County Government Center
Chambers
70 West Hedding Street
San Jose, CA 95110

To participate on Day 1 of the meeting via computer:
Please visit: https://zoom.us/webinar/register/WN dEMv430nSkirVyPxIZTWdg
There, you will be provided dial in information, instructions for participation, an access code, and
audio pin to join the meeting.
If you wish to only listen to day 1 of the meeting:
Phone Number: 669 444 9171, Webinar ID: 973 8701 2520, Passcode: 819244

To participate on Day 2 of the meeting via computer:

Please visit: https://zoom.us/s/92227446083?pwd=Mm1SUVILald1UmVWWTQyYyTGpEMUJIUTO9
There, you will be provided dial in information, instructions for participation, an access code, and
audio pin to join the meeting.

If you wish to only listen to day 2 of the meeting:

Phone Number: 669 900 9128, Webinar ID: 922 2744 6083, Passcode: 332640

NEXT REGULARLY SCHEDULED CTC MEETING (Subject to Change):
CTC Meeting — May 16-17, 2024 in Orange, CA



http://www.catc.ca.gov/

https://zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_dEMv43QnSkirVyPxIZTWdg

https://zoom.us/s/92227446083?pwd=Mm1SUVlLa1d1UmVWWTQyTGpEMUJ1UT09



CTC MEETING AGENDA March 21-22, 2024
NOTICE: We welcome comments from the public as a part of each item at this meeting. Times identified
on the following agenda are estimates only. The Commission has the discretion to take up agenda
items out of sequence and on either day of the two-day meeting, except for those agenda items bearing
the notation “TIMED ITEM.” Timed items will not be heard prior to the time scheduled but may be heard
at, or any time after the time scheduled. The Commission may adjourn earlier than estimated on either
day.

Unless otherwise noticed in the specified book item, a copy of this meeting notice, agenda, and related
book items will be posted 10 calendar days prior to the meeting on the California Transportation
Commission (Commission) Website: www.catc.ca.gov. Questions or inquiries about this meeting may
be directed to the Commission staff at (916) 654-4245, 1120 N Street (MS-52), Sacramento, CA 95814.
The Commission will provide assistive services including translation and interpretation in multiple
languages, real-time captioning, transcription, large print, digital audio and/or video recordings, as well
as Commission meeting materials in an accessible format for the visually impaired. To obtain services
or copies in one of these alternate formats or languages, please contact us at (916) 654-4245
or ctc@catc.ca.gov. Arrangements should be made as soon as possible but no later than at least five
working days prior to the scheduled meeting.” (Las solicitudes de acomodacion especial o servicios de
interpretacion deben hacerse tan pronto como sea posible o por lo menos cinco dias antes de la
reunion programada)

Improper comments and disorderly conduct are not permitted. In the event that the meeting conducted
by the Commission is willfully interrupted or disrupted by a person or by a group so as to render the
orderly conduct of the meeting infeasible, the Chair may order the removal of those individuals who are
willfully disrupting the meeting.

*A” denotes an “Action” item; “I” denotes an “Information” item; “C” denotes a “Commission” item; “D”
denotes a “Department” item; “F” denotes a “U.S. Department of Transportation” item; “R” denotes a
Regional or other Agency item; and “T” denotes a California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA)
item.

For a glossary of frequently used terms and acronyms please visit the Commission website at:
https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/about_ctc/acronyms-11-04-21-al1ly.pdf

Page 2
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CTC MEETING AGENDA March 21-22, 2024
GENERAL BUSINESS

Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*
1 Roll Call 1.1 Doug Remedios I C
2 Welcome to the Region 1.12 Cindy Chavez I R

Greg Richardson
Thomas Maguire
3 Approval of Minutes for January 25-26, 2024 1.2 Doug Remedios A C
4 Commissioner Meetings for Compensation 15 Doug Remedios A C
5 Interagency Equity Advisory Committee Member 1.15 C. Sequoia Erasmus A C
Compensation
REPORTS

Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*
6 Commission Executive Director 1.3 Tanisha Taylor A C
7 Commissioner Reports 1.4 Carl Guardino A C
8 CalSTA Deputy Secretary 1.6 Darwin Moosavi I T
9 Caltrans Chief Deputy Director 1.7 Mike Keever I D
10 | FHWA California Division Administrator (Acting) 1.11 Elissa Konove I F
11 | Regional Agencies Moderator 1.8 Rich Murphy I R
12 | Rural Counties Task Force Chair 1.9 Nephele Barrett I R
13 | Self-Help Counties Coalition Executive Director 1.10 Keith Dunn I R
14 | Equity Initiatives Update 1.13 C. Sequoia Erasmus A C/IDIT

e Equity Advisory Committee Update William Walker
e Committee Membership Recommendations
POLICY MATTERS

Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*
15 | State and Federal Legislative Matters 4.1 Justin Behrens A C
16 | Budget and Allocation Capacity 4.2 Justin Behrens I D

Keith Duncan

17 | Presentation of the 2024 State Transportation 4.35 Kacey Ruggiero I C
Improvement Program Staff Recommendations

18 | Adoption of the 2024 State Transportation Improvement 4.5 Kacey Ruggiero A C
Program
Resolution G-24-29
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5s.(10))

19 | Advance 2024 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program 4.8 Matthew Yosgott A C
Adoption for the I-80/US 50 Managed Lanes Project, in
Yolo County
Resolution G-24-30

20 | 2025 Active Transportation Program Fund Estimate 4.4 Justin Behrens A D
Adoption Keith Duncan
Resolution G-24-28

21 | TIMED ITEM — 3:30pm 417 Beverley Newman- I C
Hearing on the 2025 Active Transportation Program Burckhard
Guidelines

22 | Adoption of the 2025 Active Transportation Program 4.18 Beverley Newman- A C
Guidelines Burckhard
Resolution G-24-31

23 | Delegation of Authority to Approve the 2025 Active 4.19 Beverley Newman- A C
Transportation Program Regional Guidelines for the Burckhard
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Resolution G-24-32

24 | Innovations in Transportation 4.36 Brigitte Driller I C
e Autonomous Public Transportation Blake Barber

25 | Fiscal Year 2022-23 Local Streets and Roads 4.7 Alicia Sequeira I C
Expenditure Reporting Update
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CTC MEETING AGENDA March 21-22, 2024
Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*
26 | Caltrans System Investment Strategy Update 4.10 Brigitte Driller I D

Marlon Flournoy

INFORMATION CALENDAR

Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*
27 | Informational Reports on Allocations Under Delegated 2.5f. | D
Authority

-- Emergency G-11 Allocations (2.5f.(1)): $129,652,000
for 23 projects.

-- SHOPP Safety Sub-Allocations (2.5f.(3)): $12,636,000
for two projects.

-- Minor G-05-05 Allocations (2.5f.(4)): $4,871,000 for
four projects.

28 | STIP Allocations Under Delegated Authority 2.6k. I D

$9,200,000 in construction funds for two STIP Rail

projects, in Orange County.

(Related Item under Ref. 4.31)

Monthly Reports on the Status of Contract Award for

Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*
29 | State Highway Projects, per Resolution G-06-08 3.2a. I D
30 | Local Assistance STIP Projects, per Resolution G-13-07 3.2b. I D
31 | Local Assistance ATP Projects, per Resolution G-15-04 3.2c. I D
32 | Pre-Construction SHOPP Support Allocations, per 3.3 I D
Resolution G-06-08

Quarterly Reports — Fiscal Year 2023-24 — Second Quarter

Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*

33 | Fiscal Year 2023-24 Caltrans Finance Report 3.5 I D

34 | Report on Fiscal Year 2023-24 Right of Way Annual 3.6 I D
Allocation

35 | Aeronautics — Acquisition and Development and Airport 3.7 I D
Improvement Program

36 | Second Quarter — Project Delivery Report — Fiscal Year 3.8 I D
2023-24

37 | Proposition 1B — Semi-Annual Reports 3.9 I D

38 | Quarterly Report — Local Assistance Annual Allocation 3.10 I D

for the Period Ending December 31, 2023
Other Reports

Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*

39 | Update on the Minor B project list under the 2023-24 3.1 I D
SHOPP Minor Construction Program.

40 | First Quarter - Balance Report on AB 1012 “Use It or 3.11 I D

Lose It” Provision for Federal Fiscal Year 2022
Unobligated RSTP and CMAQ Funds

41 | Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP) — 3.12 I D
Semi-Annual Report

42 | Fiscal Year 2023-24 Senate Bill 1 Semi-Annual Report 3.13 I D

43 | Proposition 1A High Speed Passenger Train Bond 3.14 I D
Program — Semi-Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2023-24

44 | Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program — Program 4.30 I D
Update
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https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/35-3-7-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/36-3-8-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/37-3-9-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/38-3-10-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/39-3-1-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/40-3-11-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/41-3-12-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/42-3-13-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/43-3-14-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/44-4-30-a11y



CTC MEETING AGENDA March 21-22, 2024
BEGIN CONSENT CALENDAR

Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*
45 | Approval of 5 Projects for Future Consideration of 2.2c.(2) A D
Funding:

01-04-Ala-13, PM 13.7/13.9

04-Ala-80, PM 3.9/5.0
Interstate 80/Ashby Avenue Interchange Improvement
Project
Provide interchange and local road improvements along
Interstate 80 at the Ashby Avenue Interchange in
Emeryville and Berkeley, in Alameda County.
(MND) (PPNO 0069V) (STIP)
Resolution E-24-13

02-04-Mrn-131, PM 0.00/4.40

State Route 131 Capital Preventive Maintenance
Project

Repair the roadway and provide improvements along
approximately 4.6 miles of East Blithedale
Avenue/Tiburon Boulevard, in Marin County.

(ND) (PPNO 2904N) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-24-14

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2))

03-05-SCr-17, PM 1.0/11.3

Santa Cruz Route 17 Drainage Improvement

Repair or replace various drainage systems on State
Route 17, in Santa Cruz County.

(MND) (PPNO 2921) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-24-15

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2))

04-06-Ker-99, PM 21.15/24.60

Bakersfield 99 Rehabilitation Il (South)

Resurface, restore, and rehabilitate State Route (SR) 99
and add an auxiliary lane between California Avenue
and the southbound SR 99 to eastbound SR 58
connector ramp, in Kern County.

(ND) (PPNO 6958) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-24-16

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2))

05-06-Tul-190, PM 13.1/17.3

Porterville Intersection Improvements Project

Improve 5 intersections on State Route 190 by
constructing roundabouts, an auxiliary lane, a right-turn
lane, and upgrading ramps to Americans with Disability
Act standards, in Tulare County.

(ND and Addendum) (EA 0Q432) (SHOPP Minor A)
Resolution E-24-17

06-11-SD-5, PM 9.8/R14.7

11-SD-15, PM 0.4/R0.5
Harbor Drive 2.0/Vesta Street Bridge Port Access
Improvements Project
Construct improvements along Interstate 5,
State Route 15, Harbor Drive, and connecting arterials
in the Cities of San Diego and National City, and within
Naval Base San Diego, in San Diego County.
(ND) (PPNO 1417 and PPNO 1447) (STIP) (TCEP)
Resolution E-24-18
(Related Items under Ref. 2.5s.(13), 2.5s.(15) and 4.13)
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CTC MEETING

AGENDA

March 21-22, 2024

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

46

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
04-San Mateo County

SamTrans Zero Emission Bus Implementation Program
Re-purpose existing diesel fuel bus facilities to serve
battery electric and hydrogen fuel cell electric buses.
(ND) (PPNO LP010) (LPP)

Resolution E-24-19

2.2¢.(2)

A

C

47

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
05-Ker-46, PM 0.0/0.4

05-SLO-46, PM 57.3/60.8

State Route 46 Corridor Improvement Project Antelope
Grade Segment

Convert the existing two-lane highway to a four-lane
divided expressway on State Route 46, in San Luis
Obispo and Kern Counties.

(Subsequent MND) (PPNO 0226L) (STIP) (TCEP)
Resolution E-24-20

(Related Items under Ref. 2.3a.(1) and 2.5s.(10))

2.2¢.(3)

48

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
07-Los Angeles County

Five Corner Comprehensive Pedestrian Project
Construct sidewalk, pedestrian crossings, and two dual
mini-roundabout intersections.

(MND) (PPNO 6165A) (ATP)

Resolution E-24-21

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5w.(1))

2.2¢.(4)

49

Approval of 2 Projects for Future Consideration of
Funding:
01-05-Mon-101, PM 94.6/96.8

05-Mon-156, PM R1.6/T5.2
Route 156 West Corridor
Widen State Route (SR) 156 between U.S. Highway 101
(US 101) and Castroville Boulevard and rebuild the US
101/SR 156 interchange, in Monterey County.
(FEIR Addendum) (PPNO 0057C and PPNO 0057D)
(STIP) (TCEP)
Resolution E-24-28A
(Related Item under Ref. 2.4b.)

02-07-Ven-1, PM 4.0/4.2

VEN-1 Permanent Slope Restoration Project

Construct two secant walls to serve as a permanent
stabilization of the slope and corresponding roadway
from wave induced slope erosion on State Route 1, in
Ventura County.(ND Addendum) (PPNO 4930) (SHOPP)
Resolution E-24-29A

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5e.(14))

2.2c.(11)

50

One Route Adoption as a Controlled Access Highway
05-SLO-46 PM 59.2/60.8

On State Route 46 from 0.9-mile East of Antelope Road
to the Kern County line, in the county of San Luis Obispo.
Resolution HRA 24-01

(Related Item under Ref. 2.2¢.(3))

2.3a.(1)

51

One Relinquishment Resolution

06-Ker-46-PM 32.23/32.32

Right of way along State Route 46 on Aloma Street and
Lawton Drive, in the county of Kern.

Resolution R-4104

2.3c.
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CTC MEETING AGENDA March 21-22, 2024
Tab | Item Description Ref# Presenter Type* | Agency*
52 | One Route Adoption Amendment as a Freeway 2.3a.(2) A D
07-LA-710 PM 6.0
On State Route 710, the portions of the West 6t Street
off-ramp from the Shoemaker Bridge, 71" Street on-ramp
to the Shoemaker Bridge, and the Shoemaker Bridge
itself, in the county of Los Angeles.
Resolution HRA 24-02A,
Amending Resolution HRA 00-03
53 | 45 Resolutions of Necessity 2.4b. A D
8 Ayes| Resolutions C-22356 through C-22400
(Related Item under Ref. 2.2c.(11))
54 | Director's Deeds 2.4d.(1) A D
Items 1 through 12
Excess Lands - Return to State $1,026,923
55 | State Highway Operation and Protection Program 2.5e.(19) A D
(SHOPP) — Allocation Amendment
Request to amend the SHOPP Roadway Rehabilitation
project on United States Highway 50, in Sacramento
County, to correct Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation
Account and Federal Trust Fund revised amounts. There
is no change to the allocation amount. (PPNO 6254)
Resolution FA-23-99,
Amending Resolution FA-23-54
56 | Proposition 1B State Route 99 — Allocation Amendment | 2.5g.(2) A D
Request to amend the State-Administered Proposition
1B State Route 99 Island Park 6-Lane project, on the
State Highway System, in Fresno and Madera counties,
to deallocate $114,000 from the Right of Way Capital
phase due to projects savings and increase the Right of
Way Support phase by $114,000. There is no change to
the allocation amount. (PPNO 6274)
Resolution R99-AA-2324-01,
Amending Resolution R99-AA-1516-06
57 | State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) — 2.5¢.(6) A D
Allocation Amendment /
Request to amend the locally-administered STIP Seely 2.5v.(2)
Avenue Reconstruction Project, off the State Highway
System, in San Benito County, to revise the recipient.
There is no change to the allocation amount.
(PPNO 3135)
Resolution FP-23-86,
Amending Resolution FP-23-24
58 | Amendment — Local Assistance (State) Annual 2.5h. A D
Allocation
Request to increase the Fiscal Year 2023-24 Local
Assistance State Funds Annual Allocation by
$105,700,000 from $137,857,000 to $243,557,000.
Resolution FM-23-02,
Amending Resolution FM-22-05
59 | State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Rail | 2.6a.(3) A D
— Allocation Amendment
Request to amend the locally-administered STIP
Stockton Diamond Grade Separation Rail project, in
San Joaquin County, to allow non-proportional spending
and to revise the District. There is no change to the
allocation amount. (PPNO 9883)
Resolution MFP-23-08,
Amending Resolution MFP-23-04
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AGENDA

March 21-22, 2024

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

60

Amendment — Local Assistance (Federal) Annual
Allocation

Request to decrease the Fiscal Year 2023-24 Local
Assistance Federal Funds Annual Allocation by
$100,000,000 from $2,198,813,000 to $2,098,813,000.
Resolution FM-23-03,

Amending Resolution FM-23-01

2.5i.

A

D

61

Multi-Funded SCCP/LPP (Competitive)/STIP —
Allocation Amendment

Request to amend the State-Administered multi-funded
STIP/SCCP/LPP (Competitive) State Route 1 — State
Park to Bay/Porter Auxiliary Lanes project, on the State
Highway System, in Santa Cruz County, to include the
original request to extend the period of project
completion an additional 28 months beyond the
36-month Timely Use of Funds deadline. There is no
change to the allocation amount. (PPNO 0073C)
Resolution FP-23-75

Amending Resolution FP-22-51,

Resolution SCCP-A-2324-04

Amending Resolution SCCP-A-2223-08,

Resolution LPP-A-2324-30

Amending Resolution LPP-A-2223-26

2.5s.(7)

62

Local Partnership Program (LPP) (Competitive) —
Allocation Amendment

Request to amend the locally-administered LPP
(Competitive) US 101/De La Cruz Boulevard/Trimble
Road Interchange Improvements project, on the State
Highway System, in Santa Clara County, to include the
original request to extend the period of project
completion an additional 9 months beyond the 36-month
Timely Use of Funds deadline. There is no change to
the allocation amount. (PPNO 0462J)

Resolution LPP-A-2324-29,

Amending Resolution LPP-A-2021-22

2.5s5.(16)

63

LPP (Formulaic) Transit — Allocation Amendment
Request to amend the locally-administered LPP
(Formulaic) Monterey-Salinas Transit Bus Replacement
Project, in Monterey County, to rescind the full amount
of $684,000 from the Construction phase due to lapsing
funds. (PPNO 3047)

Resolution LPP-A-2324-31,

Amending Resolution LPP-A-2223-37

2.6s.(4)

64

LPP (Formulaic) — Allocation Amendment

Request to amend the locally-administered LPP
(Formulaic) Redwood Drive and Cypress Avenue
Pavement Rehabilitation project, in Sonoma County, to
revise the program code, budget item number, project
identification number, and remove the advantage
phase, the expenditure authorization number, the route,
and the postmiles. There is no change to the allocation
amount. (PPNO 0090P)

Resolution LPP-A-2324-36,

Amending Resolution LPP-A-2223-41

2.5s.(8)
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65 | Active Transportation Program (ATP) — Allocation 2.5w.(10) A D
Amendment -
Request to amend 15 locally-administered ATP projects | 2.5w.(24)
to deallocate a combined total of $1,512,000 from ATP

Cycle 3A, to reflect project savings.

Resolution FATP-2324-25

Amending Resolutions FATP-1718-11, FATP-1718-14,

FATP-1718-16, FATP-1718-19, FATP-1819-01,

FATP-1819-02, FATP-1819-07, FATP-1819-08,

FATP-1819-11, and FATP-1819-14

66 | ATP — Allocation Amendment 2.5w.(6) A D

Request to amend the locally-administered ATP Main

Street in Groveland project, in Tuolumne County, to add

the advantage phase, and revise the recipient, project

title, location, budget year, budget item number, fund
type, and program code. There is no change to the

allocation amount. (PPNO 3568)

Resolution FATP-2324-26,

Amending Resolution FATP-2324-10

67 | Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP) — 2.69.(2) A D

Allocation Amendment

Request to amend the TIRCP (2020:11) SDConnect:

San Diego Rail Improvement Program (Del Mar Bluffs

Stabilization Project Phase 5) component, in San Diego

County, to deallocate $14,000 from the Plans,

Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) phase to reflect

component savings. (PPNO CP069)

Resolution TIRCP-2324-44,

Amending Resolution TIRCP-2021-02

68 | TIRCP — Allocation Amendment 2.69.(3) A D

Request to amend the TIRCP (2023:18) Zero Emission

Transit Enhancement 2.0 (Orange Line Track

Improvement Part 2) component, in San Diego County,

to rescind the full amount of $2,400,000 from the PS&E

phase due to local funds covering the costs.

(PPNO CP124)

Resolution TIRCP-2324-45,

Amending Resolution TIRCP-2324-25

69 | TIRCP — Allocation Amendment 2.69.(4) A D

Request to amend the TIRCP (2022:16) Zero Emission

Transit Enhancement Project, in San Diego County, to

rescind a combined total of $1,040,000 from the Plans,

Specifications, and Estimate phase of three components,

due to local funds covering the costs, as follows:

e $160,000 from the Orange Line Improvement Project
Install Grade Cross Warning System component.
(PPNO CP088) (2.69.(4a))

Resolution TIRCP-2324-46,
Amending Resolution TIRCP-2223-36

e $640,000 from the Orange Line Improvement Project
Signal Replacement with Bi-directional Signaling
component. (PPNO CP088A) (2.6g.(4b))

Resolution TIRCP-2324-47,
Amending Resolution TIRCP-2223-36

e $240,000 from the Orange Line Improvement Project
Passenger Information Sign Upgrades (VMS)
component. (PPNO CP088D) (2.6g.(4c))

Resolution TIRCP-2324-48,
Amending Resolution TIRCP-2223-82
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70 | TIRCP — Allocation Amendment 2.69.(5) A D

Request to amend the TIRCP (2020:4) Inglewood

Transit Connector Project (Inglewood Transit Connector

— Phase 1) component, in Los Angeles County, to

revise the project description. There is no change to the

allocation amount. (PPNO CP062A)

Resolution TIRCP-2324-49,

Amending Resolution TIRCP-2324-16

71 | Approval of the 2021 Active Transportation Program 412 A C

Baseline Agreement for San Francisco County

Transportation Authority’s Yerba Buena Island Multi-Use

Pathway Project.

Resolution ATP-P-2324-05B

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5s.(17))

72 | Approval of two 2022 Trade Corridor Enhancement 4.13 A C

Program Baseline Agreements

Resolution TCEP-P-2324-04B

(Related Items under Ref. 2.2¢.(1), 2.2c.(9), 2.5s.(12),

2.5s.(13), and 2.5s.(15))

73 | Approval of two 2022 Solutions for Congested Corridors 4.15 A C

Program Baseline Agreements.

Resolution SCCP-P-2324-06B

74 | Approval of two State Highway Operation and 4.16 A C

Protection Program Baseline Agreements.

Resolution SHOPP-P-2324-06B

(Related Item under Ref. 4.23)

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR
POLICY MATTERS

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*

75 | San Clemente Coastal Rail Project Update 4.31 Kacey Ruggiero I C
(Related Item under Ref. 2.6Kk.) Darrell Johnson

76 | Inspector General Report on the 2022-23 Annual 4.6 K.C. Handren I R
Summary of Findings and Recommendations Juanita Baier

77 | TIMED ITEM — 9:30am — 3/22/24 4.33 Kat Kim I C
Hearing on the Small Urban and Rural Areas 2023 Dee Lam

Program of Projects for the Federal Transit
Administration Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program
78 | Adoption of the Small Urban and Rural Areas 2023 4.34 Kat Kim A C
Program of Projects for the Federal Transit Dee Lam
Administration Section 5310 Enhanced Mobility of
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program
Resolution G-24-39

79 | Approval of the California Natural Resources Agency’s 4.20 Naveen Habib A C
Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Program.
Resolution G-24-33

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5c¢.(8))

80 | SHOPP Amendments for Approval: 2.1a.(1) | Jon Pray A D
Request to: James R. Anderson
--Add 14 new projects into the 2022 SHOPP. (2.1a.(1a))
SHOPP Amendment 22H-017

81 | Adoption of the Final 2024 State Highway Operation 4.23 Jon Pray A C/D
and Protection Program (SHOPP) Mike Johnson
Resolution G-24-34

(Related Items under Ref. 2.5b.(1), 2.5b.(2), 2.5d.(1),
2.5d.(3) and 4.16)
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https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/71-4-12-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/72-4-13-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/73-4-15-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/74-4-16-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/75-4-31-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/76-4-6-a11y
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CTC MEETING

AGENDA

March 21-22, 2024

ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

82

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
04-Mrn-37, PM R11.2/13.8

State Route 37 Flood Reduction Project

Construct a causeway that would be 35 feet in elevation
and replace the Novato Creek Bridge to build resiliency
to the effects of 2130 sea level rise and stormwater
overtopping onto State Route 37, in Marin County.
(FEIR) (PPNO 5200) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-24-24

2.2¢c.(7)

Cherry Zamora
Jeremy Ketchum

A

D

83

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
05-SCr-1, PM 8.1/10.7

State Route 1 Auxiliary Lanes and Bus-on-Shoulder
Improvements — Freedom Blvd. to State Park Dr. — and
Coastal Rail Trail Segment 12 Project

Widen State Route 1 and Construct Coastal Rail Trail
Segment 12, in Santa Cruz County.

(FEIR) (PPNO 0073D) (STIP)

Resolution E-24-25

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5c¢.(2))

2.2¢.(8)

Cherry Zamora
Jeremy Ketchum

84

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
06-Tul-99, PM 25.2/30.6

Tulare Six-Lane and Paige Avenue Interchange
Improvement Project

Widen State Route 99 from four lanes to six lanes and
rebuild the Paige Avenue Interchange, in Tulare County.
(FEIR) (PPNO 6369) (STIP) (TCEP)

Resolution E-24-26

(Related Items under Ref. 2.5s.(12) and 4.13)

2.2¢.(9)

Cherry Zamora
Jeremy Ketchum

85

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
08-SBd-40, PM 153.9/154.7

AZ-Moh-40, PM 0.0/0.6

I-40 Colorado River Bridge Replacement Project
Replace the Colorado River Bridge spanning the
California/Arizona state line on Interstate 40, in

San Bernadino and Mojave counties.

(FEIR) (PPNO 3001S) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-24-27

(Related Items under Ref. 2.5b.(2) and 2.5d.(3))

2.2¢.(10)

Cherry Zamora
Jeremy Ketchum

RIGHT-OF-WAY MATTERS

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

86

Director’s Deeds (Roberti-Tenant)

Iltem 1

Excess Lands - Return to SR 710 Rehabilitation Account
$820,000

2.4d.(3)

Tim Sobelman
Kimberly Ellis Erickson

D
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CTC MEETING AGENDA March 21-22, 2024
ALLOCATIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS REQUEST

Projects with costs that exceed the Programmed Amount by More than 20 Percent

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
87 | Request for $19,700,000 (233.9 percent increase) 2.5s5.(10) | Kayla Giese A D
allocation in Right of Way Capital and $2,541,000 (81.5 Scott Eades

percent increase) allocation in Right of Way Support, for
the State-Administered TCEP SR 46 Expressway
Conversion - Antelope Grade Segment project on State
Route 46, in San Luis Obispo County.

(EA 3307E, PPNO 0226L)

Resolution TCEP-A-2324-10

(Related Items under Ref. 2.2c¢.(3) and 4.5)

88 | Request for $28,526,000 (171.9 percent increase) 2.5d.(1) | Tim Sobelman A D
allocation in Construction Capital and $3,550,000 (54.3 Diana Gomez
percent increase) allocation in Construction Support for
the SHOPP Pavement Preservation project on State
Route 33, in Kern County. (EA 0Y130, PPNO 6978)
Resolution FP-23-71

(Related Item under Ref. 4.23)

89 | Request for $336,000 (1,766.7 percent increase) 2.5d.(2) | Tim Sobelman A D
allocation in Right of Way Support, for the SHOPP Diana Gomez
Safety Improvements project on State Route 63, in
Tulare County. (EA 1E420, PPNO 8019)
Resolution FP-23-72

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2))

90 | Request for $5,524,000 (47.0 percent increase) 2.5d.(3) | Tim Sobelman A D
allocation in Pre-Construction Support, Plans, Catalino Pining llI
Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) phase, for the
SHOPP Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement project
on Interstate 40, in San Bernardino County.

(EA OR380, PPNO 3001S)

Resolution FP-23-73

(Related Items under Ref. 2.2¢.(10), 2.5b.(2), and 4.23)
91 | Request for $77,590,000 (33.9 percent increase) 2.5d.(4) | Tim Sobelman A D
allocation in Construction Capital and $14,000,000 (28.5 Everett Townsend
percent increase) allocation in Construction Support, for
the SHOPP Transportation Management Systems
project on Interstate 805, in San Diego County.

(EA 43032, PPNO 1309)

Resolution FP-23-74

Capital Outlay Support (COS) Supplemental Fund Allocations

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
92 | Request for an additional $2,030,000 (156.2 percent 2.5e.(1) | Tim Sobelman A D
increase) in Pre-Construction Support, PS&E phase, for Matthew Brady

the SHOPP Americans with Disabilities Act Curb Ramps
project on United States Highway 101, in Mendocino
County. (EA OH140, PPNO 4675)

Resolution FA-23-81

93 | Request for an additional $1,100,000 (48.9 percent 2.5e.(3) | Tim Sobelman A D
increase) in Pre-Construction Support, Project Approval Sergio Aceves
and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase, for the
SHOPP Pavement Preservation project on United
States Highway 50, in El Dorado County.

(EA 03400, PPNO 3337)

Resolution FA-23-82
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CTC MEETING

AGENDA

March 21-22, 2024

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

94

Request for an additional $1,100,000 (29.6 percent
increase) in Pre-Construction Support, PS&E phase, for
the SHOPP Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement
project on State Route 1, in San Luis Obispo and

Santa Barbara counties. (EA 1H440, PPNO 2650)
Resolution FA-23-84

2.5e.(10)

Tim Sobelman
Scott Eades

A

D

95

Request for an additional $300,000 (45.5 percent
increase) in Pre-Construction Support, PA&ED phase,
for the SHOPP Pavement Preservation project on State
Route 233, in Madera County. (EA 0W860, PPNO 7095)
Resolution FA-23-86

2.5e.(12)

Tim Sobelman
Diana Gomez

Capital — Supplemental Fund Allocations (Award)

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

96

Request for an additional $1,358,000 (23.5 percent
increase) in Construction Capital for the SHOPP Bridge
Rehabilitation and Replacement project on State

Route 12, in Sacramento and Solano counties.

(EA 1H130, PPNO 5960)

Resolution FA-23-87

2.5e.(4)

Tim Sobelman
Sergio Aceves

D

97

Request for an additional $338,000 (25.9 percent
increase) in Construction Capital for the SHOPP Minor A
Safety Roadside Rest Area Rehabilitation project on
Interstate 80, in Nevada County. (EA 1J400)

Resolution FA-23-88

2.5e.(5)

Tim Sobelman
Sergio Aceves

98

Request for an additional $2,159,000 (13.9 percent
increase) in Construction Capital for the SHOPP
Collision Severity Reduction project at various locations,
in Santa Clara County. (EA 0K110, PPNO 1495A)
Resolution FA-23-89

(Related Item under Ref. 2.8b.(1))

2.5e.(6)

Tim Sobelman
Dina El-Tawansy

99

Request for an additional $2,242,000 (32.7 percent
increase) in Construction Capital for the SHOPP Bridge
Rail Replacement and Upgrade project on State Route 82
in Santa Clara County. (EA 0P980, PPNO 2021B)
Resolution FA-23-90

(Related Item under Ref. 2.8b.(1))

2.5e.(7)

Tim Sobelman
Dina El-Tawansy

100

Request for an additional $2,773,000 (38.2 percent
increase) in Construction Capital for the SHOPP
Maintenance Facilities project on State Route 90, in
Los Angeles County. (EA 35480, PPNO 5500)
Resolution FA-23-91

(Related Items under Ref. 2.8b.(1) and 2.8d.(1))

2.5e.(15)

Tim Sobelman
Gloria Roberts

101

Request for an additional $2,045,000 (52.2 percent
increase) in Construction Capital for the SHOPP
Maintenance Facilities project on Interstate 405, in
Los Angeles County. (EA 35820, PPNO 5545)
Resolution FA-23-92

(Related Item under Ref. 2.8b.(1))

2.5e.(16)

Tim Sobelman
Gloria Roberts

Page 13




https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/94-2-5e10-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/95-2-5e12-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/96-2-5e4-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/97-2-5e5-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/98-2-5e6-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/99-2-5e7-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/100-2-5e15-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/101-2-5e16-a11y



CTC MEETING

AGENDA

March 21-22, 2024

Capital — Supplemental Fund Allocations (Complete Construction)

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

102

Request for an additional $1,400,000 (60.3 percent
increase) in Construction Support for the SHOPP Weigh
Stations and Weight-In-Motion Facilities project on
Interstate 5, in Tehama County. (EA 1H680, PPNO 3611)
Resolution FA-23-93

2.5e.(2)

Tim Sobelman
David Moore

A

D

103

Request for an additional $505,000 (5.1 percent
increase) in Construction Capital for the SHOPP
Pavement Preservation project on State Route 63, in
Tulare County. (EA 0X700, PPNO 7008)

Resolution FA-23-95

2.5e.(13)

Tim Sobelman
Diana Gomez

104

Request for an additional $1,600,000 (31.0 percent
increase) in Construction Support for the SHOPP Major
Damage Restoration (Permanent Restoration) project
on State Route 1, in Ventura County.

(EA 31820, PPNO 4930)

Resolution FA-23-96

(Related Item under Ref. 2.2c.(11))

2.5e.(14)

Tim Sobelman
Gloria Roberts

105

Request for an additional $1,808,000 (5.7 percent
increase) in Construction Capital for the SHOPP
Roadway Rehabilitation project on State Route 67, in
San Diego County. (EA 43056, PPNO 1344)
Resolution FA-23-97

2.5e.(17)

Tim Sobelman
Everett Townsend

106

Request for an additional $3,302,000 (18.0 percent
increase) in Construction Capital for the SHOPP
Pavement Preservation project on State Route 241, in
Orange County. (EA OH047, PPNO 5502)

Resolution FA-23-98

2.5e.(18)

Tim Sobelman
Lan Zhou

107

Request for an additional $1,600,000 (99.8 percent
increase) in Construction Support for the State-
Administered multi-funded STIP/SCCP/LPP (Formulaic)
Soscol Junction (SR 29/221/Soscol Ferry Road) project
on State Routes 29 and 221, in Napa County.

(EA 28120, PPNO 0376)

Resolution FA-23-94

2.5e.(9)

Kacey Ruggiero
Dina El-Tawansy

State

Transportation Improvement Program Supple

mental Allocation

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

108

Request for an additional $1,561,000 (37.3 percent
increase) for the locally-administered STIP Hot Springs
Road Reconstruction project, off the State Highway
System, in Alpine County. (PPNO 3115)

Resolution FA-23-100

(Related Item under Ref. 2.8b.(3))

2.5¢.(5)

Kacey Ruggiero
Dee Lam

D

Multi-Funded TCEP/TIRCP Supplemental Allocation

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

109

Request for an additional $3,014,000 (4.0 percent
increase) for the locally-administered multi-funded
TCEP/TIRCP Del Mar Bluffs Phase 5 Rail project, in
San Diego County. (PPNO T0015 and CP069)
Resolution TCEP-A-2324-11S

2.6s.(6)

Resolution TIRCP-2324-50S

Kayla Giese
Dee Lam

D

Page 14




https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/102-2-5e2-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/103-2-5e13-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/104-2-5e14-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/105-2-5e17-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/106-2-5e18-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/107-2-5e9-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/108-2-5c5-a11y

https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/ctc-meetings/2024/2024-03/109-2-6s6-a11y



CTC MEETING AGENDA March 21-22, 2024

PROGRAM UPDATES
Local Partnership Formulaic Program (LPP)

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*

110 | Local Partnership Formulaic Program Amendment: 4.24 Leishara Ward A C

¢ Add the Replace 38 Diesel Buses with Zero Emission
Buses project in San Mateo County and program
$1,515,000 in fiscal year 2023-24.

e Add the 2024 Annual Pavement Rehabilitation
project in Contra Costa County and program
$1,200,000 in fiscal year 2024-25.

Resolution LPP-P-2324-10,
Amending Resolution LPP-P-2324-09
(Related Item under Ref. 2.6s.(1))

Multi-Funded Trade Corridor Enhancement Program (TCEP)

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
111 | TCEP — Project Amendment 2.1s.(1) | Kenneth Lopez A D
The San Diego Association of Governments proposes Dee Lam

to amend the TCEP San Onofre to Pulgas Double
Track Phase 2 Rail project, in San Diego County, to
revise the scope. (PPNO 2190)

Resolution TCEP-P-2324-05

(Related Item under Ref. 2.6s.(5))

Solutions for Congested Corridors (SCCP)

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
112 | 2020 Solutions for Congested Corridors Program 4.26 Naveen Habib A C
Amendment

Split the 1-105 Express Lanes — Construction
component into four components with separate
Expenditure Authorization numbers to deliver the
project in three separate construction packages.
Resolution G-24-35,

Amending Resolution G-22-58

(Related Item under Ref. 4.14)

113 | 2020 Solutions for Congested Corridors Program: 4.14 Naveen Habib A C
I-105 Express Lanes Baseline Agreement Amendment.
Resolution SCCP-P-2324-05BA,

Amending Resolution SCCP-P-2122-01B

(Related Item under Ref. 4.26)

Active Transportation Program (ATP)

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
114 | ATP — Project Scope Amendment 4.27 Laurie Waters A D
The City of Colton proposes to amend the ATP Jehue Dee Lam

Corridor and Eucalyptus Avenue Class | Bike Paths
project, in San Bernardino County to amend the scope.
(PPNO 1257A)

Resolution ATP-P-2324-06

115 | ATP — Amendment for Approval 4.28 Beverley Newman- A D
Amendment to the 2023 Active Transportation Burckhard
Program to Approve a Funding Distribution Change for Dee Lam

the City of La Puente — City of La Puente’s Safe
Routes for Students Improvement Project, in
Los Angeles County. There is no change to the
programmed amount. (PPNO 6168)

Resolution G-24-36,

Amending Resolution G-23-49
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AGENDA

March 21-22, 2024

ALLOCATIONS

SHOPP Allocations

(Formulaic) projects, off the State Highway System.

Resolution LPP-A-2324-33

Dee Lam

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
116 | Request $188,538,000 for 23 SHOPP projects. 2.5b.(1) | Jon Pray A D
Resolution FP-23-76 James R. Anderson
(Related Items under Ref. 2.5b.(2), 2.5s.(9) and 4.23)
117 | Request of $87,794,000 for 83 2022 SHOPP 2.5b.(2) | Jon Pray A D
preconstruction project phases for environmental James R. Anderson
support, design, and R/W support.
Resolution FP-23-77
(Related Items under Ref. 2.2c.(1), 2.2¢.(10), 2.5b.(1),
2.5d.(2), 2.5d.(3), and 4.23)
118 | Request of $100,341,000 for 46 2024 SHOPP 2.5b.(3) | Jon Pray A D
preconstruction project phases for environmental James R. Anderson
support.
Resolution FP-23-78
SHOPP — Advance Allocation
Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
119 | Request an allocation of $21,435,000 for the Right of 2.5b.(4) | Jon Pray A D
Way Capital phase of the SHOPP Bridge Rehabilitation James R. Anderson
project, on Interstate 5, in San Joaquin County,
programmed in Fiscal Year 2024-25. (PPNO 3133A)
Resolution FP-23-79
STIP Allocations
Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
120 | Request of $557,000 for the State-Administered STIP 2.5c.(4) | Kacey Ruggiero A D
Down River Turnouts project, on the State Highway / James R. Anderson
System, in Trinity County. (PPNO 3771) 2.5v.(2)
Resolution FP-23-81
121 | Request of $300,000 for the locally-administered STIP 2.5c.(2) | Kacey Ruggiero A D
State Route 1 — Freedom to State Park Auxiliary Lanes James R. Anderson
and Bus on Shoulders project, on the State Highway
System, in Santa Cruz County. (PPNO 0073D)
Resolution FP-23-82
(Related Item under Ref. 2.2¢.(8)
122 | Request of $10,099,000 for eight locally-administered 2.5c.(3) | Kacey Ruggiero A D
STIP and Planning, Programming, and Monitoring Dee Lam
projects, off the State Highway System.
Resolution FP-23-83
Grade Crossing Protection Maintenance Program Allocation
Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
123 | Proposed 2024-25 Allocation Set-aside of $4,000,000 4.29 Kacey Ruggiero A C
for the California Public Utilities Commission Railroad
Grade Crossing Protection Maintenance Program.
Resolution G-24-37
LPP (Formulaic) Allocations
Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
124 | Request of $2,600,000 for the locally-administered LPP | 2.5s.(2) | Benjamin Williams A D
(Formulaic) Hillcrest Road Improvement Project, on the James R. Anderson
State Highway System, in San Francisco County.
(PPNO 2351B)
Resolution LPP-A-2324-32
125 | Request of $800,000 for two locally-administered LPP 2.5s.(3) | Benjamin Williams A D
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Multi-Funded ATP/LPP (Formulaic) Allocation

(Formulaic) Replace 38 Diesel Buses with Zero-Emission
Buses (Construction) Transit project, in San Mateo
County. (PPNO 2091B)

Resolution LPP-A-2324-35

(Related Item under Ref. 4.24)

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
126 | Request of $3,801,000 for the locally-administered 2.5s.(17) | Benjamin Williams A D
multi-funded ATP/LPP (Formulaic) Yerba Buena Island Dee Lam
Multi-Use Pathway Project, off the State Highway
System, in San Francisco County. (PPNO 2351)
Resolution FATP-2324-27
Resolution LPP-A-2324-34
(Related Item under Ref. 4.12)
LPP (Formulaic) Transit Allocation
Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
127 | Request of $1,515,000 for the locally-administered LPP | 2.6s.(1) | Benjamin Williams A D

Dee Lam

California Natural Resources Agency’s Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation Program

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type* | Agency*

128

Allocation for the 2023 California Natural Resources
Agency’s Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation
Program of Projects.

Resolution FP-23-85

(Related Item under Ref. 4.20)

2.5c.(8)

Naveen Habib

A C

SCCP Allocation

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type* | Agency*

129

Request of $51,955,000 for the State-Administered
SCCP Santa Barbara U.S. 101 Multimodal Corridor
Project — Segment 4D South — Three Creeks project,
on the State Highway System, in Santa Barbara
County. (PPNO 7101F)

Resolution SCCP-A-2324-05

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(1))

2.5s.(9)

Naveen Habib
James R. Anderson

A D

TCEP Allocations

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type* | Agency*

130

Request of $6,500,000 for the State-Administered
TCEP SR-15 Operational Improvements project, on the
State Highway System, in San Diego County.

(PPNO 1417)

Resolution TCEP-A-2324-12

(Related Items under Ref. 2.2c.(1), 2.5s.(15) and 4.13)

2.5s.(13)

Kenneth Lopez
James R. Anderson

A D

131

Request of $12,000,000 for two locally-administered
TCEP projects, on the State Highway System.
Resolution TCEP-A-2324-13

(Related Items under Ref. 2.2c.(1), 2.5s.(13) and 4.13)

2.5s.(15)

Kenneth Lopez
James R. Anderson

Multi-Funded TCEP/STIP Rail Allocation

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type* | Agency*

132

Request of $33,793,000 for the locally-administered
multi-funded TCEP/STIP San Onofre to Pulgas Double
Track Phase 2 Rail project, in San Diego County.
(PPNO 2190)

Resolution TCEP-A-2324-14

Resolution FP-23-84

(Related Item under Ref. 2.1s.(1))

2.6s.(5)

Kenneth Lopez
Dee Lam

A D
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Multi-Funded Proposition 1B State Route 99/TCEP Allocation

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
133 | Request of $39,039,000 for the State-Administered 2.5s.(12) | Kenneth Lopez A D
multi-funded Prop 1B SR 99/TCEP Tulare 6-lane and James R. Anderson

Paige Avenue Interchange Improvement Project, on
the State Highway System, in Tulare County.
(PPNO 6369)

Resolution R99-A-2324-01

Resolution TCEP-A-2324-15

(Related Items under Ref. 2.2¢.(9) and 4.13)

ATP Post-Fact Time Extensions

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
134 | Post-Fact request to amend the period of project 2.8v.(2) | Elika Changizi A D
allocation for two locally-administered ATP projects, off Dee Lam
the State Highway System.
Waiver 24-24,

Amending Waivers 23-42 and 23-83
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5w.(1))

ATP Allocations

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
135 | Request of $53,866,000 for 28 locally-administered ATP | 2.5w.(1) | Elika Changizi A D
projects, off the State Highway System. Dee Lam

Resolution FATP-2324-28

(Related Items under Ref. 2.2c.(4) and 2.8v.(2))
136 | Request of $1,250,000 for the State-Administered ATP | 2.5w.(5) | Elika Changizi A D
SR 49 Multimodal Corridor Improvements, Nevada City James R. Anderson
project, on the State Highway System, in Nevada
County. (PPNO 6128A)

Resolution FATP-2324-31

137 | Request of $15,290,000 for the locally-administered ATP | 2.5w.(8) | Elika Changizi A D
San Jose Multipurpose Path project, on the State James R. Anderson
Highway System, in Santa Barbara County. (PPNO 2995)
Resolution FATP-2324-32

ATP — Advance Allocations

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
138 | Request of $1,708,000 for two locally-administered ATP | 2.5w.(2) | Elika Changizi A D
projects, off the State Highway System, programmed in Dee Lam

Fiscal Year 2024-25.
Resolution FATP-2324-29
139 | Request of $478,000 for the locally-administered ATP 2.5w.(3) | Elika Changizi A D
Del Rey Sidewalk Project, off the State Highway Dee Lam
System, in Fresno County, programmed in Fiscal Year
2025-26. (PPNO 8026)

Resolution FATP-2324-30

Local Transportation Climate Adaptation Program (LTCAP) Allocations

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
140 | Request of $1,663,000 for three locally-administered 2.5p.(1) | Rebecca Light A D
LTCAP projects, off the State Highway System. Dee Lam

Resolution LTCAP-A-2324-03
TIRCP Allocations

Tab | Item Description Ref# | Presenter Type* | Agency*
141 | Request of $21,154,000 for five TIRCP projects. 2.6g.(1) | Anja Aulenbacher A D
Resolution TIRCP-2324-51 Dee Lam
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CTC MEETING

AGENDA

March 21-22, 2024

TIME EXTENSION REQUESTS

SHOPP Time Extensions

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

142

Request to extend the period of contract award for 28
SHOPP projects, per SHOPP Guidelines.

Waiver 24-25

(Related Items under Ref. 2.5e.(6), 2.5e.(7), 2.5e.(15),
2.5e.(16), and 2.8d.(1))

2.8b.(1)

Jaeden Gales
James R. Anderson

A

D

143

Request to extend the period of project completion for
13 SHOPP projects, per SHOPP Guidelines.

Waiver 24-26

(Related Item under Ref. 2.8¢.(7))

2.8c.(1)

Jaeden Gales
James R. Anderson

144

Request to extend the period of project development
expenditure for seven SHOPP projects, per SHOPP
Guidelines.

Waiver 24-27

(Related Items under Ref. 2.5e.(15) and 2.8b.(1))

2.8d.(1)

Jaeden Gales
James R. Anderson

STIP Time Extensions

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

145

Request to extend the period of contract award for the
locally-administered STIP Centennial Corridor EB58 to
NB99 Loop Connector project, on the State Highway
System, in Kern County, per STIP Guidelines.

(PPNO 8029)

Waiver 24-28

2.8b.(2)

Kacey Ruggiero
James R. Anderson

D

146

Request to extend the period of contract award for four
locally-administered STIP projects, off the State
Highway System, per STIP Guidelines.

Waiver 24-29

(Related Item under Ref. 2.5c¢.(5))

2.8b.(3)

Kacey Ruggiero
Dee Lam

147

Request to extend the period of contract award for two
locally-administered STIP Transit projects, per STIP
Guidelines.

Waiver 24-30

2.8b.(4)

Kacey Ruggiero
Dee Lam

148

Request to extend the period of project completion for
the State-Administered STIP Tagus 6-Lane Widening
(Combined) project, on the State Highway System, in
Tulare County, per STIP Guidelines. (PPNO 6400G)
Waiver 24-32

2.8¢.(3)

Kacey Ruggiero
James R. Anderson

LPP (

Formulaic) Transit Time Extension

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

149

Request to extend the period of contract award for the
locally-administered LPP (Formulaic) Imola Park and
Ride Capital Improvements Transit project, in Napa
County, per LPP Guidelines. (PPNO 2090F)

Waiver 24-48

2.8b.(10)

Benjamin Williams
Dee Lam

D

Multi-Funded LPP (Formulaic)/STIP Time Extension

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

150

Request to extend the period of contract award for the
locally-administered multi-funded LPP (Formulaic)/STIP
ITS Improvements in Daly City, Brisbane, and Colma
project, on the State Highway System, in San Mateo
County, per LPP and STIP Guidelines. (PPNO 0658G)

Waiver 24-33

2.8b.(5)

Benjamin Williams
James R. Anderson

D
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AGENDA

March 21-22, 2024

Multi-Funded LPP (Formulaic)/STIP/Proposition 1B TCIF Time Extension

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type* | Agency*

151

Request to extend the period of project completion for
the State-Administered multi-funded LPP(Formulaic)/
STIP/Prop 1B TCIF Interstate 5 Widening, Segment 1
(SR 73 to Oso Parkway) project, on the State Highway
System, in Orange County, per LPP and STIP
Guidelines. (PPNO 2655)

Waiver 24-49

2.8¢.(8)

Benjamin Williams
James R. Anderson

A D

TCEP

Time Extensions

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type* | Agency*

152

Request to extend the period of project completion for
the State-Administered TCEP Intelligent Transportation
System Technology (Advanced Technology Corridors at
Border Ports of Entry) project, on the State Highway
System, in San Diego and Imperial counties, per TCEP
Guidelines. (PPNO 1241)

Waiver 24-35

(Related Item under Ref. 2.8c.(1))

2.8¢.(7)

Kayla Giese
James R. Anderson

A D

Multi-Funded TCEP/LPP (Formulaic)/STIP/Proposition 1B TCIF Time Extension

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type* | Agency*

153

Request to extend the period of project completion for
the locally-administered multi-funded TCEP/LPP
(Formulaic)/STIP/Prop 1B TCIF I-10 Corridor Express
Lanes Contract 1 project, on the State Highway System,
in San Bernardino and Los Angeles counties, per
TCEP, LPP, and STIP Guidelines. (PPNO 3009P)
Waiver 24-37

2.8c.(4)

Kayla Giese
James R. Anderson

A D

ATP Time Extensions

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type* | Agency*

154

Request to extend the period of project allocation for the
locally-administered ATP Main and Market Complete
Streets (Phase 1) project, off the State Highway System,
in San Joaquin County, per ATP Guidelines.(PPNO 3611)
Waiver 24-38

2.8a.(1)

Elika Changizi
Dee Lam

A D

155

Request to extend the period of contract award for the
locally-administered ATP Hawaiian Gardens Bicycle
Master Plan project, off the State Highway System, in
Los Angeles County, per ATP Guidelines. (PPNO 6048)
Waiver 24-39

2.8b.(9)

Elika Changizi
Dee Lam

156

Request to extend the period of project completion for
two locally-administered ATP projects, off the State
Highway System, per ATP Guidelines.

Waiver 24-40

2.8c.(5)

Elika Changizi
Dee Lam

157

Request to extend the period of project development
expenditure for the locally-administered ATP
North/South Bike Network Gap Closure and
Connectivity to North Eastvale project, off the State
Highway System, in Riverside County, per ATP
Guidelines. (PPNO 1256A)

Waiver 24-41

2.8d.(2)

Elika Changizi
Dee Lam

TIRCP Time Extensions

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type* | Agency*

158

Request to extend the period of project development
expenditure for seven TIRCP (2018:19) Valley Rail
components, per TIRCP Allocation Policy.

Waiver 24-42

2.8d.(3)

Kat Kim
Dee Lam

A D
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TIME EXTENSION AMENDMENTS

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

159

Request to amend the period of project development
expenditure for the SHOPP Roadway Preservation
project, in Monterey County, as an exception to the
SHOPP Guidelines. (PPNO 2916)

Waiver 24-50,

Amending Waiver 23-74

2.8v.(6)

Jaeden Gales
James R. Anderson

A

D

160

Request to amend the period of project completion for
the State-Administered multi-funded TCEP/STIP SR-57
- Lambert Road Interchange Improvements project, on
the State Highway System, in Orange County.

(PPNO 3834)

Waiver 24-45,

Amending Waiver 23-24

2.8v.(3)

Kayla Giese
James R. Anderson

161

Request to amend the period of project completion for

the TIRCP (2016:09) Peninsula Corridor Electrification
Project (Procurement of Electric Multiple Unit Vehicles)
component, in various counties, as an exception to the
TIRCP Allocation Policy. (PPNO CP022)

Waiver 24-46,

Amending Waiver 22-137

2.8v.(4)

Kat Kim
Dee Lam

162

Request to amend the period of project development
expenditure for three TIRCP (2018:19) Valley Rail
components, as an exception to the TIRCP Allocation
Policy.

Waiver 24-47,

Amending Waiver 23-25 and 23-62

2.8v.(5)

Kat Kim
Dee Lam

163

Request to amend the period of project development
expenditure for the TIRCP (2018:27) Southern California
Optimized Rail Expansion (Link US Component), in

Los Angeles County, as an exception to the TIRCP
Allocation Policy. (PPNO CP033)

Waiver 24-43,

Amending Waiver 22-103

2.8v.(7)

Kat Kim
Dee Lam

OTHER MATTERS

Tab

Item Description

Ref#

Presenter

Type*

Agency*

Public Comment

6

Carl Guardino

Cc

ADJOURN
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CTC MEETING AGENDA March 21-22. 2024
Highway and Mass Transportation Financial Matters
Program Current Meeting FY 2023-2024

Proposed Allocations
(March 21-22, 2024)

Year to Date Total*
(Through February 29, 2024)

SHOPP Allocations

STIP Allocations

Senate Bill 1 Allocations
Proposition 1B Allocations

Proposition 1A Allocations

ATP Allocations

LTCAP Allocations

TIRCP Allocations

Short-Line Railroad

Aeronautics Allocations

Local Assistance Annual Allocation

San Francisco Bay Ferry Program

Grand Total:
Total Jobs Created:

Total De-Allocations:

$698,853,000
$52,180,000
$142,511,000
$2,070,000

$76,392,000
$1,663,000
$21,168,000

$5,700,000

$1,000,537,000
11,006
$5,650,000

$4,829,614,000
$283,276,000
$267,097,000
$63,410,000

$141,794,000
$17,136,000
$1,079,127,000

$2,198,813,000

$8,880,267,000
97,683
$19,885,000

Page 22





		AGENDA

		CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

		Thursday, March 21, 2024

		Friday, March 22, 2024

		GENERAL BUSINESS

		REPORTS

		POLICY MATTERS

		INFORMATION CALENDAR

		Monthly Reports on the Status of Contract Award for

		BEGIN CONSENT CALENDAR

		END OF CONSENT CALENDAR

		POLICY MATTERS

		ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS

		RIGHT-OF-WAY MATTERS

		ALLOCATIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS REQUEST

		PROGRAM UPDATES

		ALLOCATIONS

		TIME EXTENSION REQUESTS

		TIME EXTENSION AMENDMENTS

		OTHER MATTERS

		ADJOURN

		Highway and Mass Transportation Financial Matters








From: Anthony Palmere

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC

Cc: Autumn Bernstein

Subject: 3/21/24 Agenda Item 19, TCIP Funding for the 1-80/US 50 Managed Lanes Project, Yolo County
Date: Saturday, March 16, 2024 9:33:08 AM

Attachments: 180 DEIR Comments - APalmere.pdf

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |
Dear Chair Guardino and Members of the CTC:

I am writing with regard to Item 19 on your 3/21/24 Agenda, "Advance 2024 Trade Corridor
Enhancement Program Adoption for the 1-80/US 50 Managed Lanes Project, in Yolo County,
Resolution G-24-30." | believe that it would be a mistake to allocate funding for this project at
this time, especially considering that the Environmental Document has not yet been certified.

The CTC staff memo states that the project includes, "a robust Vehicle Miles Traveled
Mitigation plan that will improve and expedite transit service through the corridor, along the
Capital Corridors Passenger Rail Corridor." | suppose that "robust” is in the eye of the
beholder, but the VMT mitigation plan as proposed in the draft Environmental Document
purports to mitigate less than half of the increased VMT. Note that even this limited mitigation
plan is based on erroneous calculations, including a significant VMT reduction from
microtransit which has never been shown to result in VMT reduction. At the same time, the
mitigation plan includes little or no increases in actual transit services in the corridor,
including the Capitol Corridor. (FYI, | am attaching my comment letter to the Draft ED if you
are interested in more details).

For this project to be a truly beneficial project, the transit service improvements in the corridor
need to be enhanced, whether in a revised mitigation plan for the final environmental
document or some other legally binding commitment on the use of toll funds, such that it will
provide real and ongoing improvements to the bus and rail transit service in the corridor.
Without a more solid transit enhancement component, this project is not ready for a funding
allocation from the TCEP.

Thank you,
Anthony Palmere


mailto:ajpalmere@gmail.com
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov
mailto:aBernstein@yctd.org

January 9, 2024

Masum Patwary
Environmental Scientist
Caltrans District 3

703 B Street,
Marysville, CA 95901

Dear Mr. Patwary:

| am providing comments on the Draft Environmental Document for the Yolo 80 Corridor
Improvement Project. | am retired from the public transportation industry, after almost 40 years
working in planning and management of transit systems, including over 25 years in California
(resume attached). Although | have concerns about many aspects of the project, my particular
expertise is related to alternative transportation modes, and my comments will focus on the
project definition (alternatives analyzed) and the VMT mitigation measures.

In the draft document, both the alternatives analyzed and mitigation measures reflected lack of
vision and common sense with regard to effective and practical options for improving
alternatives that could either mitigate the impacts of the project or perhaps even eliminate the
need for it. | understand that the results of the mitigation need to be quantifiable, and that the
preparer of the mitigation report, Fehr and Peers, represent the gold standard in transportation
modeling. However, given the importance of the mitigation plan to the outcome of the project, |
think it is critical that the project include the features that will result in the lowest VMT within the
constraints of the funding available.

There are three primary alternative modes for travel through the corridor -- train, bus, and
bicycle.

For bicycling, the project includes resurfacing the existing bike path on the Causeway along with
improvements to the connecting paths on the east and west sides. The possibility of a separate
structure across the Yolo Bypass was rejected. However, | could find no mention of
improvements to the bike path that would make the ride less unpleasant on the Causeway itself,
such as noise and wind protection, which could attract new riders, especially with ebikes,
scooters, or other micromobility options. For many potential riders, it is the Causeway itself that
is the biggest impediment to riding. Improvements such as noise and wind protection would be
difficult to quantify but they would be relatively inexpensive to construct and would likely reduce
VMT more than many of the selected measures. Although the travel model may not be sensitive
enough to predict the impact of such an improvement, that should not prevent the project from
including such an important improvement in either the base project or the mitigation measures.

For improved bus service, the concept of "Bus on Shoulder" operation is mentioned only in the
section on alternatives rejected (Proposed Project, 1.5.7 Alternative 5, in explaining why the
left-most lanes will be difficult for buses entering on the right to be able to use. At the end of the





section, it says, "...but possible Part Time Lane Use or Bus on Shoulder options may be studied
further in the design phase."

What is noteworthy about this discussion is that the difficulty for buses accessing the transit-only
lane also applies to all the managed lane alternatives that remain under consideration. Any bus
traveling on 1-80 between Mace Boulevard in Davis and Enterprise in West Sacramento during
congested conditions would find it difficult to get into the express lane on the far left of the
highway and would gain little or no travel time advantage (by the time the bus got into the
left-most lane it would need to start merging back to the right to be able to exit). And during
non-congested times, the express lane would offer no time savings. Given that difficulty, the
best option for buses would be to allow Bus on Shoulder operation during times of congestion.
Bus on Shoulder could be implemented under the No Project option to greatly improve transit
service attractiveness, by improving both speed and reliability. However, it was not analyzed or
mentioned as part of the No Build option, nor was it included as a potential VMT mitigation
measure. Note that Bus on Shoulder is discussed extensively for this corridor in the SACOG
Davis-Sacramento Transit Alternatives Study (2019). It is unclear why such a promising and
relatively low cost approach for improved transit service must wait until the design phase rather
than discussed in the environmental document as part of the base project or mitigation
measures.

Regarding train service, fare subsidies for bus and train service were combined into a single
measure showing relative ineffectiveness. However, it is likely that subsidizing the bus service
which is already a low cost (but slow) service is much less effective than subsidizing train
service, which is high cost and fast. By combining them into a single measure, the likely high
effectiveness of a train subsidy is masked by the likely low effectiveness of a bus subsidy. For
the modeling of the changes, the train service fare of $9 for a 12-mile commute is so far out of
the bounds for typical transit service price elasticities, that the SACSIM model may not be
accurate in estimating the impact of a change of that magnitude. | suggest eliminating the bus
fare subsidy and concentrating the fare subsidy on the train service for maximum cost
effectiveness. For bus service, it would seem to make more sense to consider providing
30-minute frequency on the 42 line rather than considering 15-minute service and rejecting it as
being too costly.

In looking for additional mitigation measures to try to close the gap in VMT impacts, the Draft ED
includes Microtransit service in Yolo County as reducing VMT by 6.2 million annually (based on
the VMT+ model). It is very difficult to believe that such a service could result in a VMT
reduction of that magnitude, as most microtransit services operate with low load factors, usually
in the 1-2 passenger miles per vehicle mile range (and even lower when vehicle deadheading is
taken into consideration). From the brief description, it is not clear if the estimated VMT
reduction is net of the added VMT from the microtransit vehicles themselves, but clearly it
should be. And, if the calculation is correct and that level of VMT reduction is realistic, it would
be very helpful to note where microtransit had achieved such a high level of productivity in the
UsS.





The narrative of the VMT mitigation section includes a relative effectiveness measure of “$/VMT
reduced” which was used in evaluating which mitigation measures were selected for
implementation. This calculation appears to be based on the "Yolo/80 Contribution" divided by
the "Annual VMT Reduced". However, the Yolo/80 Contribution is cumulative over a number of
years, ranging from as few as 3 years to as many as 20 years. So the $/VMT calculation is not
actually calculating $/VMT on a consistent basis across all the mitigation measures. There is no
explanation as to why the $/VMT is not calculated on an annual basis or some other way that
would allow the measures to be evaluated consistently. It appears that the method used in the
analysis could have led to selecting mitigation measures that are not as effective as other
mitigation measures that were rejected. The number of years that the project is contributing to
each measure appears arbitrary and, by changing that, the “$/VMT Reduced” calculation would
go up or down. Please clarify how the calculation is being done and include the rationale for
using differing time frames for the cost effectiveness ratio. It may also be helpful to include an
additional column showing the “$/VMT Reduced reported on an annual basis”, so that all the
mitigation measures can be seen on a consistent scale.

To summarize my comments, the need to improve alternatives for [-80 Corridor Travel is critical
to the success of the project, by mitigating or reducing the impact of induced travel and
additional VMT. | believe that the project’s negative environmental impacts could be reduced
with project features and mitigation measures that focus on the corridor itself, as I've described
above (bike path improvements on the Causeway, reduced train fares, improved bus speed and
reliability using Bus on Shoulder, and improved frequency of bus service), and that an analysis
that more accurately estimates and reports the impact of the various options would support the
inclusion of those features.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

anﬂwaﬁ%ﬂvw

Anthony Palmere






January 9, 2024

Masum Patwary
Environmental Scientist
Caltrans District 3

703 B Street,
Marysville, CA 95901

Dear Mr. Patwary:

| am providing comments on the Draft Environmental Document for the Yolo 80 Corridor
Improvement Project. | am retired from the public transportation industry, after almost 40 years
working in planning and management of transit systems, including over 25 years in California
(resume attached). Although | have concerns about many aspects of the project, my particular
expertise is related to alternative transportation modes, and my comments will focus on the
project definition (alternatives analyzed) and the VMT mitigation measures.

In the draft document, both the alternatives analyzed and mitigation measures reflected lack of
vision and common sense with regard to effective and practical options for improving
alternatives that could either mitigate the impacts of the project or perhaps even eliminate the
need for it. | understand that the results of the mitigation need to be quantifiable, and that the
preparer of the mitigation report, Fehr and Peers, represent the gold standard in transportation
modeling. However, given the importance of the mitigation plan to the outcome of the project, |
think it is critical that the project include the features that will result in the lowest VMT within the
constraints of the funding available.

There are three primary alternative modes for travel through the corridor -- train, bus, and
bicycle.

For bicycling, the project includes resurfacing the existing bike path on the Causeway along with
improvements to the connecting paths on the east and west sides. The possibility of a separate
structure across the Yolo Bypass was rejected. However, | could find no mention of
improvements to the bike path that would make the ride less unpleasant on the Causeway itself,
such as noise and wind protection, which could attract new riders, especially with ebikes,
scooters, or other micromobility options. For many potential riders, it is the Causeway itself that
is the biggest impediment to riding. Improvements such as noise and wind protection would be
difficult to quantify but they would be relatively inexpensive to construct and would likely reduce
VMT more than many of the selected measures. Although the travel model may not be sensitive
enough to predict the impact of such an improvement, that should not prevent the project from
including such an important improvement in either the base project or the mitigation measures.

For improved bus service, the concept of "Bus on Shoulder" operation is mentioned only in the
section on alternatives rejected (Proposed Project, 1.5.7 Alternative 5, in explaining why the
left-most lanes will be difficult for buses entering on the right to be able to use. At the end of the



section, it says, "...but possible Part Time Lane Use or Bus on Shoulder options may be studied
further in the design phase."

What is noteworthy about this discussion is that the difficulty for buses accessing the transit-only
lane also applies to all the managed lane alternatives that remain under consideration. Any bus
traveling on 1-80 between Mace Boulevard in Davis and Enterprise in West Sacramento during
congested conditions would find it difficult to get into the express lane on the far left of the
highway and would gain little or no travel time advantage (by the time the bus got into the
left-most lane it would need to start merging back to the right to be able to exit). And during
non-congested times, the express lane would offer no time savings. Given that difficulty, the
best option for buses would be to allow Bus on Shoulder operation during times of congestion.
Bus on Shoulder could be implemented under the No Project option to greatly improve transit
service attractiveness, by improving both speed and reliability. However, it was not analyzed or
mentioned as part of the No Build option, nor was it included as a potential VMT mitigation
measure. Note that Bus on Shoulder is discussed extensively for this corridor in the SACOG
Davis-Sacramento Transit Alternatives Study (2019). It is unclear why such a promising and
relatively low cost approach for improved transit service must wait until the design phase rather
than discussed in the environmental document as part of the base project or mitigation
measures.

Regarding train service, fare subsidies for bus and train service were combined into a single
measure showing relative ineffectiveness. However, it is likely that subsidizing the bus service
which is already a low cost (but slow) service is much less effective than subsidizing train
service, which is high cost and fast. By combining them into a single measure, the likely high
effectiveness of a train subsidy is masked by the likely low effectiveness of a bus subsidy. For
the modeling of the changes, the train service fare of $9 for a 12-mile commute is so far out of
the bounds for typical transit service price elasticities, that the SACSIM model may not be
accurate in estimating the impact of a change of that magnitude. | suggest eliminating the bus
fare subsidy and concentrating the fare subsidy on the train service for maximum cost
effectiveness. For bus service, it would seem to make more sense to consider providing
30-minute frequency on the 42 line rather than considering 15-minute service and rejecting it as
being too costly.

In looking for additional mitigation measures to try to close the gap in VMT impacts, the Draft ED
includes Microtransit service in Yolo County as reducing VMT by 6.2 million annually (based on
the VMT+ model). It is very difficult to believe that such a service could result in a VMT
reduction of that magnitude, as most microtransit services operate with low load factors, usually
in the 1-2 passenger miles per vehicle mile range (and even lower when vehicle deadheading is
taken into consideration). From the brief description, it is not clear if the estimated VMT
reduction is net of the added VMT from the microtransit vehicles themselves, but clearly it
should be. And, if the calculation is correct and that level of VMT reduction is realistic, it would
be very helpful to note where microtransit had achieved such a high level of productivity in the
UsS.



The narrative of the VMT mitigation section includes a relative effectiveness measure of “$/VMT
reduced” which was used in evaluating which mitigation measures were selected for
implementation. This calculation appears to be based on the "Yolo/80 Contribution" divided by
the "Annual VMT Reduced". However, the Yolo/80 Contribution is cumulative over a number of
years, ranging from as few as 3 years to as many as 20 years. So the $/VMT calculation is not
actually calculating $/VMT on a consistent basis across all the mitigation measures. There is no
explanation as to why the $/VMT is not calculated on an annual basis or some other way that
would allow the measures to be evaluated consistently. It appears that the method used in the
analysis could have led to selecting mitigation measures that are not as effective as other
mitigation measures that were rejected. The number of years that the project is contributing to
each measure appears arbitrary and, by changing that, the “$/VMT Reduced” calculation would
go up or down. Please clarify how the calculation is being done and include the rationale for
using differing time frames for the cost effectiveness ratio. It may also be helpful to include an
additional column showing the “$/VMT Reduced reported on an annual basis”, so that all the
mitigation measures can be seen on a consistent scale.

To summarize my comments, the need to improve alternatives for [-80 Corridor Travel is critical
to the success of the project, by mitigating or reducing the impact of induced travel and
additional VMT. | believe that the project’s negative environmental impacts could be reduced
with project features and mitigation measures that focus on the corridor itself, as I've described
above (bike path improvements on the Causeway, reduced train fares, improved bus speed and
reliability using Bus on Shoulder, and improved frequency of bus service), and that an analysis
that more accurately estimates and reports the impact of the various options would support the
inclusion of those features.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Anthony Palmere



From: Stephen M Wheeler

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: ***P| EASE DO NOT FUND YOLO 80 CAUSEWAY EXPANSION***
Date: Friday, March 15, 2024 2:54:30 PM

EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe.

Dear Members of the California Transportation Commission — Transportation is the single
largest source of California’s GHG emissions, and the area in which state climate policy is
making the least progress. Traffic and GHG emissions keep rising in large part because
Caltrans and other agencies keep widening roads rather than considering other alternatives.

The Yolo 80 project’s own Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) shows an immediate
9.2% increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) for the most likely options studied, and GHG
increases of between 2.2% and 10.9%. However, the DEIR fails to consider induced traffic—
the extent to which widening roads stimulates more driving, a well-documented
phenomenon in the field of transportation planning. Modeling by the National Center for
Sustainable Transportation taking induced traffic into account shows a Yolo 80 increase of
495,000 VMT/day for most project alternatives. That is equivalent to an increase of 79,545
tons of CO2e emissions annually in addition to increases in other criteria air pollutants. This
project runs radically counter to state policy to reduce both VMT and GHGs.

Equally importantly, the history of freeway widening in California shows that road expansion
does not reduce congestion. The academic literature clearly shows that the best way to
reduce traffic congestion is to adopt roadway pricing in combination with improved
alternative mode options and more balanced land use planning. However, Caltrans never
considered such options for Yolo 80. Tolling only one lane of the freeway as proposed is
unlikely to lead to either behavior change or substantial transit funding. By far the best
alternative would be to toll all existing lanes while constructing bus bypass lanes. In contrast
to spending up to $436 million to widen the freeway, this would generate at least $300
million annually (depending on toll level and low-income equity subsidies) which could then
be used for transit and affordable housing near jobs, further reducing road traffic.

Approving funding for Yolo 80 is also highly inappropriate at this time since Caltrans has yet
to approve the badly flawed EIR for the project. This document failed to study a reasonable
range of alternatives, ignored the well-established phenomenon of induced traffic, and
identified mitigations that are highly questionable and at best would only cover 43% of the
VMT increase. This document will almost certainly be litigated, and quite likely a court will
require Caltrans to substantially revise its analysis. Approving funding this month before
environmental impacts are fully known would be inappropriate and quite possibly illegal.

I and millions of other Californians rely on you to make good decisions that will help our state meet
its climate goals and create transportation systems that do not simply lead to ever-more driving.
Please take this opportunity to send Caltrans a message that it needs to rethink its road expansion
habit and instead adopt more climate-responsible policies.

Sincerely,


mailto:smwheeler@ucdavis.edu
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov

Stephen M. Wheeler, Ph.D., Professor
Department of Human Ecology

U.C. Davis

One Shields Ave.

Davis CA 95616

(530) 754-9332
smwheeler@ucdavis.edu
(he/him/his)

Chair, Community Development Graduate Group
2022 UC Davis Faculty Sustainability Champion

Books
Reimagining Sustainable Cities: Strategies for Designing Greener, Healthier, More Equitable
Communities (w/ Christina Rosan; UC Press 2021; info at

https://www.ucpress.edu/book/9780520381216/reimagining-sustainable-cities.)

The Sustainable Urban Development Reader (Fourth Edition 2023 from Routledge) Info at

www.routledge.com/9781032331935

Planning for Sustainability: Creating Livable, Equitable, and Ecological Communities (Second Edition
from Routledge, 2013)

Climate Change and Social Ecology: A New Perspective on the Climate Challenge (Routledge 2012)


mailto:smwheeler@ucdavis.edu
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.ucpress.edu/book/9780520381216/reimagining-sustainable-cities__;!!LWi6xHDyrA!6r7yo9Wnh6I9xyltR1M_onYOICTyfQDqi6BLWkSPcAHAqhnxtlyGO8Q7rv11M9jBsklNaY_QBrGmgpDvFlUd4Q$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://www.routledge.com/9781032331935__;!!LWi6xHDyrA!6r7yo9Wnh6I9xyltR1M_onYOICTyfQDqi6BLWkSPcAHAqhnxtlyGO8Q7rv11M9jBsklNaY_QBrGmgpAdgHTdJQ$

From: Nick Bates

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC

Subject: Public comment March 21st/22nd meeting Item 19 Yolo i80
Date: Monday, March 18, 2024 8:01:53 AM

Attachments: 08-Yolo-80-Manged-Lanes-Draft-EIR.pdf

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |
Dear CTC commissioners and staff,

My name is Nick Bates and | am providing public comment on item 19 of your upcoming
meeting on March 21st/22nd. | am a resident of Davis and member of the city's bicycling,
transportation, and street safety commission. As part of that commission, we reviewed the
draft EIR for this project. | will attach the city's response letter to the draft EIR, which
includes the minutes from our discussion, to this email for the record.

I would also like to provide my own personal public comment on the project description
included in the memorandum ref#4.8. Among the stated project benefits are:

1. improved travel time. However, as acknowledged in the state's CAPTI (p18), "research over
the past several decades has demonstrated that highway capacity expansion has not resulted in
long-term congestion relief and in some cases has worsened congestion, particularly in
urbanized regions". Despite this, there have been no serious efforts by the project to consider
solutions which do not add a lane to the highway.

2. reduced emissions. This project induces VMT by its own admission. Saying it will reduce
emissions is frankly an insult to everyone's intelligence.

3. improved safety. This project reduces lane and shoulder widths across the Yolo causeway
bridge. I do not understand how this improves safety.

Thanks,
Nick Bates


mailto:nbates2012@gmail.com
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov

STAFF REPORT

DATE: January 9, 2024
TO: City Councill
FROM: Inder Khalsa, City Attorney

Dianna Jensen, Director of Public Works - Engineering & Transportation/
City Engineer

Ryan D. Chapman, Assistant Director of Public Works Engineering &
Transportation/Traffic Engineer

SUBJECT: Comment letter to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Yolo 80
Managed Lanes Project

Recommendation

Authorize the City Manager to sign the attached comment letter related to the Caltrans’
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) for the Yolo 80 Managed Lanes
Project, and submit it to Caltrans on behalf of the City of Davis.

Fiscal Impact
There are no fiscal impacts as a result of commenting on the Draft EIR.

Council Goal(s)

Review of this comment letter indirectly relates to the City Council’'s Goal Objective 2
task I: “Support state and regional efforts to remedy severe 1-80 traffic congestion
through the City of Davis and the Causeway through improvements to the freeway and
mass transit options such as an express busway.”

Commission Action(s)

The Bicycle Transportation and Street Safety Committee (BTSSC) has been identified
as the lead commission in evaluating and offering suggested comments on the Draft
EIR to Council. The BTSSC considered the Yolo 80 Managed Lanes draft EIR at their
December 14" meeting. Additionally, the Natural Resource Commission (NRC)
considered the draft EIR at their November 27" meeting. The Draft BTSSC meeting
minutes and NRC comments are attached.

Background and Analysis

Caltrans has released the Draft EIR for the Yolo 80 Managed Lanes Project that would
add managed lanes for high occupancy vehicles (HOV) and/or toll lanes to I1-80 and a
portion of US 50. The project limits are from the Yolo/Solano County Line just west of
Richards Boulevard, through Yolo County, and to West El Camino Avenue on I-80, and
Interstate 5 (I-5) on US-50 in Sacramento County. Attachment 2 shows a map with the
project limits. The Yolo 80 Managed Lanes Project is a Caltrans project and the City of
Davis has no jurisdiction or permitting authority over this project. Decision making with
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Comment letter to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Yolo 80 Managed Lanes Project
January 9, 2024

respect to this Project, including approval or disapproval of the project, is within the sole
authority of Caltrans. The City does have an opportunity to provide feedback on the
Project, which is the purpose of this report.

The project website with the draft EIR can be found at https://dot.ca.gov/caltrans-near-
me/district-3/d3-projects/d3-i80-corridor-improvements

The deadline for submitting comments on the Draft EIR was originally set for January 5,
2024, but on December 22, 2023, Caltrans sent the attached letter extending the
comment period to January 12, 2024. Members of the public who are interested in
submitting comments on the project should submit them directly to Caltrans at
Yolo80corridor@dot.ca.gov. Please note: As comments are part of the official CEQA
record being collected by Caltrans the City will not forward comments to Caltrans
on behalf of residents, and we therefore encourage residents to submit their
comments directly to Caltrans.

Staff has prepared the attached comment letter on the Draft EIR that incorporates staff
and City Attorney review of the Draft EIR, taking into consideration the comments that
were received from the BTSSC and NRC. The letter focuses on legal compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the legal standards to which EIR’s
are held under CEQA law. The purpose of CEQA is to inform government
decisionmakers and the public about the potential environmental effects of government
activities, as well as to identify potential mitigation measures to reduce significant
environment effects. Where an EIR is prepared, CEQA also requires a lead agency to
consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project to avoid or lessen
environmental impacts. The focus of the draft comment letter is on the legal sufficiency
of the Draft EIR document, and the conclusions, mitigation measures, and alternatives
evaluated therein. The draft comment letter from the City also attaches the NRC and
BTSSC comments by reference.

Once the comment period has closed, Caltrans will review comments and prepare
responses to be included in the Final EIR. Staff believes that there will be ten days
between the release of the Final EIR (including the Caltrans response to comments
received on the Draft EIR) and Caltrans action to approve either the proposed project or
an alternative as the project (“no project” is an alternative).

We anticipate that this 10 day period will allow some level of review of the final EIR
before it is certified but likely will not provide sufficient time to evaluate and return to the
Council for additional consideration of a preferred alternative.

If the Council desires to include a preferred alternative or other desired policy outcome
in the comment letter, additional language to this effect can be added with Council
direction. Such direction would have to be based on the information that we have before
us in the Draft EIR as there will not be time to develop such policy direction based on
the Final EIR and the response to comments. For a full listing and description of the
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Comment letter to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Yolo 80 Managed Lanes Project
January 9, 2024

project alternatives evaluated please see Chapter 1.3.1 of the DEIR, available at the link
included above.

Attachments

Project Map

Draft EIR Comment Letter

Draft BTSSC Meeting minutes

NRC comments

Letter to Caltrans requesting an extension of the comment review deadline.
Caltrans Response to comment period extension request

ouALNE
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Attachment 1: Project Map
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ADavis

CALIFORNIA

Masum Patwary
Environmental Scientist
Caltrans District 3

703 B Street,
Marysville, CA 95901

Dear Mr. Patwary:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”)
for the Yolo 80 Corridor Improvements Project (“Project”). The City of Davis (“Davis”)
respectfully submits these comments to help Caltrans to ensure that the Environmental
Impact Report complies with the California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”). Public
Resources Code sections 21000-21889, CEQA Guidelines sections 15000-15387.

The City’s concerns fall into the following general categories:

Project Description

An inaccurate or incomplete project description may render the analysis of significant
environmental impacts inherently unreliable. While extensive detail is not necessary, the
law mandates that EIRs should describe proposed projects with sufficient detail and
accuracy to permit informed decision-making. (CEQA Guidelines section 15124).

1) Chapter 1.3.1.1 does not discuss the phasing of the project. Our understanding of the
project is that there is insufficient funding to complete the entire project in one phase
so construction will have to be phased. If this is correct, a discussion of project phasing
should be included in the project description and is necessary to fully inform the public
about the construction timing and project schedule.

2) Chapter 1.5 of the DEIR addresses alternatives considered but rejected. The City
requests Caltrans include and analyze a project alternative that converts an existing
general-purpose lane to a tolling lane or HOT lane. Caltrans should explain why the
alternative of converting an existing lane to HOV was considered but the option of a
toll lane, which could generate revenue for transit improvements, was not considered.

530-757-5602 | @CityofDavis © & Ei
23 Russell Boulevard, Davis, CA 95616

CITYOFDAVIS.ORG
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Climate Change, Local Plan Consistency

The DEIR determines that the impacts on climate change, including air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions (“GHG”) will be less than significant after implementation of
standard mitigation measures as described in Exhibit E to the DEIR.

3) Chapter 3.4.3.3 describes the applicable Regional Plans that address Greenhouse
Gas Emissions (“GHG”) reduction policies or strategies. The City of Davis adopted
its Climate Action and Adaptation Plan on April 18, 2023 and requests that it be
included in the analysis of consistency with local plans. The City understands that
Caltrans is not required to include the Davis CAAP in the DEIR analysis as it was
adopted after Caltrans released the Notice of Preparation for the Project DEIR. The
City recommends that Caltrans do so, however, given that the CAAP represents the
City’s most recent policy document related to GHG. Specifically, the CAAP includes
three climate action goals relevant to the project — (1) expand public transit (TR6),
(2) develop Transportation Demand Management (TR9), and (3) strengthen regional
transit (TR7). A copy of the CAAP is attached for your convenience.

Traffic and Transportation

VMT Mitigation Measures

Vehicles Miles Traveled measures the amount of travel for all vehicles in a geographic
region over a given period of time, typically a one-year period. It is calculated as the
sum of the number of miles traveled by a vehicle. CEQA requires that an EIR identify
“all feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts.” CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1). The City submits the following comments related to
Caltrans’ mitigation measures related to Transportation/VMT impacts.

4) The DEIR concludes that the impacts of the project on vehicles miles traveled will be
significant and unavoidable even after the implementation of mitigation. The DEIR
identifies eight “WVMT Reduction Measures.” The City notes that these reduction
matters are not included in the table of mitigations in Exhibit C, however, and it is
unclear if Caltrans intends to adopt them as formal mitigation measures under
CEQA. Caltrans is obligated to identify all feasible VMT mitigation measures, even if
they will not result in mitigation of VMT impacts to a “less than significant” level.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1).

5) The DEIR states that Caltrans is making a commitment to contribute $55 million
toward the measures. However, full implementation of these VMT-reducing will
require substantial additional financial investment. The specific process by which this
additional funding will be obtained is not specified in detail, and the DEIR appears to
assume the additional funding will come from tolls. CEQA requires that mitigation
measures be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other
legally binding instruments.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2). The DEIR’s
“Mitigation Reduction Measures” fail to meet this requirement, as long-term funding
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6)

7

8)

9)

for the mitigation measures is not currently available, and the DEIR fails to propose
a legally binding pathway to funding them. The City notes that Caltrans could
improve the enforceability of the VMT mitigation measures by seeking to enter
binding agreements with the affected agencies who will establish a tolling authority,
and developing an agreed upon methodology for establishing toll amounts that
would fully fund the ongoing mitigation measures. Finally, it would be important for
the tolling agencies to agree to divert revenue towards the mitigation measures. If
this is not feasible, then Caltrans could commit to funding the mitigation measures
until tolls are established and the mitigation measures could be funded through
binding and legally enforceable agreements.

Similarly, the City notes that full implementation of the VMT mitigation measures is
largely outside the legal jurisdiction of Caltrans as ongoing funding will depend on
the intervening actions of multiple other public agencies. While the City understands
that Caltrans cannot control the discretionary actions of other public agencies, as
noted above, Caltrans could either seek agreement from the affected agencies, or
agree to fund the mitigation measures itself until such time as tolling agencies are
able to fully fund them. The DEIR does not look at this option or analyze its
feasibility.

In addition to lacking legal enforceability, the proposed VMT Reduction Measures
appear to defer mitigation of ongoing VMT impacts to a later date without meeting
the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), including the
identification of specific performance standards that the mitigation measure should
achieve and identifying potential actions that could attain that result.

Finally, even if the VMT Reduction Measures are fully implemented and funded over
the long term, they would not be sufficient to offset the VMT impacts of Build
Alternatives 2-5. In addition to revising the 8 VMT Reduction measures to meet
CEQA requirements for enforceability and specificity, the City requests that Caltrans
review options to further reduce the VMT impacts of the Project. The DEIR does not
include any analysis of other potential mitigation measures besides the eight
proposed measures, and does not provide a basis for concluding that these are the
only feasible mitigation measures to address VMT for the Project.

Table 2.1-28 states that the cost to increase Route 42A and 42B services for 15-
minute headways during morning and afternoon peak hours would be $16 million
annually. The City asks that Caltrans reexamine this cost estimate. The City notes
that the expansion of the Causeway Connection was estimated to cost less than $1
million per year. It is not clear to the City that expanding the routes of two 42 bus
routes would cost 16 times more than the Causeway Connection. If those numbers
are correct, the City asks that Caltrans look at expanding other bus routes (e.g. 43,
43R, 230) instead of discarding the measure completely.
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10)Section 2.1.10.8 includes subsidizing transit passes and/or eliminating fares as a
potential VMT reduction measure. Caltrans’s methodology for estimating the VMT
reduction due to a voluntary trip reduction plan should be more fully described and
analyzed. Since the analysis time frame uses 2019 traffic data through both the NCST
calculator and SACSIM more analysis should be done to make sure that any mitigation
measures that restore transit service to 2019 levels are not double counting or over
estimating the VMT benefits that they would provide.

11)With respect to Tables 2.1.27 and 2.1.28 related to VMT Reducing Measures, the
City requests Caltrans to consider that commuters travel 1-80 from Dixon to Davis
and Sacramento. Although there is Solano Express bus service between Dixon and
Davis, expansion of this service on the blue line to Sacramento with improved
frequencies, especially between Dixon and Davis would likely have a beneficial
impact on VMT. Another option to consider would be a Capitol Corridor train stop in
Dixon. The Yolobus 42 routes cover long distances. Shorter, more frequent routes
(particularly during commute times) between Woodland and Davis should also be
considered. While the City acknowledges that this latter option would not
substantially change the VMT on I-80, it could mitigate some of the 1-80 GHG
impacts.

12)Table 2.1.28 rejected a mitigation calling for increases to parking costs at UC Davis
and Downtown Sacramento since currently there are no plans to proceed with this
program. The VMT reduction estimate from this measure is significant and the City
request that Caltrans consider working with the affected agencies to increase
parking costs by a lesser amount in order to provide some VMT mitigation.

Induced Demand Analysis

13)The City notes that the DEIR contains contradictory information about whether
commercial or truck traffic is considered in the analysis of induced demand and
elasticity. The Fehr and Peers memorandum of November 16, 2023 states that
increases to commercial traffic would be 19-29% based on induced demand, but
later states that “With commercial driving excluded, the automobile daily induced
VMT has an elasticity of 0.71.” Additional explanation of why commercial traffic
should be excluded from this analysis would be helpful in terms of understanding the
agency'’s induced demand methodology.

Safety Concerns

14) Section 2.1.10.3 “Collision Data” summarizes the number of collisions and collision
rates for the freeway segments of the Project Area. The Project proposes reducing
the inner shoulder width in order to create the managed lane through the City of
Davis and onto the Causeway. The reduction or elimination of the inner shoulder
should be analyzed to determine if this will increase the likelihood of collisions and to
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evaluate impacts on local first responders, such as police, fire and emergency
services.

15)Along the same lines, the DEIR should analyze to the increased risk of collisions
during the construction period. The City understands that staged traffic control, such
as narrower lanes, no (or minimal) shoulders, and lane shifts have had an impact on
collision rates during the current work on 1-80 across the Causeway and in West
Sacramento. The increased number of collisions has also had an impact on the City
of Davis due to the increase in emergency calls for service to assist with incidents on
the Causeway. For example, the Davis Fire Department saw an increase in calls to
the Causeway between October 12" and November 22" . The City received calls for
service for 9 incidents in that same time frame in 2022, but this figure nearly doubled
to 17 incidents in 2023.

Air Quality

16)Section 3.4.4.1 “Operation Emissions” as well as Table 3.4.2, analyzes CO2
emissions from fossil fuel combustion and its impact on GHG emissions. But the
model used for this calculation does not account for “induced travel.” A project that
reduces travel time can lead to changes in traveler behavior that can increase the
overall amount of travel, and therefore the Project may result in “induced travel.”
The DEIR needs to either explain how induced travel impacts were evaluated for
GHG and air quality impacts or provide a full analysis these impacts.

17)Section 3.4.5 CEQA Conclusion determines that the Build Alternative will result in
additional vehicle capacity that will result in an increase of impacts from VMT. The
Project’s very modest decrease in projected GHG emissions in 2049 are attributed
to newer more fuel-efficient fleets and the increase in electric vehicles. The City
requests a more detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with the State of
California’s goals of a 40% reduction (below 1990 levels) by 2030 and 85%
reduction by 2050 (2022 Scoping Plan, ARB).

18)Section 3.4.6.1 (p. 3-64) describes a Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
report (2015) that identified a 50% reduction in petroleum use in cars and trucks by
2030 as a “key state goal” for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Here again, the
Project should be fully evaluated for consistency with State goals, even where they
are not legally binding.

Miscellaneous/Non-CEQA Comments
19)The City notes that the public circulation period for the DEIR has been marked by

noticing flaws, with incorrect documents loaded to the website at various points,
supporting information on the VMT analysis posted later than the rest of the DEIR,
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and repeated reports that physical copies of the documents were not available for
significant periods of time at the Mary L. Stephens Davis Library. For all of these
reasons, as well as the additional time it affords for review, the City appreciates the
extension of the public comment period to January 12, 2024. However, one may
argue that the extension provided may not be sufficient to account for these noticing
deficiencies and we continue to have concerns about the adequacy of the availability
of documents as noted above, particularly as it pertains to the document access to
interested members of the community who may wish to participate in the DEIR
review and comment process.

20)Section 2.1.10.7 Environmental Consequences proposes adding Class Il bike lanes
to County Road 32A, at the intersection of 32A/105 and the Class | bikeway that
parallels I-80. When this is designed, the City requests that a safe crossing to
access to the Class | bikeway be developed for westbound cyclists to use.

21)We note that Project T-8 in Table 1.3-3 incorrectly refers to “Olive Hill Lane” and
“Olive Hill Road” instead of “Olive Drive.”

In addition, the city received comments from two City commissions: the Bicycling,
Transportation, and Street safety Commission (BTSSC) and the Natural Resources
Commission (NRC). Their comments have been attached for your consideration as well.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. Please feel free to
contact Ryan Chapman, Assistant Director of Public Works Engineering and
Transportation if you have any questions. He can be reached at
rchapman@cityofdavis.org.

Sincerely,

Mike Webb

City Manager

Attachments:

NRC Comments
BTSSC Comments
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Draft Minutes
City of Davis
Bicycling, Transportation, and Street Safety Commission (BTSSC)
Davis Senior Center Activity Room, 646 A Street, Davis, CA 95616
Thursday, December 14, 2023
5:30 p.m.

Commissioners: Brook Ostrom (Chair), Andy Furillo, Fei Ma, Nick Bates, Schuyler

Campbell. NRC Commissioner John Johnston.

Council Liaisons: Donna Neville
Staff: Ryan Chapman, PWET Assistant Director/City Traffic Engineer
Jennifer Donofrio, City of Davis
Absent: Brett Lee
1. Call to Order & Roll Call

2.

Meeting called to order at 5:34 p.m.
Approval of Agenda

Motion (Bates, Campbell)

Motion carries: 5-0

Brief Announcements from Staff and Liaisons
A. Council Announcements
Councilmember Donna Neville arrived after brief announcements.
B. Staff Announcements
Jennifer Donofrio shared that the agenda and staff reports are in a binder.
Public Comment

Hiram Jackson stated he was on the school board and informed the
commissioners about the school board parcel tax. He shared the importance of
this tax and that it funds are used for school programs, electives, athletics, the
library, counselors and more. The proposed new tax will be on the ballot and with
no sunset date.

Alan Hirsch thanked Donna Neville for attending the teach-in discussion about |-
80 managed lanes EIR. He also spoke about a YoloTD meeting on Monday night
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Bicycling, Transportation, and Street Safety Commission Meeting
December 14, 2023

where they selected their preferred alternative in advance of the EIR being
approved.

5. Consent Calendar
A. Commission Minutes from September 14, 2023

Motion (Bates, Furillo):
Motion carries: 4-0-1.
Abstain (Commissioner Campbell did not attend at the September meeting)

. Commission Minutes from October 12, 2023

Motion (Furillo, Campbell):
Motion carries: 4-0-1.
Abstain (Commissioner Ma, did not attend the October meeting)

6. Regular Items
A. Review I80 Widening Draft EIR

Ryan Chapman provided an overview of the draft EIR and highlighted that the
comments heard tonight and the Natural Resource Commission’s letter will be
provided to City Council. He explained what types of comments the City is
looking for and what comments belong in the City’s comment letter. He
shared that the EIR is a disclosure document that looks at alternatives. He
stated that if there is an environmental impact, then their needs to be a
mitigation measure to respond to that impact.

Clarifying Questions

Commissioner Ma asked about the goal for this discussion. Ryan Chapman
shared it is letting us know what was deficint or missed in the EIR to include
in the letter.

Councilmember Neville shared that City Council requested an extension of
the EIR’s due date, but it was denied by Caltrans. She also read what the
CEQA laws is and recommended that the commission focus on three areas
for EIR comments. The three areas of focus are, (1) sufficient disclosure and
analysis, (2) is the Mitigation Adequate and (3) do you want to new or
modified alternatives.

Commissioner Ostrom asked Ryan Chapman about his thoughts about the
EIR. Ryan Chapman noted there were challenges with accessing the EIR
documents. He pointed out that the an older EIR draft was posted originally
on the Caltrans website and at the libraries. He also noted how Caltrans
removed the incorrect draft EIR from library and there was a period where the
new EIR was not at the library during the comment period. He shared issues
with mitigation measures and the project timeline. He noted issues with
bicycle facilities during and after construction. He shared that the EIR needs
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88 to included project phasing and how that was not included. He also stated
89 that he did not see how this project would be funded. Finally, he stated that
90 cut through traffic was not analyzed in the EIR and it needs to be included to
91 understand the project impacts on City streets.
92
93 NRC Commissioner Johnston asked about how the NRC letter and BTSSC
94 comments will be moved forward. Ryan Chapman shared that the comments
95 will be reviewed by the City Manager’s Office and then go to City Council.
96
97 Commissioner Furillo asked about how YoloTD voted on a preferred
98 alternative ahead of the EIR approval and asked if this practice is unusual?
99 Ryan Chapman shared that he has seen this before.
100
101 Commissioner Johnston asked about a superior alternative. City
102 Councilmember Donna Neville shared that she is looking into this.
103
104 Public Comment
105 Alan Hirsch shared his issues with the EIR including that it was not available
106 at the library, how challenging it was to access the technical reports. He
107 noted that Caltrans did not provide a complete EIR, because they did not
108 provide all the technical reports to the libraries. He recommended that the
109 BTSSC request Caltrans to recirculate the EIR.
110
111 Commissioner Discussion
112
113 Commissioner Campbell shared that more needs to be done to improve
114 transit. He noted that the Capitol Corridor trains are packed and there are not
115 enough train cars. Commissioner Furillo stated that there are two alternatives
116 that highlight transit, but these alternatives are not along transit corridors. He
117 noted at the primary alternative, states there is transit on a portion of the
118 project area. However, there is a 5-mile stretch between 80/50 split and I-5,
119 which has no transit and there are no plans to add transit. The same issue
120 exists with Alternative 6B, which states there is transit, but I-80 has no transit.
121
122 Commissioner Bates asked if there is not transit today, how are the models
123 evaluating transit? Ryan Chapman shared information about the models. The
124 UC Dauvis research model uses induced demand and land use patterns to
125 model transportation. The SACSIM model created by SACOG, evaluates land
126 use and models trips in the region using trip data. We see few people in the
127 region using transit as a result, the model is not showing transit use. The
128 SACOG model does not look at changes in land uses.
129
130 Commissioner Campbell shared that we have a weak transit system in the
131 Sacramento region and unless we build a strong transit system, we will not
132 see it in the model.
133
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134 Commissioner Furillo shared that when transit is available along geographical
135 pinch points, there are examples where transit systems can have high transit
136 use.

137

138 NRC Commissioner Johnston stated that transit agencies have methods to
139 create models and we should be asking them for this information. Ryan

140 Chapman stated that he is seeing the shift towards transit in the mitigation
141 measures. NRC Commissioner Johnston noted that there was limited

142 information in the EIR about what models that used Caltrans used and what
143 information was included in setting up the model.

144

145 Commissioner Ostrom and Commissioner Furillo shared their concerns about
146 the mitigation measure to expand Yolo Bus Route 42A was rejected, because
147 the annual cost would the $16 million. This comment was also picked up by
148 NRC. There was discussion that commissioners believe this is an error with
149 decimal places.

150

151 Commissioner Ostrom highlighted how the project area is part of an important
152 east west corridor, however the EIR does not consider impacts to the whole
153 corridor. He also noted that there was no discussion about impacts to local
154 roadways, including Mace and Cowell. He believes that these impacts are
155 being completely ignored. He thinks that the EIR should include mitigation
156 measures from Caltrans to address impacts to our City and County streets.
157

158 Commissioner Furillo asked if adding an additional lane in the project area
159 has any impacts on the choke point, where I-80 goes from 8 lanes to 4 lanes.
160 We wants to understand if adding a lane in the project area make a difference
161 with delay?

162

163 Commissioner Ma asked about VMT mitigations and how do we know if these
164 mitigation measures will happen in the future. Ryan Chapman shared that

165 Caltrans is entering into MOUSs with other agencies to manage the VMT

166 mitigation measures. Commissioner Bates stated that these mitigation

167 measures are good ideas and asked if these ideas would be good to have in
168 place without this project. He also asked about the connection between the
169 mitigation measures and revenue. Ryan Chapman stated that Caltrans will
170 provide money for these mitigation measures to the agencies implementing
171 the measures. He also noted that if they create a tolling authority, then they
172 will also use this revenue to pay for mitigation measures. Ryan Chapman

173 shared that he wants to understand if there is no tolling, then how are the

174 mitigation measures going to be funded.

175

176 Commissioner Furillo stated that in order to increase transit service, you need
177 to create a car lane.

178
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179 NRC Commissioner Johnston asked why in the mitigation measures VMT
180 reduction stopped at 43%, when the threshold is 0%. He would like

181 clarification on where this number came from? Ryan Chapman suggested
182 that the BTSSC include in their comments that the mitigation measures do not
183 go far enough.

184

185 Commissioner Ostrom asked about collisions on the causeway and will this
186 project reduce or keep the collision rates the same. Ryan Chapman shared
187 that there is a paragraph in the EIR that the collision rate will not increase, but
188 he stated that he would like Caltrans to better explain this determination with
189 their plan to add an additional lane and limit the shoulder area. He would also
190 like Caltrans to consider collision impacts during both construction and the
191 build out. Commissioner Furillo shared he wants to consider the safety of the
192 bike path. He has seen fence pieces, bumpers, along the pathway. He also
193 noted areas where the path is currently narrowed due to construction. He

194 noted that there is no viable alternative route for bicyclists and the

195 construction is impacting the pathway.

196

197 Commissioner Bates shared that most alternatives include adding a travel
198 lane and a toll lane, but asked why there was no option for not adding a travel
199 lane and adding a toll lane.

200

201 The BTSSC completed their general comments about the EIR and then

202 created a BTSSC EIR Comment List, see below. The purpose of this list was
203 to share this list with City Council to help draft a letter to Caltrans.

204 Commissioners provided comments on three topic areas in bold.

205

206 BTSSC EIR Comment List

207

208 Did the EIR have sufficient disclosure and analysis?

209

210 1. The EIR did not analyze diversion traffic and cut-through traffic. This

211 needs to be included.

212

213 2. The National Center for Sustainable transportation calculator was used to
214 model the toll lane alternative, but the calculator guidelines say not to use
215 this calculator for toll lanes.

216

217 3. Did Caltrans consider choke points and people using cut-through routes?
218

219 Was the mitigation adequate?

220

221 1. The mitigation was not adequate related to transit improvements. The

222 proposed mitigation just restores transit services to pre-pandemic levels.
223 Is Caltrans double counting VMT reduction?

224
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225 2. There are no identified mitigation measures for the bike path during

226 construction. The roadway shoulder is being eliminated during

227 construction, which means that there will be construction impacts adjacent
228 to the pathway.

229

230 3. The VMT mitigation should be zero or close to zero in accordance with
231 California Air Resource Board. A project of this scope should not be

232 moving forward without VMT mitigation compliance.

233

234 Do you want to new or modified alternatives?

235

236 1. The EIR is insufficient in explaining the primary alternative and alternative
237 6B with regards to transit. The BTSSC suggests adding a transit

238 connector from Mace to 1-80 instead of at I-80/US 50. The transit lane
239 that is proposed on 1-80 between I-5 and 80/50 split does not carry buses
240 and there are no proposals for buses on this route.

241

242 2. There should be an alternative with one lane being a toll lane and no

243 additional lanes being added.

244

245

246 Motion (Bates, Furillo): The BTSSC recommends that City Council consider the list of
247 EIR comments and also include the NRC letter with their letter to Caltrans.

248

249  Motion carries: 5-0

250

251 7. Subcommittee and Liaison Assignment Updates. This item is for brief updates on
252 subcommittee work or reports from commission liaison(s) on meetings attended, if
253 any.

254

255 Commissioner Furillo shared that there was a YoloTD meeting in November and
256 they are considering a new transit center in downtown Woodland. They also

257 discussed detours to Yolo Bus during events, like Kings games and how closing
258 stops and roads is causing significant impacts. YoloTD will be bringing this up
259 with Sacramento City Manager’s office. YoloTD also has three openings on their
260 committee.

261

262 8. Long Range Calendar: Upcoming Meeting Dates and/or Potential Agenda Iltems
263

264 Commissioner Bates requested staff provide the BTSSC with an update on the

265 downtown parking plan. He would like to understand what moved forward since the plan
266 was adopted and what has stalled. Ryan Chapman shared that this item could be

267 added in a couple of months.

268

269 Commissioner Ma asked for an update on the G Street Corridor. Jennifer Donofrio

270  provided a short updated that staff will be bringing an item to City Council in January
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sharing the results of the survey and asking them to provide recommendations list of
infrastructure improvements and parking.

Commissioner Ostrom asked about an update on Spin. Staff will add this request to the
calendar.

Public Comment

Two audience members from Yolo County shared that they are working on a taskforce
and might bring something to the BTSSC about this work. They provided their contact
information to Jennifer Donofrio to follow-up.

Discussion

9. Adjournment.

Motion (Campbell, Furillo): Adjourned at 7:35 p.m. Motion carries, 5-0.
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NRC Discussion: Caltrans 1-80 Yolo Widening Draft Environmental Impact Report
November 27, 2023

NRC Motion
At the regular meeting of the Natural Resources Commission on November 27, 2023,
the following motion was approved unanimously (Johnston, Blough, 5-0):

“The NRC recommends that all comments from individual Commissioner review of the
Caltrans 1-80 Yolo Widening Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), as presented
and discussed at the NRC meeting, be compiled and sent to Ryan Chapman, Assistant
Director, Public Works Engineering and Transportation, and Mike Webb, City Manager.
Further, the NRC requests that the comments in full should be provided to the Bicycling,
Transportation and Street Safety Commission in advance of their December 14, 2023
meeting, and that they be appended in full to the BTSSC recommendations to City
Council.”

NRC Comments

The following are the compiled NRC comments, both sent in advance of the NRC
meeting, and also discussed by all Commissioners during the meeting. Commissioners’
review “assignments” in advance of the NRC meeting were as follows:

K Tuso : 2.2.2 Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff

J Byrne: 2.2.6 Air Quality, and 3.4.6 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies

J Blough: 2.2.8 Noise

J Johnston -Transportation/Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Mitigation Measures:
2.1.10 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities; and 3.2.8
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and 3.4.4 Project Analysis

Comments from Keara Tuso: Stormwater (highlighting included as submitted)
- Under section 2.2.2.3, Environmental Consequences, sections discuss various
building options and their impacts on stormwater
o No Build Alternative 1 would have no changes or impacts to stormwater
o Build Alternatives 2a and 2b
= Caltrans will implement a SWPPP, in accordance with Standard
Measure WQ-1, which would include construction site BMPs during
construction activities to avoid and reduce potential water quality
effects. The SWPPP would include BMPs to protect sensitive areas
and to prevent and minimize stormwater and non-stormwater
discharges. Standard Measure WQ-1 requires Caltrans to follow all
applicable guidelines and requirements in the 2018 Caltrans
Standard Specifications, Section 13, regarding water pollution
control and general specifications for preventing, controlling, and
abating water pollution to Caltrans-owned storm sewers, streams,
waterways, and other bodies of water.
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= Standard Measure WQ-4 requires preparation of a Stormwater
Data Report during the design phase, which would describe
whether permanent treatment BMPs should be incorporated.
Operation of Build Alternatives 2a and 2b would have minimal
effects on water quality.

o All other Build Alternatives would have the similar stormwater impacts as
noted for Build Alternatives 2a and 2b

Under section 2.4.5.8, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, it is anticipated
that the Project in combination with the projects listed in Table 2.4-1 would
contribute to temporary adverse cumulative impacts on water quality. However,
each project that disturbs one or more acres would comply with NPDES and
install BMPs during construction to minimize potential adverse impacts on water
resources.

CEQA section:

o All Build Alternatives would result in an increase of impervious surfaces,
as described in Section 2.2.2, Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff. In
accordance with the Caltrans MS4 permit, Standard Measure WQ-1
incorporates post-construction water quality treatment BMPs and low
impact development controls to reduce non-point source pollutants as
needed. Additionally, Standard Measure WQ-4 has been incorporated into
the project and requires the preparation of a Stormwater Data Report
(SWDR) during the design phase to describe whether permanent
treatment BMPs will be considered. Temporary construction impacts
related to water quality would be less than significant for Build Alternatives
2a and 2b through 7a and 7b.

Overall comment from Keara: Stormwater impacts are less than significant and would
not require additional comment from the NRC.

Comments from Jacob Byrne: Air Quality and GHG

Construction emissions would exceed Yolo and Sacramento air quality
standards, but neither district has jurisdiction over Caltrans; a construction
project in a local jurisdiction would otherwise be required to reduce emissions
through mitigation

Alternatives do result in changes to operational emissions, generally the
managed lane direct connector appears to increase emissions, but this may not
be true in every case

The no build scenario results in increased emissions; this relates to assumed
continued growth in congestion

Vehicle emissions reductions will reduce emissions overtime in opposition to the
increase in VMT

page 3-61 states "Furthermore, the model does not account for induced travel."
Does this statement mean the induced VMT from the project is not considered in
the GHG emissions analysis? If the induced VMT is not being considered, in the
GHG analysis, what VMT is used as the basis of this analysis? Is induced VMT

2
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also omitted from the air quality analysis? On page 2-116 it is noted that 'Caltrans
determined that induced travel demand, which is synonymous with induced VMT,
represents the metric most appropriate for determining a transportation project's
impact.' This seems to create a contradiction with the approach taken in the GHG
analysis if this induced VMT is not considered. This would similarly be true for the
air quality analysis if induced VMT is not used to calculate emissions. In both
cases exclusion of induced VMT would lead to lower estimated emissions from
build alternatives.

Clerical: Project T-8 in Table 1.3-3 refers to 'Olive Hill Lane' and 'Olive Hill Road' instead
of 'Olive Drive'.

Comments from Jordan Blough: Noise

As expected, the noise chapters in the EIR are not particularly groundbreaking. The
analysis seems adequate, and the potential issues with this project are not related to
noise. No major comments from me.

Comments from John Johnston: VMT, GHG, and Energy

General
Project Description and Setting:

The relationship between this project and its role in the I-80 Comprehensive Multimodal
Corridor Plan needs to be described. The goals are to assure the public that this project
is consistent with the recommendations in the CMCP, that it is a necessary part of the
CMCP, and that the mitigation measures and strategies proposed in the CMCP are
adequately considered in the design of this project.

Environmentally Superior Alternative:

CEQA requires that the environmentally superior alternative be identified, and if it is not
the preferred alternative, justifications should be included for why the preferred
alternative is chosen over the environmentally superior one. These considerations do
not appear to be in the subject DEIR.

VMT and GHG Comments

Explanatory information for Commissions (next 2 paragraphs).

Completing the Project will cause a 0-12% increase in VMT by induced traffic.
Alternative 6 (transit only) is not projected to induce any new traffic; Alternative 7
(conversion of existing lanes) induces about 1%, and all the other alternatives induce
about 12% more VMT. For these alternatives, the induced VMT is about 180 million
miles/yr total and 128 million mi/yr autos only over existing traffic. That the DEIR would
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classify this as a Less-than-significant impact with mitigation (Sec 3.2.8) probably
doesn’t ring true to most casual readers and requires some explanation.

While VMT does increase over time, three factors mitigate the GHG effect. One is a
VMT reduction program (AMM TRANS-1, Section 2.1.10.8). This is the “mitigation”
referred to above (more comments on this below). The second factor is more efficient
driving resulting from Project. The third, and most important, is the changing nature of
the vehicle fleet toward more electric vehicles. The claim is that GHG emissions are
expected to decrease slightly as a result of these changes (Table 3.4-2). Depending on
the alternative, changes in GHG emissions compared with the No Build alternative
range from —13 to +11% in 2029. The corresponding numbers in 2049 are -16 to -2%
(all negative because the fleet has more completely transformed over time).

What follows are comments on the DEIR regarding VMT and GHG.
1. Underestimation of GHG estimates.

In Section 3.4.4.2, it is stated that the AQ model does not account for induced travel.
Consequently, the GHG estimates in Table 3.4-2 may be underestimated by an
unknown but not negligible amount. Most alternatives result in about 12% greater VMT,
which is similar to or greater than percentage reductions in GHG. Consequently,
including the induced traffic in the GHG calculation may change the project from one of
reducing GHG to one that increases GHG. The GHG emissions should be recalculated
to reflect all VMT.

2. Significance of GHG emissions.

The DEIR argues that there is no applicable threshold of significance for GHGs, and
that Caltrans is not violating any policies (Sec 3.4.4). Why the numerous state laws and
executive orders (some of which are described in Sec 3.4.1.2) don’t constitute “policy”
needs to be justified. Even if they are not state policy according to a technical definition
of such, these executive orders, etc. clearly express the intent of the state government
over multiple administrations and legislatures (e.g., AB1279). The project’s very modest
decreases in GHG in 2029 and 2049 contrast sharply with state goals of a 40%
reduction (below 1990 levels) by 2030 and 85% reduction by 2050 (2022 Scoping Plan,
ARB). The significant inconsistency between the project impacts and state goals should
be highlighted for decision-makers and the public. Decision-makers should be properly
informed that this particular project will not advance the state toward its stated climate

goals.

In a similar vein, the DEIR (p 3-64) describes, a Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research (2015 report) that identified a 50% reduction in petroleum use in cars and
trucks by 2030 as a “key state goal” for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Depending
on the alternative, gasoline use by vehicles ranges from -13 to +11% in 2029 and -21 to
+0.4% in 2049. Here again, the inconsistency between the project impacts and the state
goals should be highlighted, even if they are not legally binding.
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Issues with the VMT reduction package

1. Trip reduction plan methodology and double counting.

As noted in the VMT mitigation memo, a subsidizing transit passes and/or eliminating
fares may be part of a voluntary trip reduction plan. If so, then the VMT reductions due
to these three actions are being double-counted. The methodology for estimating the
VMT reduction due to a voluntary trip reduction plan needs to be described. If it is not
well enough defined at this point to know whether transit fare changes are included, one
wonders how a five significant figure estimate of VMT reductions can be calculated or
relied on. These three measures should be examined more closely and the VMT
reductions revised accordingly, especially if they overlap.

2. Expansion of Yolobus Route 42.

The cost estimate associated with this measure should be reexamined. This measure
was rejected because of costs, which were estimated to be $16M/yr. In contrast, the
expansion of the Causeway Connection was estimated to cost less than $1M/yr. It is not
apparent why expanding the routes of two 42 bus routes should cost 16 times more
than the Causeway Connection. Is there a calculation error? If it turns out that the
numbers are correct, consider expanding other bus routes (e.g. 43, 43R, 230) instead of
discarding the measure completely.

3. Promote regional transit service.

Commuters travel 1-80 from Dixon to Davis and to Sacramento. Although there is
SolanoExpress bus service between Dixon and Davis, consider expanding this service
on the blue line to Sacramento and improving frequencies, especially between Dixon
and Davis. UCD has data on where its employees live and the potential ridership.
Adding a Capitol Corridor train stop in Dixon would be another way to provide this
service. The Yolobus 42 routes cover long distances. Shorter, more frequent routes
(particularly during commuter times) between Woodland and Davis should also be
considered. While this would not change the VMT on 1-80, it could mitigate some of the
I-80 GHG emissions. All of these ideas are consistent with Davis CAAP climate
measures TR6 (expand public transit) and TR7 (strengthen regional transit).

4. Nishi overpass accounting.

In the VMT mitigation plan, Caltrans proposes to contribute $5M to the Nishi overpass
and in return, takes credit for 14M VMT reduction due to the Nishi project ($0.34/VMT)
However, Caltrans does not have control over this project. The Caltrans contribution is
only 2.5% of the total project cost (250Kper unit x 700 units + 18M for the overpass).
That contribution is not very large, and its presence will not guarantee that the project
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will be constructed. Accordingly, Caltrans should not claim VMT reduction credit for it.
There are other measures that would definitely result in VMT reductions were they to
receive the same monetary contribution. Alternatively, Caltrans could propose a
substitute measure of equivalent size that would be funded if the Nishi project is not
executed within a certain timeframe.

5. Parking price increases.

The proposed measure to increase parking costs was rejected because there were no
plans at hand. The VMT reduction estimate from this measure is immense (multiple
times larger than other measures proposed). Because of this potential, its feasibility
should be reconsidered, even if only a part of the original scope is achieved.

6. Criteria for deciding whether the VMT reduction package is adequate.

The proposed VMT reduction package covers only 43% of the induced automobile
VMT. It is not explained why the total induced VMT is the basis for comparison. In
addition, there is no information in the DEIR to put this into a regulatory context and the
criteria for deciding that 43% is good enough is not described. It is stated in the
document that the available mitigation funds total roughly 14-15% of the project’s capital
costs. If cost the limiting factor, or if there are limits on the kinds of projects that can be
included in a VMT mitigation package, the regulatory and/or statutory authorities should
be clearly stated. If not, the justification for providing only 43% VMT mitigation as
opposed to a higher value should be provided.

Miscellaneous Davis Issues

1. Consistency with local plans (Table 2.1-1).

The 2023 Davis CAAP was not included in the analysis of consistency with local plans.
The 2007 General Plan was considered, but the CAAP is the latest and current thinking
on GHG issues. The CAAP has 3 climate actions relevant to the project — expand public
transit (TR6), Transportation Demand Management (TR9) and strengthen regional
transit (TR7). Add the CAAP to Table 2.1-1 and elsewhere consistency with local plans
is discussed.

2. Dauvis cut-through traffic impacts.

Davis “cut-through” traffic (i.e., drivers seeking to avoid congestion by cutting through
town) was not addressed. This is a significant problem which the project may or may not
alleviate. It turns out that because of induced traffic, the project will improve but not
eliminate congestion. Traffic conditions after the project is built are discussed in Section
2.1.10.7. The environmental effects of this side flow and how it might improve or get
worse should be included in the EIR.
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November 21, 2023

Gurtej Bhattal
Project Manager
Caltrans, District 3
703 B Street
Marysville, CA 95901

Subject: Request to extend the comment period for the Yolo 80 Corridor Improvements
Project draft EIR

Dear Mr. Bhattal;

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide feedback on the Draft EIR for the 1-80
Corridor Improvements Project. The City of Davis respectfully requests that the comment
period for the Yolo 80 Corridor Improvements Project draft EIR be extended to at least January
10, 2024. The request is being made for two key reasons, as articulated below:

1) As of the date of this letter Caltrans has not posted the Technical Studies listed in
Appendix H to the DEIR. While Caltrans staff has provided City staff with the requested
materials, the City feels that it is crucial for full disclosure and transparency that all of
the Technical Studies that are used or referenced in the draft EIR be available to the
public in the same manner that the draft EIR is, both on the project website and as hard
copies where the draft EIR have been made available to the public. As of today it has
also come to our attention that old documents (prior drafts) have been posted to the
Caltrans project web page, which required changes to correct the documents.
Transparency and accuracy of the posted information is especially important for the
traffic studies given the interest from the City and from members of the public to review
and understand the methodologies used in the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) CEQA
analysis. Posting the Technical Studies by no later than November 25, 2023 AND
providing a review period extension to at least January 10, 2024 will ensure that the
Draft EIR AND the Technical Studies have been available for a full minimum 45-day
review period. A modest five-day extension can remedy this concern.

2) An extension of the comment period to January 10, 2024 will allow for the City Council
to review and approve the City of Davis DEIR comment letter at the regularly scheduled
January 9% City Council meeting. Should the Caltrans comment period not be extended
past the current January 5, 2024 deadline, the City Council will need to schedule a
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special meeting the week of January 1° to review and approve the City comment letter.
To do so will necessitate posting of the City Council meeting agenda and report during
the holiday closure. The review schedule necessitated by the current Caltrans comment
deadline is not ideal in terms of public transparency and access, especially in the midst
of holidays. Again, a modest five-day extension to January 10, 2024 can remedy this
concern.

We understand that the overall project schedule is important to Caltrans and is likely the
impetus for the current January 5% comment deadline. However, the positive gesture to
extend the comment period to January 10™ we believe is very reasonable and in the best
interest of public transparency of process, and document accessibility. Thank you for your
consideration of this and please feel free to reach out to me or to Ryan Chapman on our team if
you have any questions. | can be reached at mwebb@cityofdavis.org and Ryan can be reached
at rchapman@cityofdsavis.org

Sincerely,

) 14K

Mike Webb
City Manager

cc: Tony Tovares, DOT Director
Masum A Patwary, Environmental Coordinator
Dennis Keaton, Public Information Officer
Davis City Council
Ryan Chapman, Assistant Director, Public Works Engineering & Transportation
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DISTRICT 3
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www.dot.ca.gov

December 22, 2023

Mr. Mike Webb

City Manager

City of Davis

23 Russell Boulevard
Davis, CA 95616

Dear Mr. Webb:

This letter is to inform you that Caltrans will extend the comment period for the Yolo 80
Corridor Improvements Project Draft EIR. The comment period was scheduled to close
on January 5, 2024, but will now close one week later on January 12, 2024. We hope
this provides the City sufficient time to review the Draft EIR and provide comments.

Please let myself or the Project Manager, Gurtej Bhattal (530-720-6153 or
gurtej.ohattal@dot.ca.gov), know if there are any further questions or considerations
which Caltrans can address. Thank you for your fime and we look forward to receiving
the City's feedback on the Draft EIR.

Sincerely,

T “orp
for AMARJEET S. BENIPAL
Director

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Mr. Mike Webb, City Manager
December 1, 2023

Page 2

C: Davis City Council
Ryan Chapman, Assistant Director, Public Works Engineering and
Transportation

Suzy Melim, Caltrans District 3 Deputy Director of Environmental

Greg Wong, Caltrans District 3 Deputy Director of Program and Project
Management

Gurtej Bhattal, Caltrans District 3 Project Manager

Masum A Patwary, Caltrans District 3 Environmental Coordinator

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
01-09-24 City Council Meeting 08 - 27






From: Philippe Raymond Goldin <pgoldin@ucdavis.edu>
Sent: Saturday, March 16, 2024 12:31 AM
To: Taylor, Zack@CATC <zack.taylor@catc.ca.gov>; Behrens, Justin@CATC

<Justin.Behrens@catc.ca.gov>

Subject: legislation

EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe.
Dear Mr. Taylor & Mr Behrens:

| understand that there is a proposal to widen 1-80 between Davis and Sacramento.
Scientist have determined that this would increase emissions by ~79,500 tons CO2e
annually. The California Transportation Commission (CTC) must approve funding for
Caltrans projects. It seems to me that this proposed solution runs counter to state
policy to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and green house gas (GHG) emission.
We need fewer, not more cars. The CTC has the power to send Caltrans a message
that it needs to rethink its road expansion habit and instead adopt more climate-
responsible policies.

We can look at the example of other cities and countries who incentize public
transportation, regular and electric bicycles, safe paths between cities separate from
car lanes, and more buses to remove drivers. For example, Stanford University offers
the Caltrain Go Pass to eligible off-campus employees and postdoctoral

scholars. This free pass is valid for the entire year and allows unlimited travel on the
Caltrain across all zones, seven days a week. We could have free or subsidized train
and bus travel between Davis and Sacramento with free bicycles to travel to work.
Copenhagen has more bicycles than cars because they provide fully protected bike
lanes within the city and between cities and bicycles available nearly everywhere in
the city. Think bike-share rather than car-share.

Google offered free bicycles to employees who offered to bike rather than drive to
work.

Consider the cost to build and maintain extended car lanes and the increase in GHG
emission in contrast to getting more people on regular and ebikes between Davis and
Sacramento which will be good for physical and mental health. We need leadership
and policy that envisions and builds collective wellbeing rather than replicating
policies and habits that maintain the ways of transporting that are harming the
environment and human health.

Philippe Goldin, PhD, Professor

Director, Clinically Applied Affective Neuroscience Laboratory
Betty Irene Moore School of Nursing

at the University of California Davis

Preferred pronouns: he, him, his

Email: philippegoldin@gmail.com; pgoldin@ucdavis.edu
Website: http://pgoldin.faculty.ucdavis.edu/

Phone: 415-676-9793

**CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE** This e-mail communication and any attachments are for the sole use
of the intended recipient and may contain information that is confidential and privileged under state and
federal privacy laws. If you received this e-mail in error, be aware that any unauthorized use,
disclosure, copying, or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please
contact the sender immediately and destroy/delete all copies of this message.
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From: Alan Pryor

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC

Cc: Don Mooney

Subject: CTC Meeting 3/21/24 - Item 19 Ref 4.8 - Advanced funding of Yolo80 via TCEP federal funds.
Date: Monday, March 18, 2024 10:58:07 AM

Attachments: SZYzox0eJSTeV8Kl.pna

DEIR COMMENT LETTER - SIERRA CLUB YOLANO GROUP (WHEELER) 1-8-24 on Letterhead.pdf
Yolo-80 - CARB DEIR Comments 20240110.pdf

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |

To: CTC (ctc@catc.ca.gov)
From: Alan Pryor, Chair, Sierra Club Yolano Group (alanpryor21@gmail.com)

Date: March 21, 2024
Re: Objection to Award Funding for the Yolo 1-80 Project

Introduction and Background - The project considered by this funding request is in Yolo
County which lies within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Sierra Club Yolano Group.

We oppose the award of the funding for this project on the grounds that there are serious
deficiencies and incontrovertible deficiencies in the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR). These deficiencies have been extensively documented in Comments submitted to the
DEIR by CARB and notable transportation experts. A copy of the CARB Comment Letter as
well as one authored by Dr. Stephen Wheeler of UC Davis on behalf of the Yolano Group are
attached to this communication pointing out these glaring deficiencies.

We note in particular that the Staff Report before you states,

"Anticipated Project Benefits: increased truck throughput, improved travel time, reduced
emissions, creation of jobs, and improved safety.” (bold emphasis added)

Unfortunately, the anticipated benefits of "improved travel times, reduced emissions™ are
negated by the objective and quantitative deficiencies in the project's DEIR as pointed out in
the DEIR Comment Letters by CARB and Dr. Wheeler and as we otherwise summarize
below.

1) Substantially Reduced Estimates of Induced Traffic VMT - The DEIR uses an
outmoded and proven deficient method of calculating Induced Traffic by the project. Caltrans
has gone on record as agreeing that the Induced Traffic Calculator results developed by the
National Center for Sustainable Transportation at UC Davis estimates project additional
project VMT within 20% +/- for benchmark modeling for such freeway widening projects.

(see reference in footnote a) below)

When the project parameters are input into the NCST Induced Traffic Calculator (see
reference in footnote b) below), the results indicate the project will generate about 178 million
VMT per year.
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177.9 million additional
VMT/year

(Vehicle Miles Travelled)

In 2019, Sacramento-Roseville-Arden-Arcade MSA
had 1000.7 lane miles of Interstate highway on which 5.2

ion vehicle miles are travelled per year.

A project adding 34 lane miles would induce an additional
177.9 million vehicle miles travelled per year on average
with a rough 95% confidence interval of 142.3 - 213.5
million VMT (+/-20%).

Sacramento-Roseville-Arden-Arcade MSA consists of 4 counties (El Dorado,

Placer, Sacramento and Yolo).

This calculation is using an elasticity of 1.0
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January 8, 2024

VIA Email
Yolo80Corridor@dot.ca.gov

Masum A Patwary

Environmental Scientist C

California Department of Transportation
District 3 703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95901

Dear Dr. Patwary:

This letter provides detailed comments on the Yolo 80 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on
behalf of the Yolano Group of the Motherlode Chapter of the Sierra Club.

| have prepared these comments as an unpaid Technical Advisor to the Yolano Group. In my
professional life | am a Professor of Urban Planning and Design in the Department of Human Ecology at
the University of California, Davis, and Chair of the UC Davis Community Development Graduate Group.
| have studied urban and regional planning topics for more than 35 years, including interactions
between transportation systems and regional land use patterns, and was formerly chair of the City of
Berkeley Transportation Commission and cofounder of the Bay Area’s regional transportation-land use-
housing advocacy organization Transform. | am the author of urban planning textbooks used in
universities worldwide, including The Sustainable Urban Development Reader (Fourth Edition, 2023),
Planning for Sustainability (Third Edition to be published in late 2024), and Reimagining Sustainable
Cities (2021). My awards in this field include the Dale Prize for Excellence in Urban and Regional
Planning.

Let me say first that it’s very unfortunate that the Yolo 80 project has proceeded this far without better
alternatives being considered. As has been widely known for decades, widening freeways does not fix
congestion problemes; it just defers them for a few years while increasing overall motor vehicle use,
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, local air pollution, suburban sprawl, and related problems. The
climate crisis gives particular urgency to the need to stop increasing road capacity and vehicle use.
Although California is making progress in many sectors towards reducing its GHG emissions,
transportation is one area in which it is not. Transportation is also the single largest source of the state’s
GHG emissions, accounting for 38 percent of the total.





In order to meet California’s GHG reduction goals, the state has adopted policies that discourage road
expansion and its concomitant VMT increases. SB 743, passed in 2013, required agencies to use VMT as
a metric for analyzing transportation impacts of new projects after July 1, 2020 instead of Level of
Service (LOS). Put another way, this bill made reducing overall motor vehicle use the goal of state policy
rather than short-term reductions in road congestion. The California State Transportation Agency
(CalSTA)’s Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure (CAPTI), adopted in 2021, establishes
policy that “projects should generally aim to reduce vehicle miles traveled” and counsels agencies that
“when addressing congestion, consider alternatives to highway capacity expansion such as providing
multimodal options in the corridor, employing pricing strategies, and using technology to optimize
operations.” However, Caltrans appears to be disregarding the state’s new policy framework with
multiple projects including Yolo 80.

A certain amount of congestion isn’t bad in that it puts realistic constraints on the public’s behavior.
However, if congestion is deemed to be a problem beyond that point, the academic and professional
literature shows that pricing, better land use planning, and other demand management solutions (e.g.
working with large employers to promote vanpools and transit use) are the best strategies. But Caltrans
never considered those alternatives in the Yolo 80 case. It clearly wanted to widen the freeway from
the start, and indeed appears to have illegally begun widening I-80 east of the Mace intersection and
west of the I-50 split in early Fall 2023 well before the current environmental review was completed.
This action shows a high level of disregard for CEQA/NEPA processes, and we ask Caltrans to suspend
construction activities on Yolo 80 until environmental review is completed and the environmental
document certified.

The Yolo 80 DEIR has a great many deficiencies which require revising and recirculating the document.
These include the following:

1. The environmental review studied an overly narrow range of alternatives. Almost all alternatives
considered in this document add a lane to the freeway, thereby increasing road capacity and likely
future VMT associated with Yolo 80. Other realistic alternatives that could address the main
rationale for the project (congestion) at far lower cost without widening the freeway and increasing
capacity weren’t considered.

The DEIR studies 7 alternatives, with (a) and (b) options listed for most of these depending on
whether median ramps and a flyover lane at the eastern end are included. Alternative 1 is the
required No Build alternative. Alternatives 2-6 add a lane with various configurations of High
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV), High Occupancy Toll (HOT), and transit use on the new lane. Alternative 7
takes an existing lane for HOV use (informed observers know that this is highly unlikely to be chosen
since Caltrans has always constructed a new lane for HOVs in the past).

The most obvious alternative not included in the DEIR would be to price all lanes of the existing
freeway. Pricing is widely acknowledged to be an effective means to discourage single-occupant
vehicle travel (e.g. Small and Gomez-Ibanez, 2005; Clements, Kockelman, and Alexander, 2021). It
can be easily implemented in California using FastTrak technology, with either a flat charge or
variable congestion tolls, and is currently in use in northern California on the Bay Area bridges.
Many other states nationally also use tolls to raise revenue or reduce congestion. Caltrans recently





created an example of the sort of facility that could be built for Yolo 80 when it constructed a new
automated toll facility in Martinez for the east-bound 1-680 bridge. Equity impacts of pricing can be
decreased by direct rebates to low-income vehicle owners and/or by using toll revenue for public
transit or other services benefitting low-income communities.

Pricing is also the most cost-effective alternative. Instead of costing up to $465 million, pricing the
existing 1-80 Yolo causeway would generate in excess of $300 million annually (~150,000
vehicles/day x an $8 toll = $1.2M/day x 365 days/year = $438M). In addition to equity rebates, this
money could be used for transit and affordable housing near jobs in the corridor, further reducing
traffic.

Pricing strategies are recommended by CalSTA’s CAPTI framework as mentioned above as well as by
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)’s 2020 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy. Policy 11 of the latter document calls for the region to
“Initiate a leadership role in testing and piloting roadway pricing mechanisms, such as facility-based
tolling and mileage-based fees.” That document also states (p. 73) “The roadway pricing
mechanisms in the MTP/SCS are a critical component of the regional strategy to raise enough
revenue to fund our transportation infrastructure, provide mobility benefits to residents, manage
traffic, and help to achieve the region’s SB 375 greenhouse gas reduction target.”

Pricing alternatives would also have the benefit of improving transit performance. With tolls
reducing overall traffic volume, buses would no longer be sitting in congestion. (A managed lane for
both HOVs and transit, as proposed under several of the DEIR’s alternatives, could easily become
congested as HOVs move into it from other lanes.) Pricing itself is not a panacea, and would likely
result in a modest increase in VMT over the current situation since free-flowing lanes carry more
vehicles than congested lanes. However, such an increase would be far less than that caused by
widening the freeway.

A second main alternative would be constructing a dual express lane in each direction with single
occupant vehicles tolled (one lane would be added, one existing lane converted). This alternative is
used in SACOG’s travel demand model as part of its regional planning strategy, which Caltrans
should have known about. It was also requested by the Yolo County Transportation District in its
letter of May 4, 2022 to Caltrans, asking that “The Project Description...be written broadly enough
to consider, and provide environmental clearance for, a multi-laned facility.” Tolling two lanes in this
way would be more effective at meeting the project’s main goal of reducing congestion, and would
have the additional advantage of generating additional revenue to mitigate VMT impacts.

A third potential alternative would be “using technology to optimize operations” as suggested by
CAPTI. This approach is also a priority of SACOG’s Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) program,
which seeks to use tools such as freeway ramp meters, dynamic message signs, closed-circuit
cameras, and real-time information for the public to manage traffic. Congestion on 1-80 could
conceivably be kept manageable if all entrances featured ramp meters, with transit vehicles and
HOVs allowed to bypass ramp queues. Incentives would then be strong for drivers to carpool or take
transit, thus reducing VMT and congestion.





A fourth category of alternatives in the I-80 corridor would focus on dramatically better public
transit. These alternatives might include better and more frequent bus service, better and more
frequent rail service, and better feeder bus and van service in local communities connecting to
trains and long-distance express buses.

A fifth category of alternatives would consist of regional Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) programs. Air quality management districts in California have historically implemented these
in order to address local air quality programs in locations such as the Bay Area and Los Angeles
basin. Such initiatives typically include agreements with large employers to implement carpool and
vanpool programs, to subsidize employee transit usage, and to charge employees for parking. They
also include public education and informational strategies to decrease drive-alone commuting. To
be most effective in the I-80 corridor, TDM programs should be combined with regional and local
land use planning to create a better balance of jobs, housing, and services in local communities.
Since 2008 California state policy pursuant to SB 375 has encouraged such planning, for example
requiring regional planning agencies to prepare Sustainable Community Strategies.

Studying all of these alternatives is certainly not necessary for a robust DEIR, and the fourth and
fifth would involve challenging inter-governmental coordination. But given the increasingly strong
state policy framework against road capacity expansion and VMT increases, we request that the
technically simple and cost-effective alternative of pricing all existing lanes be included in a
recirculated environmental document.

The DEIR fails to adequately consider induced traffic. The Yolo 80 DEIR has a major flaw: its
analysis fails to consider long-term increases in traffic volume stemming from widening the road,
increasing capacity, and in turn influencing land use and behavior patterns. Again, the project
would increase road capacity regardless of whether the new lane is an HOV lane, toll lane, or free-
flow lane.

Road widening induces additional traffic in two main ways: 1) by changing short-term behavior, in
particular as individuals see reduced congestion and choose to drive rather than using other
alternatives such as carpooling, taking transit, or telecommuting; and 2) by changing long-term
land-use patterns and behavior, in particular as individuals and businesses perceive that easy
availability of commuting makes it possible to locate in certain places rather than others. Induced
traffic is a well-established concept in the research literature dating back at least 50 years (e.g.
Downs, 1962, Handy and Bournet, 2014; Hymel, 2019; Volker, Lee, and Handy, 2020). Many decades
of experience in California also demonstrates the reality of this phenomenon, for example through
the rapid growth of communities such as Vacaville, Dixon, and Fairfield which are almost entirely
dependent on I-80 for long-distance motor vehicle travel.

Caltrans appears to have employed an identical future land use scenario for all DEIR alternatives.
Agency materials state that “Land use inputs were not developed for each individual alternative.
Instead, the SACOG 2020 MTP/SCS land use forecasts associated with specific model years 2016,
2027, and 2040 were used without modification....This approach limits the sensitivity of the traffic
and revenue forecasts to any unique land use effects associated with each alternative.” (Caltrans,
2023b, 10).





Consequently Caltrans’ DEIR analysis appears to incorporate the first form of induced traffic but not
the second. The DEIR shows a substantial increase in traffic at the 2029 opening, but only modest
increases long-term. Table 2.2-9 (pp. 2-194-105) shows an immediate 9.2% increase in VMT for
Alternative 2 compared with the No Build alternative, but a 2049 increase of only 4.2%. The
corresponding figures for Alternative 3 are 9.2% and 4.3%. If induced traffic due to changing land
use and lifestyle patterns were fully taken into account, these long-term figures would likely be
significantly higher. Indeed, if NCST induced traffic figures of 495,400 VMT/day were simply added
to the No Project alternative for these years, Alternatives 2 and 3 would have had increases of 11%
in 2049. Actual increases would certainly be higher, since the DEIR shows the No Project alternative
to be highly congested, reducing VMT, whereas alternatives would have greater throughput.

The DEIR flatly states (p. 3-38) that the project would have “less than significant impact” on
population growth either directly or indirectly. This is particularly surprising given that the
document previously includes the NCST data mentioned above showing more than 495,000
additional VMT/day for most alternatives. Here as in other locations the DEIR appears not to have
incorporated the NCST data into analyses.

For this DEIR Caltrans District 3 relied on analysis procedures not compatible with more recent
Caltrans Headquarters standards that require induced traffic be considered. Caltrans’ 2020 CEQA
guidance states that

“[Clapacity-increasing projects generally need to be evaluated for their potential induced
travel. The mechanisms by which induced travel occur include:

e Route changes (may increase or decrease overall VMT)
e Mode shift to automobile use (increases overall VMT)
e Longer trips (increases overall VMT)
e More trips (increases overall VMT)
e Location and land use changes (increases overall VMT)” (Caltrans, 2020a, 18)

Caltrans HQ adopted the NCST induced travel calculator in 2020 as an official tool, and the agency’s
Transportation Analysis Framework document provides extensive guidance on how it is to be
applied (Caltrans, 2020a). Table 2 on page 17 of this document specifically says that the NCST
calculator is to be applied to Yolo County. But the DEIR fails to integrate NCST numbers for induced
traffic into its analysis of long-term impacts of the project, thus understating VMT and GHG
emissions while overstating congestion relief.

The DEIR fails to adequately take into account changing driver behavior. A second modelling
inadequacy of the DEIR is that it uses a simplistic static trip assignment model rather than a more
sophisticated dynamic traffic assignment model. The latter type of model takes into account a
variety of feedback loops resulting from traffic congestion, including drivers changing the time of
their trips so as to avoid congestion. Use of a static trip assignment model can have the effect of
understating the increase in VMT. A related problem is that the model wrongly assumes that
additional traffic would be routed off the congested highway up through Woodland, which is
unlikely given the distance and likely congestion of that alternative route. Again, this points to a






model with major inadequacies. Interviews conducted as part of Dr. Amy Lee’s dissertation The
Policy and Politics of Highway Expansions show that Caltrans rejected better models (dynamic
traffic assignment) because they would have shown increased VMT (Lee, 2023). The DEIR’s own
technical appendices acknowledge limitations of the static assignment model:

“Another limitation of the SACSIM19 model is the use of static assignment rather than dynamic
assignment of vehicle trips. With congested conditions, static assignment can result in volumes
that exceed capacity for the analysis period. With dynamic assignment, trips are rerouted or
shifted in time so that capacity is met.” (Transportation Analysis Report, | 80/US 50 Managed
Lanes, November 2023, 78).

Dynamic travel assignment models are increasingly used elsewhere in the country for projects in
urban areas with congested conditions. For example, Colorado’s Department of Transportation has
concluded that

“DTA is useful when the analyst’s study area includes a congested transportation facility as well
as its parallel facilities (or parallel capacity)....DTA’s assignment methods is more sophisticated
than a traditional travel demand model as it accounts for bottlenecks. DTA also allows for
temporal spreading (peak-hour spreading).” (Colorado Department of Transportation, 2023)

The DEIR relies on inadequate mitigations. The DEIR assumes that VMT/GHG increases can be
mitigated if Caltrans funds projects in local cities. But its project list covers only 43% of its estimated
VMT increase (which is likely low in that it appears not to include truck traffic), and it’s doubtful that
such mitigations would be additional and verifiable. These mitigations would have to be
implemented by other entities over which Caltrans has no control, and mitigation funding is
questionable, with Caltrans committing to funding only 12.5% of the cost of trip reduction
programs, for example. The mitigations therefore do not meet the “fully enforceable” standard
required by CEQA.

At least one mitigation, “Build overcrossing at future Nishi Student Housing Development site” is a
project that has long been planned by the developer of the Nishi student housing project and
approved by the Davis City Council. This “mitigation” is not an additional GHG reduction and would
simply give public funds to a private developer. Many other mitigations focus on increasing use of
long-distance express bus services. Such services can have their own traffic-inducing impacts, for
example if they encourage households to move to outlying suburban communities thinking that
they can use long-distance express buses to commute to jobs in Sacramento. Such households then
use their motor vehicles for many other types of trips, increasing VMT in the region. For such
reasons Caltrans must identify fully enforceable and fully funded mitigations to offset the full
amount of likely VMT and GHG increases in the DEIR.

The document falsely concludes no or less-than-significant impact for important topics. For NEPA
and CEQA purposes the DEIR (Tables S-1 and S-2) wrongly states that the alternatives studied would
have “no impact” on urban growth and population, air pollutants, and energy demand, and “less
than significant” impacts on GHGs and state climate policy. These statements are not true and






should be revised based on additional analysis and up-to-date modeling practices within a
recirculated document.

A) Urban growth and population: The DEIR states (Summary-7) “Build Alternatives 2a and 2b
would not remove an impediment to growth, provide an entirely new public facility, or provide
new access to previously unserved areas. Build Alternatives 2a and 2b would not directly
increase development of residential land uses, encourage growth outside of existing growth
boundaries, or alter existing access to residential and employment areas; therefore, no
adverse effect associated with population growth would be anticipated with implementation of
Alternatives 2a and 2b.” (Emphasis added. Text for alternatives 3a and b, 4a and b, and 5a and
b says “Same as effects described under Build Alternatives 2a and 2b.”)

This is not true. Common sense tells us that since no alternative through-route exists
congestion on 1-80 is a prime determiner of urban growth in the corridor. If the project reduced
congestion upon opening, access to residential and employment areas along the corridor would
be greatly altered. It could take, for example, 25 minutes rather than 1 hour to get from
Vacaville to Sacramento in the morning rush hour. Such a time difference would have a large
impact on people’s travel and residency decisions, fueling urban growth and population
increase in some locations rather than others.

These “no impact” conclusions, like many other DEIR conclusions discussed below, arise in part
because Caltrans did not consider induced traffic within its model. However, this is a well-
established concept in the research literature, much of which is summarized by Volker, Lee, and
Handy, 2020. The DEIR itself acknowledges the induced traffic concept by including data from
the National Center for Sustainable Transportation (NCST) showing an additional 495,000
vehicle miles travelled (VMT) for most alternatives (Table 2-1-26). If induced traffic had been
considered, the DEIR’s conclusions about no effect on urban growth and population would not
have been supported.

B) Air pollutants: Sacramento and Yolo counties are state non-attainment areas for 8-hour ozone
and PM 2.5 air pollutants. In terms of pollutant increase, the DEIR (Summary-16) finds “no
impact” for the No Build alternative. This is unlikely to be true and shows deficiencies in the
underlying analysis. Indeed, Table 2-2-34 shows a 19.9% increase in congestion for the No
Project alternative in 2049 (idling cars usually increase pollution), and Table 5 In Appendix J
shows increases of 3.5% and 22.2% respectively for PM10 in the years 2029 and 2049 versus the
baseline year of 2019, and an increase of 4.5% for PM2.5 in 2049. (That appendix does not
show results for other pollutants such as carbon monoxide and ozone. The increases for
particulate matter are dismissed with the following statement: “the difference between Build
and No Build would be not significant in terms of PM10 and PM2.5 in regards to the increase of
total AADT [Average Annual Daily Traffic] between Build and No Build with a HOV-HOV
connector.”)

The DEIR also finds “less than significant” air quality impacts for all other project alternatives.
This is also unlikely to be true. Table 5 in Appendix J shows increases of between 2.9% and
13.0% for PM10 in the opening year of 2029 for alternatives 2-7b compared with the 2019
baseline. For 2049 it shows PM10 increases of 0.5% to 9.5% for alternatives 2-7a and 6.1% to





26.9% for alternatives 207b. For PM2.5, the increases range from -1.9% to 6.7% for the “b”
alternatives. It is hard to see how these increases can be called “less than significant.” Such
figures also do not take into account induced traffic and likely increases in congestion resulting
from that well-documented phenomenon, which would likely increase air pollution further.

C) Energy demand: The DEIR states (Summary-12) “When balancing energy used during
construction and operation against energy saved by relieving congestion and other
transportation efficiencies, the project would not have substantial energy effects. Therefore, no
adverse permanent effects are anticipated.”

This statement is likely false, since it assumes congestion would actually be relieved in the long-
term which is inconsistent with the literature on induced traffic (much of which is summarized
in Volker, Lee, and Handy, 2020), and the historical experience of freeway-building in California.

Even without considering induced traffic stemming from secondary land use change and
population/employment location decisions, the DEIR’s modeling shows sizeable traffic increases
from roadway dynamics alone (less congested lanes attracting more drivers). These VMT
increases are in turn likely to require additional energy, making a finding of “no adverse
impacts” inappropriate. (The form of energy will of course shift as vehicles electrify, though
electric vehicles will still have impacts.)

The exact traffic increases from existing conditions under DEIR modeling are difficult to
calculate since the DEIR fails to provide existing traffic volume (measured as Average Annual
Daily Traffic) anywhere. SACOG gives this figure as 136,700 vehicles in 2017 at the Yolo/Solano
county border (https://vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/indicators/traffic-volumes-at-gateways). Taking
this as the baseline and using Table 4 in Appendix J figures for future AADT, 2029 traffic
increases from roadway dynamics compared to the recent baseline would range from 15.0% for
the No Project alternative to 14.5%-27.1% for the various alternatives. 2049 traffic increases
would range from 31.9% for the No Project alternative to 27.3% to 39.6% for the various
alternatives. Again, it is hard to see how such large increases in traffic would produce “no
adverse impacts” in terms of energy.

D) GHGs: The DEIR itself shows that CO2 emissions would increase by between 2.2% and
10.9% for the various project alternatives in the 2029 opening year (Table 7, Appendix J). That
is a substantial amount; it is hard to see how this can be called “less than significant.” In the
year 2049 the document shows all alternatives reducing GHG emissions versus existing and No
Build conditions, but in many cases these reductions are small. For the “b” alternatives, for
example, they range between -1.4% and -4.9%. Most importantly, these modelled GHG
emissions reductions do not take into account induced traffic.

If induced traffic is taken into account, the GHG increase would be large. The DEIR itself
includes data from NCST modeling showing likely increases of 495,300 vehicle miles traveled
daily from most project alternatives (Table 2-1-26). Based on these NCST figures and average
GHG emissions figures for passenger motor vehicles, widening 1-80 in Yolo County would add at
least 79,545 tons of CO2e emissions annually (218 tons/day)—equivalent to increasing Davis
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citywide emissions by at least 14%, or unincorporated Yolo County emissions by at least 7.3%.
(This figure would be higher still if the higher-emitting truck percentage of up to 29% of vehicles
were included.) Building on Table 7, the increase in GHG emissions produced by the 1-80
project in 2049 would then range between 15.4% and 29.5% for alternatives 2-5 (those that
add a lane) compared with the No Project alternative. This is a very large amount for a future
date when the state plans to be carbon-neutral, and hardly “less than significant.”

The DEIR analysis of greenhouse gas emissions is thus highly inadequate. Caltrans should bring
its model up-to-date by including induced travel from freeway projects, and should revise and
recirculate this document based on a more accurate model taking this phenomenon into
account.

E) State climate policy: Under its 2022 Scoping Plan, California has a state climate planning goal
of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045, which means cutting GHG emissions 85% compared
with 1990 as well as sequestering large amounts of emissions in natural landscapes and below-
ground. In contrast, the I-80 project is likely to produce sizeable increases in GHGs both in the
short-term (2029) and the long-term (2049), as shown above. Thus this project, like other
freeway widening projects that Caltrans continues to pursue, cannot be said to have “less than
significant” impacts on state climate policy.

For the above reasons, the Yolo 80 DEIR should be revised and recirculated.
Thank you very much for your attention.

Sincerely,

Stephen M. Wheeler, Ph.D.
On behalf of the Yolano Group of the Motherlode Chapter of the Sierra Club
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Tony Tavares

Director

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
1120 N St

Sacramento, CA 95814

Tony.Tavares@dot.ca.gov

Dear Director Tavares,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Yolo 80 Corridor Improvements Project (Yolo 80, or project). We
appreciate the opportunities that we have had to collaborate with Caltrans to support the
success of California’s 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality. As the agency
entrusted with environmental review of our largest transportation infrastructure investments,
Caltrans’ decisions carry unparalleled weight. The need to improve travel through the Yolo
80 Corridor presents an opportunity to advance the State’s climate, air quality, and equity
goals, and be a model for effectively managing the state highway system.

CARB staff have identified that the Yolo 80 proposal adds substantial new roadway capacity.
This can increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The
DEIR omits project alternatives that could better meet the project’s objectives with less
environmental impact. Specifically, it only examines alternatives that add lanes and no
project alternatives that convert existing lanes to priced lanes, even though converting an
existing lane is in the Sacramento region’s current sustainable communities strategy for
achieving its GHG reduction target. In addition, the DEIR uses a traffic assessment approach
that is expected to underestimate the project’'s impacts and exaggerate its benefits. This
could lead to inaccurate DEIR significance determinations on GHG emissions, air quality,
energy, noise, and safety, as well as influence whether the project achieves its objectives.
Finally, the DEIR's proposal to mitigate less than half of its induced travel impact is
inadequate, when additional mitigation is feasible.

Taken as a whole, the project would substantially increase VMT and GHGs, more so than the
DEIR discloses, hampering achievement of the State’s climate and air quality goals. Several
State documents, including the Scoping Plan, CARB’s Progress Report on Implementation of
the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, and the Climate Action Plan for
Transportation Infrastructure, call for reimagining or deprioritizing roadway projects that
increase VMT to create a more sustainable transportation system. Reducing VMT also
benefits health, traffic safety, equity, and the environment. By expanding capacity while
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improperly assessing and insufficiently mitigating impacts, the Yolo I-80 project is
inconsistent with these State plans.

Procedurally, CARB had previously requested that Caltrans extend the public review period
for this DEIR due to the current comment period being effectively truncated by several
major holidays and because Caltrans has not posted the technical appendices to its website
or otherwise made them available through the full comment period. | appreciate that
Caltrans extended the deadline by one week. You may wish to consider further extension to
mitigate concerns we are hearing from some stakeholders. Specifically, while Caltrans has
committed to making the technical appendices available upon request, we are aware that
these documents were not made immediately available to some members of the public who
had requested them, leaving members of the public without adequate information and
without the full time to evaluate and comment on the DEIR.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. The attachment to this letter describes our
comments in more detail and offers recommendations on how to address the DEIR’s
inadequacies. We would welcome the opportunity to work together to strengthen the
project in ways that achieve its intended purpose while also addressing our shared climate
and air quality goals.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me or Dr. Jennifer Gress, Chief of the
Sustainable Transportation and Communities Division, at (916) 764-0747 or
Jjennifer.gress@arb.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Steven S.“"Cliff, Ph.D., Executive Officer

Attachment

cc:  See next page.
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cc: ~ Comment submission email portal
Yolo80corridor@dot.ca.gov

Eric Sundquist, Acting Deputy Director for Sustainability, Caltrans
Eric.Sundquist@dot.ca.gov

Chris Kuzak, VMT Program Manager, Caltrans Sustainability
Chris.Kuzak@dot.ca.gov

Amarjeet Benipal, Director, Caltrans District 3
Amarjeet. Benipal@dot.ca.gov

Gurtej Bhattal, Project Manager, Caltrans District 3
Gurtej.Bhattal@dot.ca.gov

Masum A Patwary, Environmental Coordinator, Caltrans District 3
Masum.Patwary@dot.ca.gov

Darwin Moosavi, California State Transportation Agency
Darwin.Moosavi@calsta.ca.gov

Jennifer Gress, Ph.D., Division Chief, Sustainable Transportation and Communities
Division, CARB
Jennifer.Gress@arb.ca.gov
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Attachment: CARB’s detailed comments on the
Yolo 80 Corridor Improvements Project

Background

The 2022 Scoping Plan' charts a path to achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 and describes
why significant vehicle miles travelled (VMT) reduction is needed to achieve the State's
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction targets. California’s infrastructure investment
choices play a central role in achieving those reductions.? Adding highway capacity leads to
substantial increases in VMT, generally in proportion to the amount of capacity added,3*>¢
moving California in the opposite direction from its climate and air quality goals. The
induced VMT caused by highway expansion also has serious impacts on human health’” and
the natural environment.® Further, such investments lead to dispersed land use patterns,
which move destinations further apart and exclude non-drivers (including people who are
too old or young to drive, who cannot afford a car, or who are not physically able to drive)
from economic and social opportunities. Exacerbating such land use and transportation
patterns by expanding roadways rather than better managing the existing system and

V2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality, available at httos://wwZ2.arb.ca.gov/our-
work/programs/ab-32-climate-change-scoping-plan/2022-scoping-plan-documents

2 AB 322022 Scoping Plan. Page 194. Available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-04/2022-
sp.pdf

3 The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US Cities. Duranton and Turner, 2011. Available at:
https://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.101.6.2616

4 Ifyou build it, they will drive: Measuring induced demand for vehicle travel in urban areas. Hymel, 2019.
Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0967070X18301720

> Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
Policy Brief. Handy and Boarnet, 2014. Available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-
06/Impact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emiss
ions_Policy_Brief.pdf

¢ Updating the Induced Travel Calculator. Volker, 2022. Available at: https://ncst.ucdavis.edu/research-
product/updating-induced-travel-calculator

7 Increasing Walking, Cycling, and Transit: Improving Californians’ Health, Saving Costs, and Reducing
Greenhouse Gases. Maizlish, 2016. Available at:
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/OHE/CDPH%20Document%20Library/Maizlish-2016-Increasing-Walking-
Cycling-Transit-Technical-Report-rev8-17-ADA.pdf

8 Cutting Greenhouse Gas Emissions Is Only the Beginning: A Literature Review of the Co-Benefits of Reducing
Vehicle Miles Traveled. Fang et al., NCST, 2017. Available at: https://rosap.ntl.bts.gov/view/dot/32254
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investing public funds to provide more housing and transportation options that reduce the
need to drive moves us further away from building an equitable and just society.

Meanwhile, pricing alone, without expansion, can relieve congestion while improving
equity,’ with less induced travel and reduced impact on the environment. Congestion often
reduces vehicle flows by a third to a half, and congestion pricing can relieve congestion and
return facilities to their full capacity flow. For this reason, pricing can obviate the need for
expansion.

Several State documents, including the Scoping Plan, CARB's Progress Report on
implementation of the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act,'® and the
Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure,’’ call for reimagining or deprioritizing
roadway projects that increase VMT to create a more sustainable transportation system.
Most of the DEIR’s proposed alternatives are out of alignment with these State goals, but
that is obscured by issues with the analysis. Continuing on this path will not achieve our
GHG emissions reduction targets.

This attachment provides CARB’s comments on the proposed project in greater detail and
offers recommendations for resolving the issues identified in those comments.

I.  DEIR omits key project alternatives

The DEIR omits key alternatives that could better address congestion, have less impact on
the environment, and in some cases cost less to build.

The SACOG 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS), the region’s blueprint for transportation infrastructure investment, is designed to
achieve the region’s transportation GHG emissions reduction goals. It specifies two express
lanes for the corridor, one added and the other converted from an existing lane. In the travel
demand model SACOG used to assess passenger vehicle GHG per capita reduction in its
regional plan, the corridor was specified as follows:

? Pricing can improve access to opportunity for low-income populations by funding improved transit (and, with
income-based pricing, improved auto-mobility), and it can reduce environmental, health, and safety burdens by
reducing traffic volumes and relieving congestion in neighborhoods near major roadways. See Fricing Road's,
Advancing Equity. Transform, 2019. Available at:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1cnulVoDfiKa0419PhxjktOt4ErO3RMuf/view

0 2022 Progress Report: California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, available at
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-05/2022-SB150-MainReport-FINAL-ADA. pdf

Y Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure, available at https://calsta.ca.gov/-/media/calsta-
media/documents/capti-july-2021-a11y.pdf
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Dual express lane each direction. SOVs tolled. One lane added, one converted from
GP lane during peak hours (7am-10am and 3pm-6pm).

The Yolo County Transportation District also requested that Caltrans evaluate this
configuration, showing further regional support for this alternative.

However, Caltrans declined to include this configuration in the DEIR as an alternative. None
of the alternatives Caltrans included in the DEIR feature pricing of more than a single lane.
Without the revenue a second priced lane would generate, the DEIR claims funds are
unavailable to fully mitigate VMT impacts. Without that mitigation, the project would
undermine the region’s VMT and GHG emissions reduction efforts. Also, pricing only a
single lane reduces congestion substantially less, and would therefore be less effective in
achieving the project’s purpose (as stated on DEIR page summary-2) to:

Ease congestion and improve overall person throughput

Improve freeway operation on the mainline, ramps, and at system interchanges
Support reliable transport of goods and services throughout the region
Improve modality and travel time reliability

Provide expedited traveler information and monitoring systems

abkhw =

The DEIR could focus on alternatives that achieve more greenhouse gas emissions
reduction and cause less environmental impact while achieving the project’s objectives. For
example, Caltrans could study an alternative that adds congestion pricing on existing lanes.
Pricing all three existing lanes in each direction without adding a lane could address traffic
congestion and improve vehicle throughput to a similar extent as building a new priced
lane,' cause less impact to the environment, greatly reduce cost, and generate more
revenue to fully mitigate the harms of the project and provide additional benefits to the
region. All-lane tolling has been considered elsewhere in California, including recently in
District 4 for Highway 37, is feasible given the features of the corridor, and should be
considered and studied as an alternative here, too.

Furthermore, consideration of additional project alternatives is likely needed, given that the
DEIR’s traffic assessment fails to assess travel patterns resulting from the project with
reasonable accuracy (as discussed in the next section) throwing into doubt whether the

2 Congestion typically reduces vehicle flows to 1000-1400 vehicles per hour per lane. A lane operating at free
flow lane can carry 1700-1900 vehicles per hour. Therefore, addressing congestion with pricing can adjust
vehicle flows during peak periods by roughly +600 vehicles per lane. Because relieving congestion with
pricing can increase vehicle flows by 600 vehicles per hour per lane, adding congestion pricing to two
congested lanes can add as much to flow as adding one lane that congests (+600 vehicles per hour per lane x
2 lanes = +1200 vehicles per hour). Adding congestion pricing to three congested lanes can add as much to
vehicle flow as a lane priced to maintain free flow travel (+600 vehicles per hour per lane x 3 lanes = +1800
vehicles per hour).
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project alternatives presented would achieve the project’s stated purpose and need. Before
building a project of this expense and impact, Caltrans should have better evidence that the
project will accomplish what is intended.

Il. DEIR uses a traffic assessment that underestimates impacts

A. Caltrans chose to assess traffic impacts using a travel demand modeling
approach that does not accurately capture the impacts of this project

Despite having reportedly been advised to do so,' Caltrans did not apply a modeling
approach that would more accurately capture the impacts of this project. As a result, the
DEIR’s traffic assessment likely underestimates the project’'s impact on VMT. Induced VMT
generally manifests over the five years after delivery of a highway expansion project,' but
the travel demand model Caltrans used for this project shows a different trajectory. On
opening year (2029), the model predicts a high amount of induced VMT (about four times
what the induced travel studies would predict over the long run), increasing VMT of the
entire region approximately 3%. But in the long run, the model predicts the effect of the
project would be to reduce VMT by approximately 3.5%.

The DEIR's technical appendixes note that static traffic assignment travel demand models,
like the one used in the Yolo 80 DEIR, have difficulty with assessment in congested
conditions:

Another limitation of the SACSIM19 model is the use of static assignment rather than
dynamic assignment of vehicle trips. With congested conditions, static assignment
can result in volumes that exceed capacity for the analysis period. With dynamic
assignment, trips are rerouted or shifted in time so that capacity is met. If dynamic
assignment were used, VMT could be lower if trips are shifted in time to more direct
routes or if trips are shifted to different destinations due to congested conditions.
VMT could also be higher if longer routes must be used to avoid congested links.
(Transportation Analysis Report, Interstate 80/US Highway 50 Managed Lanes,
November 2023, page 78)

'3 The Policy and Politics of Highway Expansions, Amy Lee, 2023, Page 279. Available at:
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/13x3n8zr

Y [f you build it, they will drive: Measuring induced demand for vehicle travel in urban areas. Hymel, 2019.
Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0967070X18301720
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Another technical appendix corroborates the concerns raised in the Transportation Analysis
Report, acknowledging that static modeling is likely to exaggerate future year traffic
volumes on the facility:

Based on the static validation and knowledge that the model relies on static
assignment of vehicle trips instead of dynamic traffic assignment, the model’s peak
period (and peak hour) forecasts may be higher than would occur. (Interstate 80/U.S.
Highway 50 Managed Lanes Travel Demand Modeling Report, p. 27)

Other appendixes raise additional issues that may be compounding the problem:

“[The model] has a limitation from its use of static traffic assignment instead of
dynamic traffic assignment (DTA). For example, the model completes all origin-
destination (OD) trips during peak hours even if the congested travel time would
require longer than one hour to complete the trip (see Appendix A). This is not
realistic and would not occur with a DTA. Instead, trips would only travel as far as
congested speeds would allow within one hour. This type of limitation may
overestimate peak hour demand.” (Interstate 80/U.S. Highway 50 Managed Lanes
Traffic and Revenue Report, p. 8)

Assessed with a travel demand model, induced travel is the difference between VMT
assessed with the project and VMT assessed without the project. Research shows that static
traffic assignment modeling approaches can over-predict future congestion in congested
conditions."™ The approach used here does not model the likelihood that drivers may vary
departure time in the face of existing congestion, so in the horizon year, without the project
it shows drivers piling onto and jamming the congested facility. The model then shows the
jammed facility pushing subsequent drivers to take a lengthy route around the project
corridor (in this case, via Woodland and I-5 about 10 miles to the north), adding substantial
VMT to those trips. In the horizon year with the project, the model shows the facility
accommodating that traffic. Comparing scenarios with and without the project, then,
building the project appears to reduce VMT.

Dynamic traffic assignment modeling approaches, meanwhile, aim to better reflect the
reality that many drivers would change their departure to a less congested time and forego
the longer route. As a result, they would not generate the intensity of the congestion shown
in the static traffic assignment modeling approach used for the project assessment. Without
that intensity of congestion, and with the ability to change departure time, less traffic would
re-route around the facility, so the VMT in the no-project scenario would be lower and the

'S Forecasting the impossible. The status quo of estimating traffic flows with static traffic assignment and the
future of dynamic traffic assignment. Marshall, 2018. Available at:
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2210539517301232?via%3Dihub
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comparison between VMT in the project and no project scenarios—the induced VMT—-would
be more accurate.

Meanwhile, other states are bringing dynamic traffic assignment modeling techniques into
use for complex projects and projects that, like Yolo 80, have congested traffic conditions
and parallel routes. The Colorado Department of Transportation offers the following
guidance, which would appear to apply to a project like Yolo 80:

DTA is useful when the analyst’s study area includes a congested transportation
facility as well as its parallel facilities (or parallel capacity). ...[IJt may inform how much
traffic redistribution to expect from one facility to another. DTA's assignment methods
is more sophisticated than a traditional travel demand model as it accounts for
bottlenecks. DTA also allows for temporal spreading (peak-hour spreading)’ [i.e.,
changing of departure times to avoid congestion].

Caltrans did not apply a dynamic traffic assignment modeling approach that would more
accurately capture the effect of the project on travel behavior and its impacts on the
environment, and to have nevertheless opted for static modeling. 7he Policy and Politics of
Highway Expansions’” describes an interview with a transportation expert with knowledge of
the modeling for the project:

...a transportation expert also discussed the travel modeling analysis of HOT lanes on
I-80. They discussed the various modeling approaches and scenarios that had been
used to analyze the project, including scenarios to estimate long-term changes in
VMT that included land use changes and used dynamic traffic assignment. Caltrans
rejected these scenarios that showed long-term increases in VMT in favor of scenarios
that used static traffic assignment, which showed that VMT would decrease with the
highway expansion project because people would re-route off of a longer, parallel
route through Woodland and back onto I-80. Caltrans ‘liked’ the model run using
static assignment because it gave quantitative support for the expansion project.
Comparisons of dynamic versus static assignment are well-documented in academic
literature - generally, static assignment fails to account for the tendency of people to
change their departure time as a result of travel time. But in reality, “way more people
would change their departure time before they would go all the way around through
Woodland.” (p. 279, emphasis added)

'é Traffic Analysis and Forecasting Guidelines, Colorado Department of Transportation, 2023, Pages 129-131.
Available at: https://www.codot.gov/safety/traffic-
safety/assets/traffic_analysis_forecasting_guidelines/traffic_analysis_forecasting_guidelines

7 The Policy and Politics of Highway Expansions, Amy Lee, 2023, available at:
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/13x3n8zr
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This account seems to document three important points:

1. For this project, the static trip assignment modeling approach showed exaggerated
traffic congestion and VMT in the no-project scenario.

2. Applying static trip assignment modeling in this way helped justify the project and
reduce the appearance of environmental impacts associated with the project’s
induced VMT.

3. Caltrans reportedly considered and rejected dynamic traffic assignment modeling
approaches because those would have revealed the environmental impacts of the
project and because static trip assignment modeling exaggerated the need for a
project it preferred to build (see underlined portion of Lee 2023 excerpt above).

For this project, using static trip assignment modeling in this way causes crucial information
about the intensity of the impact to be omitted; that omitted information is necessary for an
informed understanding of the project’s impacts.

In addition to the limitations of this static trip assignment approach, the model used for this
project appears not to be validated to meet the standard of current practice. For example,
in Table 5 of the /nterstate 80/U.5. Highway 50 Managed Lanes Travel Demand Modeling
Report, the Sacramento River screen line does not meet the minimum expectation of
“percent within Caltrans maximum deviation” established in the RTP Guidelines. This adds
to concerns with the quality of the forecast. Further, there is no speed validation at the
corridor level.

B. Caltrans omits the effects of project-caused land use changes in its
assessment of the project’s effect on travel patterns

Ample research has documented highway expansion changes on land use development
patterns,’ and those changes comprise a substantial portion of the overall induced travel
effect of highway projects.’ This is well understood, and Caltrans’ own guidance on
assessing induced travel requires that land use development effects be assessed.?°
Guidance from the Governor's Office of Planning and Research also establishes the need to
assess land use effects of highway capacity projects.?’

'® Highway-Induced Development: Research Results for Metropolitan Areas. Ewing 2008.

Y Many induced travel studies distinguish short-term effects, generally caused by change in destination, mode,
route, or number of trips, from long-term effects, generally caused by changes in land use patterns, and find the
long-term component adds substantially to the short-term component.

2 Caltrans Transportation Analysis Framework. 2020. Page 21. Available at: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-09-10-1st-edition-taf-fnl-a11y.pdf.

21 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Governor's Office of Planning and
Research, 2018, pages 33-34. Available at: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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However, in its traffic analysis, Caltrans district staff excluded the land use effects of this
project, applying the same land use scenario with and without the project:

Caltrans district staff directed that the model land uses be maintained without
changes from the MTP/SCS versions for all alternatives, including the no build
alternative. (/nterstate 80/US Highway 50 Managed Lanes Transportation Analysis
Report, p. 26)

When modeling a project, applying the same land use scenario with and without the project
omits the project’s effect on land use from the analysis entirely. Omitting the land use effect
of the project would likely lead to a substantial underestimate of the amount of induced
vehicle travel, as it is generally among the largest of the components of the induced travel
effect, as is stated in the Traffic and Revenue Report for the DEIR:

The development of the SACSIM19 model to represent 2029 and 2049 conditions is
documented in the I-80/US 50 Managed Lanes - Forecasts Methodology
Memorandum (November 23, 2020) and the 1-80/US 50 Managed Lanes - Travel
Demand Modeling Report (September 2021). Reviewers should note that the model
inputs for land use growth have the largest effect on future travel demand. (Interstate
80/U.S. Highway 50 Managed Lanes Traffic and Revenue Report, p. 10)

Despite its importance to the analysis, Caltrans maintained the same land use scenario
across all alternatives, including no-build:

Land use inputs were not developed for each individual alternative. Instead, the
SACOG 2020 MTP/SCS land use forecasts associated with specific model years 2016,
2027, and 2040 were used without modification. Then the resulting vehicle trip tables
from the SACSIM19 model were factored to produce 2029 and 2049 vehicle trip
tables that were used in the final assignment. This approach limits the sensitivity of
the traffic and revenue forecasts to any unique land use effects associated with each
alternative. (Interstate 80/U.S. Highway 50 Managed Lanes Traffic and Revenue
Report, p. 10)

Excluding land use effects resulted in the exclusion of a major source of additional vehicle

travel in the assessment. Omitting land use changes from the project, and the extra vehicle
travel they would cause, exaggerates the transportation benefits of the project by showing
that it improves traffic more and over a longer period of time than it actually will.

Omitting land use changes also leads to understating the environmental impacts of the
project related to vehicle travel. Underestimating VMT will lead to an underestimate of GHG
emissions, air pollutant emissions, energy, and noise, likely mischaracterizing the
directionality, magnitude, and significance of impacts.
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C. Caltrans applies differing values for induced truck VMT in different parts
of the DEIR in ways that minimize appearance of environmental impacts

Caltrans claims differing amounts of induced truck travel in different impact analyses in the
DEIR. For VMT impacts, it discounts a large amount of induced truck travel from its
assessment of induced auto travel, making that impact appear substantially smaller.
Assessing other impacts, it assumes less additional truck travel, making those impacts, too,
appear substantially smaller. Using truck VMT inconsistently in the manner that Caltrans
does minimizes the appearance of environmental impacts of the project.

For VMT assessment under SB 743, truck travel may be either included or excluded.? In its
VMT analysis, Caltrans chooses to exclude truck travel from induced VMT. To establish the
amount of truck travel to omit, the DEIR references the Caltrans advisory NCST Calculator
Truck Adjustment.® That guidance references Duranton & Turner (2011): “...we estimate
that trucks account for between 19 and 29 percent of the total increase in interstate VKT
[vehicle kilometers travelled],”?* and suggests applying the maximum value in that range to
reduce the amount of induced auto VMT it reports as a transportation impact.

When assessing impacts other than VMT, truck travel must be included. However, the traffic
analyses feeding into these assessments report much less induced truck travel.?> We
analyzed the discrepancy between induced truck VMT, as reported in the Transportation
Analysis Report for the project?, and found it ranged from 201% and 565% across the
capacity-adding alternatives (see table below).

In sum, Caltrans applies lower estimates feeding into assessment of project impacts such as
GHG emissions, air pollutant emissions, energy, and noise, making those impacts appear
smaller. Meanwhile, it applies higher estimates where those estimates are subtracted from

2 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts under CEQA. Governor's Office of Planning and
Research, 2020, pages 4-5. Available at: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf

B NCST Calculator Truck Adjustment: Method for adjusting NCST Calculator results to account for heavy-duty
trucks. Available at: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/esta/sb-743/resources/ncst-truck-adjustment

24 Page 2644

% Further, the technical appendixes make conflicting claims about discussing air quality impacts, the DEIR
states, “The project would not change the traffic mix” (p. 3-11). In its assessment of air quality, the share of
trucks listed for the no build and build alternatives is the same, indicating that none of the project alternatives
would affect truck volumes compared to the no-build (Table 2.2-9, Pages 2-194 - 2-195). It is not possible that
29 percent of the project’s induced travel is truck travel, and also that the project does not affect the share of
truck travel.

% (Interstate 80/US Highway 50 Managed Lanes Transportation Analysis Report, November 2023, Table 31 and
Table 32, pages 81-82)
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the total induced VMT, making those impacts also appear smaller. The table below shows
the magnitude of the discrepancy for each alternative.

Long-Term Induced Truck VMT (used to Long-Term Induced Truck VMT
calculate GHG, Air Quality, Energy, and (subtracted from VMT impacts)*
Noise Impacts) (Transportation Analysis (Transportation Analysis Report Nov

Alternative Report, Nov. 2023, Table 35, p. 83) 2023, Table 32, p. 82.) Difference
1 (No Build) 0
2 (Add HOV) 67,500 143,600 213%
3 (Add HOT2+) 41,600 143,600 345%
4 (Add HOT3+) 25,400 143,600 565%
5 (Add Toll) 29,200 143,600 492%
6 (Add Transit) 1,200 - -
7 (Convert HOV) 6,500 3,600 55%
8 (Add HOV with
Median Ramps) 61,000 149,600 245%
9 (Add HOV
without
Enterprise
Crossing) 71,400 143,600 201%

Induced truck travel for each alternative used to assess different impacts. (*Caltrans NCST Calculator Truck
Adjustment Guidance (available at https://dot.ca.gov/programs/esta/sb-743/resources/ncst-truck-adjustment))

CEQA requires factual conclusions reached in an EIR to be supported by substantial
evidence.?’ Here, using different amounts of truck travel in different sections of the
document is internally inconsistent, and can therefore inaccurately - and improperly -
reduce the appearance of environmental impacts. Substantial evidence under CEQA is that
which includes “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion
supported by facts.”?® The CEQA statute goes on to state that substantial evidence does not
include unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence which is clearly inaccurate or
erroneous.?” Given the EIR is internally inconsistent in support for its key determinations
regarding truck-related VMT, these determinations lack substantial evidence. Furthermore,
if impacts are underestimated, they will be under-mitigated, and the environment will not be
protected as the law envisions.

27 See Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 21168.5.
28 Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 21082.2(c).
2% See id.
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lll. DEIR relies on the traffic assessment for its impact assessment
and significance determinations, including the GHG emissions
assessment

The DEIR's assessment of GHG emissions, air quality, energy, and noise are all based on the
traffic assessment discussed earlier. Therefore, these impacts are likely underestimated,
calling the DEIR’s significance determinations into question.

CARB staff found this to be the case with the DEIR’s assessment of GHG emissions. Table 8
in the Air Quality Report (August 2023) (pages 30 and 31) provides GHG emissions that it
claims would result from each alternative. The DEIR’s claim on p. 3-26 - 3-27 that "GHG
emissions of the Build Alternatives were assessed to be less” than the no-build appears to
be based on data from that table. However, data from the table appear to be based upon
the output of the static trip assignment modeling approach of comparing scenarios without
land use variations, discussed above.

Furthermore, the DEIR GHG assessment appears to incorrectly factor in emissions
reductions from vehicle efficiency improvements to justify the project’s effect on GHG
emissions, stating:

A quantitative analysis of daily CO2 emissions was performed using the Caltrans
CTEMFAC2021. GHG emissions and VMT comparisons were calculated for the Build
Alternatives the existing year (2019), in opening year (2029), and design year (2049).
As anticipated with new fleet and electric vehicles penetration, in design year 2049,
GHG emissions of the Build Alternatives were assessed to be less.

However, the decarbonization of the vehicle fleet is not what this DEIR is supposed to
analyze. The DEIR is supposed to analyze the effects of the project,*® which must be
determined by comparing emissions with and without the project using the same year.*’
Caltrans’ own guidance on assessing transportation projects under CEQA articulates the
importance of focusing on the impacts of the project by comparing impacts with and
without the project in the same year:

Transportation projects are typically built years after the CEQA analysis is completed,
and comparing to existing conditions would combine the project's VMT effects with
other effects...in effect misleading the public and decision-makers by obscuring the
impacts of the project itself. When comparing future build conditions to future no-

30 See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).
31 See /d see also § 15125(a).
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build conditions, the difference is the addition of the project itself and associated
changes that may occur to land use and travel behavior.3?

For these reasons, the DEIR’s claim that adding a lane will decrease GHG emissions is not
supported by substantial evidence and is likely incorrect.

IV. Amount of VMT mitigation in the DEIR is inadequate

CEQA requires significant impacts to be fully mitigated where feasible. However, while the
project as proposed will induce substantial amounts of new VMT, the DEIR proposes to
mitigate only 43% of it.*® Inadequate mitigation of VMT makes it harder to achieve the
State’s climate goals, which depend on VMT reduction.

Cost is the only reason cited for offering incomplete mitigation, but neither the DEIR nor its
appendixes offer reasoning or substantial evidence for setting the ceiling of mitigation
funds at 14-15% of construction cost. Also, because the DEIR omits consideration of viable,
key pricing alternatives (discussed earlier) the cost of VMT mitigation should not be allowed
as justification for less than full mitigation. Considering conversion of existing lanes to priced
lanes would bring in more revenue that could be invested to mitigate the impacts of the
project and provide additional benefits to the public, including investment in additional low-
VMT housing® and/or capacity reduction elsewhere on the system (e.g., via road diet or
conversion to transit-only lanes).

V. Recommendations

Flowing from the comments on the DEIR presented above, CARB staff have the following
recommendations:

Alternatives. Pricing, not expansion, can address congestion and achieve the objectives
set forth in the DEIR for this project. Pricing also generates less impact to the
environment than expansion. Therefore, Caltrans should study conversions of existing
lanes to priced lanes, at a minimum including:

e the configuration specified in the MTP/SCS (i.e., an addition of one express lane
plus the conversion of one existing general-purpose lane to an express lane),

32 See Caltrans Transportation Analysis Under CEQA, page 17, available at https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-09-10-1st-edition-tac-fnl-a11y.pdf

3 Yolo 80 Managed Lanes Project Draft VMT Mitigation Plan, October 25, 2023, p. 8.

3 Housing generating less than 85 percent of regional average household VMT, per 7Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts under CEQA, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, 2020. Available
at: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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e pricing existing lanes without any lane expansion.

Caltrans should revisit the question of whether each alternative achieves the stated
objectives for the project (i.e., the purpose and need).

Redo the traffic assessment. Given the three major flaws identified in the traffic
assessment and given the importance of accuracy in that assessment to impact
assessments and significance determinations, we recommend the travel modeling for
the project be redone using a modeling approach that is more appropriate for this
analysis with the project’s effects on land use included, and taking care to use consistent
assumptions on induced truck VMT.

Reassess impacts and significance determinations. Redoing the traffic assessment is
likely to show different traffic outcomes both with and without the project than the traffic
assessment currently in the DEIR. Therefore, GHG, air quality, energy, safety, and noise
impact assessments and significance determinations need to be revisited. When revising
the impact assessment and significance determination for GHG emissions, please only
compare emissions with and without the project, removing the impact of vehicle
efficiency improvements.

Provide full mitigation for induced VMT. VMT impacts of the project should be fully
mitigated. Pricing of existing lanes can serve both as mitigation itself and to finance other
mitigation strategies to achieve full mitigation.
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Yet the projected VMT estimates in the DEIR project average about 57 million VMT/year
depending on the alternative chosen. This is about 70% less than the 178 million/year
calculated per the NCST method. Clearly there is a huge disconnect in the DEIR as to the
Induced Traffic VMT estimated by the NCST calculator vs. the outmoded methods used by
Caltrans in the DEIR.

a) See Transportation Analysis Framework (TAF) & Transportation Analysis on Caltrans SB 743 Implementation,
October, 2020 -

https://www.google.com/url?client=internal-element-
cse&cx=001779225245372747843:uhlozfcfcdu&q=https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-

planning/documents/sh-743/2020-10-06-caltrans-webinar-taf-tac-
ally.pdf&sa=U&ved=2ahUKEwiWpbegpoT AhWApPokEHQUzCNcQFnoECAYQAQ&Usg=A0OvVaw3teE3s N-
lafVgOmUiLRm

b) See https://travelcalculator.ncst.ucdavis.edu/

2) Reduced Estimates of GHG and Priority Pollutants Emissions Resulting from the
Project - As a direct result of the inadequacy of the method used by Caltrans to calculate
Induced Traffic VMT/year, GHG Emissions and Priority Pollutants are underestimated by the
equivalent of 121 million VMT/year (178 million estimated VMT per the NCST calculator -
57 estimated VMT per the DEIR), or about by 70%.

3) Insufficient Project Alternatives were Evaluated in the DEIR - The 7 alternatives
evaluated by Caltrans for this project (other than the "No Project™ and one lane reuse
alternative) only looked at different lane-adding, widening options. There was absolutely no
consideration of public transit alternatives which could accomplish the same congestion relief
at dramatically reduced costs. These include options such as increased Capital Corridor Train
service (which parallels the project over its entirety), or increased bus service frequency and/or
last-mile micro transit transportation options. Failure to consider these alternatives is in clear
violation of CEQA standards requiring analysis of a sufficient breath of project alternatives.


https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.google.com/url?client=internal-element-cse&cx=001779225245372747843:uh1ozfcfcdu&q=https:**Adot.ca.gov*-*media*dot-media*programs*transportation-planning*documents*sb-743*2020-10-06-caltrans-webinar-taf-tac-a11y.pdf&sa=U&ved=2ahUKEwiWpbeqpoT_AhWApokEHQUzCNcQFnoECAYQAg&usg=AOvVaw3teE3s_N-lafVgOmUiLRm__;Ly8vLy8vLy8vLw!!LWi6xHDyrA!-L0YiYUJUsk2FCGlxXQe7PzvatP77zDjW12xglnWUpO91FS8Axpxtc75f-Mo8b4MlyRkNt00svqUwCgGhtEt$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.google.com/url?client=internal-element-cse&cx=001779225245372747843:uh1ozfcfcdu&q=https:**Adot.ca.gov*-*media*dot-media*programs*transportation-planning*documents*sb-743*2020-10-06-caltrans-webinar-taf-tac-a11y.pdf&sa=U&ved=2ahUKEwiWpbeqpoT_AhWApokEHQUzCNcQFnoECAYQAg&usg=AOvVaw3teE3s_N-lafVgOmUiLRm__;Ly8vLy8vLy8vLw!!LWi6xHDyrA!-L0YiYUJUsk2FCGlxXQe7PzvatP77zDjW12xglnWUpO91FS8Axpxtc75f-Mo8b4MlyRkNt00svqUwCgGhtEt$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.google.com/url?client=internal-element-cse&cx=001779225245372747843:uh1ozfcfcdu&q=https:**Adot.ca.gov*-*media*dot-media*programs*transportation-planning*documents*sb-743*2020-10-06-caltrans-webinar-taf-tac-a11y.pdf&sa=U&ved=2ahUKEwiWpbeqpoT_AhWApokEHQUzCNcQFnoECAYQAg&usg=AOvVaw3teE3s_N-lafVgOmUiLRm__;Ly8vLy8vLy8vLw!!LWi6xHDyrA!-L0YiYUJUsk2FCGlxXQe7PzvatP77zDjW12xglnWUpO91FS8Axpxtc75f-Mo8b4MlyRkNt00svqUwCgGhtEt$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.google.com/url?client=internal-element-cse&cx=001779225245372747843:uh1ozfcfcdu&q=https:**Adot.ca.gov*-*media*dot-media*programs*transportation-planning*documents*sb-743*2020-10-06-caltrans-webinar-taf-tac-a11y.pdf&sa=U&ved=2ahUKEwiWpbeqpoT_AhWApokEHQUzCNcQFnoECAYQAg&usg=AOvVaw3teE3s_N-lafVgOmUiLRm__;Ly8vLy8vLy8vLw!!LWi6xHDyrA!-L0YiYUJUsk2FCGlxXQe7PzvatP77zDjW12xglnWUpO91FS8Axpxtc75f-Mo8b4MlyRkNt00svqUwCgGhtEt$
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4) Projected Toll Revenue is Grossly Insufficient to Mitigate for the Additional Induced
VMT - Caltrans estimates that toll revenue for the current preferred alternative will generate
about $9.5 million per year to be used to mitigate their estimate of 57 million VMT/year. That
is the equivalent of about $0.167/mile of VMT mitigated. Yet innumerable studies
demonstrate that transit agencies, on average, spend between $1.00 and $1.50 per passenger
mile of service provided to the public So the amount proposed for mitigation of VMT induced
by the project represents, on average only about about 11-16% of the total cost to public
transit to provide alternative, VMT-mitigating passenger miles.

In fact, if one assumes that the $9.5 million for mitigation is actually spread across the more
likely 178 VMT/year, the proposed cost of mitigation per VMT/year is only $0.053 /mile vs.
public transit costs of $1.00 to $1.50 per passenger mile. Thus, the level of funding for
mitigation of VMT/year for the project will actually only provide funding for between 3.6 %
and 5.3% of actual average public transit costs per passenger mile. Proving grossly insufficient
mitigation compared to the environmental damage caused by a project is prohibited by

CEQA.

Conclusions - It is objectively clear to both CARB and other transportation experts such as
Dr. Stephen Wheeler that the DEIR issued by Caltrans used the proverbial "Thumb-on-the-
Scale" method of calculating Induced Traffic for the project which rendered their estimates of
GHG and Priority Pollutant Emissions grossly inaccurate. Combined with the lack of
consideration of a wider array of alternatives and insufficient monetary mitigation proposed
for these adverse impacts, this renders renders the DEIR as inadequate and not eligible for
certification under CEQA.

The Resolution before you which Staff is recommending approval specifically partially states,

"2.3 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, consistent with 2022 Trade Corridor Enhancement
Program guidelines, this project must receive all environmental approvals through

the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act

as applicable, within six months of advanced program adoption, or the Commission

may delete the project; and..."

I believe the overwhelming objective deficiencies of this DEIR precludes proper funding
approval of this project by the CTC and urge you to vote NO for funding approval.

Respectfully submitted,

Alan Pryor, Chair
Sierra Club Yolano Group



January 8, 2024

VIA Email
Yolo80Corridor@dot.ca.gov

Masum A Patwary

Environmental Scientist C

California Department of Transportation
District 3 703 B Street

Marysville, CA 95901

Dear Dr. Patwary:

This letter provides detailed comments on the Yolo 80 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on
behalf of the Yolano Group of the Motherlode Chapter of the Sierra Club.

| have prepared these comments as an unpaid Technical Advisor to the Yolano Group. In my
professional life | am a Professor of Urban Planning and Design in the Department of Human Ecology at
the University of California, Davis, and Chair of the UC Davis Community Development Graduate Group.
| have studied urban and regional planning topics for more than 35 years, including interactions
between transportation systems and regional land use patterns, and was formerly chair of the City of
Berkeley Transportation Commission and cofounder of the Bay Area’s regional transportation-land use-
housing advocacy organization Transform. | am the author of urban planning textbooks used in
universities worldwide, including The Sustainable Urban Development Reader (Fourth Edition, 2023),
Planning for Sustainability (Third Edition to be published in late 2024), and Reimagining Sustainable
Cities (2021). My awards in this field include the Dale Prize for Excellence in Urban and Regional
Planning.

Let me say first that it’s very unfortunate that the Yolo 80 project has proceeded this far without better
alternatives being considered. As has been widely known for decades, widening freeways does not fix
congestion problemes; it just defers them for a few years while increasing overall motor vehicle use,
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, local air pollution, suburban sprawl, and related problems. The
climate crisis gives particular urgency to the need to stop increasing road capacity and vehicle use.
Although California is making progress in many sectors towards reducing its GHG emissions,
transportation is one area in which it is not. Transportation is also the single largest source of the state’s
GHG emissions, accounting for 38 percent of the total.



In order to meet California’s GHG reduction goals, the state has adopted policies that discourage road
expansion and its concomitant VMT increases. SB 743, passed in 2013, required agencies to use VMT as
a metric for analyzing transportation impacts of new projects after July 1, 2020 instead of Level of
Service (LOS). Put another way, this bill made reducing overall motor vehicle use the goal of state policy
rather than short-term reductions in road congestion. The California State Transportation Agency
(CalSTA)’s Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure (CAPTI), adopted in 2021, establishes
policy that “projects should generally aim to reduce vehicle miles traveled” and counsels agencies that
“when addressing congestion, consider alternatives to highway capacity expansion such as providing
multimodal options in the corridor, employing pricing strategies, and using technology to optimize
operations.” However, Caltrans appears to be disregarding the state’s new policy framework with
multiple projects including Yolo 80.

A certain amount of congestion isn’t bad in that it puts realistic constraints on the public’s behavior.
However, if congestion is deemed to be a problem beyond that point, the academic and professional
literature shows that pricing, better land use planning, and other demand management solutions (e.g.
working with large employers to promote vanpools and transit use) are the best strategies. But Caltrans
never considered those alternatives in the Yolo 80 case. It clearly wanted to widen the freeway from
the start, and indeed appears to have illegally begun widening I-80 east of the Mace intersection and
west of the I-50 split in early Fall 2023 well before the current environmental review was completed.
This action shows a high level of disregard for CEQA/NEPA processes, and we ask Caltrans to suspend
construction activities on Yolo 80 until environmental review is completed and the environmental
document certified.

The Yolo 80 DEIR has a great many deficiencies which require revising and recirculating the document.
These include the following:

1. The environmental review studied an overly narrow range of alternatives. Almost all alternatives
considered in this document add a lane to the freeway, thereby increasing road capacity and likely
future VMT associated with Yolo 80. Other realistic alternatives that could address the main
rationale for the project (congestion) at far lower cost without widening the freeway and increasing
capacity weren’t considered.

The DEIR studies 7 alternatives, with (a) and (b) options listed for most of these depending on
whether median ramps and a flyover lane at the eastern end are included. Alternative 1 is the
required No Build alternative. Alternatives 2-6 add a lane with various configurations of High
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV), High Occupancy Toll (HOT), and transit use on the new lane. Alternative 7
takes an existing lane for HOV use (informed observers know that this is highly unlikely to be chosen
since Caltrans has always constructed a new lane for HOVs in the past).

The most obvious alternative not included in the DEIR would be to price all lanes of the existing
freeway. Pricing is widely acknowledged to be an effective means to discourage single-occupant
vehicle travel (e.g. Small and Gomez-Ibanez, 2005; Clements, Kockelman, and Alexander, 2021). It
can be easily implemented in California using FastTrak technology, with either a flat charge or
variable congestion tolls, and is currently in use in northern California on the Bay Area bridges.
Many other states nationally also use tolls to raise revenue or reduce congestion. Caltrans recently



created an example of the sort of facility that could be built for Yolo 80 when it constructed a new
automated toll facility in Martinez for the east-bound 1-680 bridge. Equity impacts of pricing can be
decreased by direct rebates to low-income vehicle owners and/or by using toll revenue for public
transit or other services benefitting low-income communities.

Pricing is also the most cost-effective alternative. Instead of costing up to $465 million, pricing the
existing 1-80 Yolo causeway would generate in excess of $300 million annually (~150,000
vehicles/day x an $8 toll = $1.2M/day x 365 days/year = $438M). In addition to equity rebates, this
money could be used for transit and affordable housing near jobs in the corridor, further reducing
traffic.

Pricing strategies are recommended by CalSTA’s CAPTI framework as mentioned above as well as by
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)’s 2020 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy. Policy 11 of the latter document calls for the region to
“Initiate a leadership role in testing and piloting roadway pricing mechanisms, such as facility-based
tolling and mileage-based fees.” That document also states (p. 73) “The roadway pricing
mechanisms in the MTP/SCS are a critical component of the regional strategy to raise enough
revenue to fund our transportation infrastructure, provide mobility benefits to residents, manage
traffic, and help to achieve the region’s SB 375 greenhouse gas reduction target.”

Pricing alternatives would also have the benefit of improving transit performance. With tolls
reducing overall traffic volume, buses would no longer be sitting in congestion. (A managed lane for
both HOVs and transit, as proposed under several of the DEIR’s alternatives, could easily become
congested as HOVs move into it from other lanes.) Pricing itself is not a panacea, and would likely
result in a modest increase in VMT over the current situation since free-flowing lanes carry more
vehicles than congested lanes. However, such an increase would be far less than that caused by
widening the freeway.

A second main alternative would be constructing a dual express lane in each direction with single
occupant vehicles tolled (one lane would be added, one existing lane converted). This alternative is
used in SACOG’s travel demand model as part of its regional planning strategy, which Caltrans
should have known about. It was also requested by the Yolo County Transportation District in its
letter of May 4, 2022 to Caltrans, asking that “The Project Description...be written broadly enough
to consider, and provide environmental clearance for, a multi-laned facility.” Tolling two lanes in this
way would be more effective at meeting the project’s main goal of reducing congestion, and would
have the additional advantage of generating additional revenue to mitigate VMT impacts.

A third potential alternative would be “using technology to optimize operations” as suggested by
CAPTI. This approach is also a priority of SACOG’s Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) program,
which seeks to use tools such as freeway ramp meters, dynamic message signs, closed-circuit
cameras, and real-time information for the public to manage traffic. Congestion on 1-80 could
conceivably be kept manageable if all entrances featured ramp meters, with transit vehicles and
HOVs allowed to bypass ramp queues. Incentives would then be strong for drivers to carpool or take
transit, thus reducing VMT and congestion.



A fourth category of alternatives in the I-80 corridor would focus on dramatically better public
transit. These alternatives might include better and more frequent bus service, better and more
frequent rail service, and better feeder bus and van service in local communities connecting to
trains and long-distance express buses.

A fifth category of alternatives would consist of regional Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) programs. Air quality management districts in California have historically implemented these
in order to address local air quality programs in locations such as the Bay Area and Los Angeles
basin. Such initiatives typically include agreements with large employers to implement carpool and
vanpool programs, to subsidize employee transit usage, and to charge employees for parking. They
also include public education and informational strategies to decrease drive-alone commuting. To
be most effective in the I-80 corridor, TDM programs should be combined with regional and local
land use planning to create a better balance of jobs, housing, and services in local communities.
Since 2008 California state policy pursuant to SB 375 has encouraged such planning, for example
requiring regional planning agencies to prepare Sustainable Community Strategies.

Studying all of these alternatives is certainly not necessary for a robust DEIR, and the fourth and
fifth would involve challenging inter-governmental coordination. But given the increasingly strong
state policy framework against road capacity expansion and VMT increases, we request that the
technically simple and cost-effective alternative of pricing all existing lanes be included in a
recirculated environmental document.

The DEIR fails to adequately consider induced traffic. The Yolo 80 DEIR has a major flaw: its
analysis fails to consider long-term increases in traffic volume stemming from widening the road,
increasing capacity, and in turn influencing land use and behavior patterns. Again, the project
would increase road capacity regardless of whether the new lane is an HOV lane, toll lane, or free-
flow lane.

Road widening induces additional traffic in two main ways: 1) by changing short-term behavior, in
particular as individuals see reduced congestion and choose to drive rather than using other
alternatives such as carpooling, taking transit, or telecommuting; and 2) by changing long-term
land-use patterns and behavior, in particular as individuals and businesses perceive that easy
availability of commuting makes it possible to locate in certain places rather than others. Induced
traffic is a well-established concept in the research literature dating back at least 50 years (e.g.
Downs, 1962, Handy and Bournet, 2014; Hymel, 2019; Volker, Lee, and Handy, 2020). Many decades
of experience in California also demonstrates the reality of this phenomenon, for example through
the rapid growth of communities such as Vacaville, Dixon, and Fairfield which are almost entirely
dependent on I-80 for long-distance motor vehicle travel.

Caltrans appears to have employed an identical future land use scenario for all DEIR alternatives.
Agency materials state that “Land use inputs were not developed for each individual alternative.
Instead, the SACOG 2020 MTP/SCS land use forecasts associated with specific model years 2016,
2027, and 2040 were used without modification....This approach limits the sensitivity of the traffic
and revenue forecasts to any unique land use effects associated with each alternative.” (Caltrans,
2023b, 10).



Consequently Caltrans’ DEIR analysis appears to incorporate the first form of induced traffic but not
the second. The DEIR shows a substantial increase in traffic at the 2029 opening, but only modest
increases long-term. Table 2.2-9 (pp. 2-194-105) shows an immediate 9.2% increase in VMT for
Alternative 2 compared with the No Build alternative, but a 2049 increase of only 4.2%. The
corresponding figures for Alternative 3 are 9.2% and 4.3%. If induced traffic due to changing land
use and lifestyle patterns were fully taken into account, these long-term figures would likely be
significantly higher. Indeed, if NCST induced traffic figures of 495,400 VMT/day were simply added
to the No Project alternative for these years, Alternatives 2 and 3 would have had increases of 11%
in 2049. Actual increases would certainly be higher, since the DEIR shows the No Project alternative
to be highly congested, reducing VMT, whereas alternatives would have greater throughput.

The DEIR flatly states (p. 3-38) that the project would have “less than significant impact” on
population growth either directly or indirectly. This is particularly surprising given that the
document previously includes the NCST data mentioned above showing more than 495,000
additional VMT/day for most alternatives. Here as in other locations the DEIR appears not to have
incorporated the NCST data into analyses.

For this DEIR Caltrans District 3 relied on analysis procedures not compatible with more recent
Caltrans Headquarters standards that require induced traffic be considered. Caltrans’ 2020 CEQA
guidance states that

“[Clapacity-increasing projects generally need to be evaluated for their potential induced
travel. The mechanisms by which induced travel occur include:

e Route changes (may increase or decrease overall VMT)
e Mode shift to automobile use (increases overall VMT)
e Longer trips (increases overall VMT)
e More trips (increases overall VMT)
e Location and land use changes (increases overall VMT)” (Caltrans, 2020a, 18)

Caltrans HQ adopted the NCST induced travel calculator in 2020 as an official tool, and the agency’s
Transportation Analysis Framework document provides extensive guidance on how it is to be
applied (Caltrans, 2020a). Table 2 on page 17 of this document specifically says that the NCST
calculator is to be applied to Yolo County. But the DEIR fails to integrate NCST numbers for induced
traffic into its analysis of long-term impacts of the project, thus understating VMT and GHG
emissions while overstating congestion relief.

The DEIR fails to adequately take into account changing driver behavior. A second modelling
inadequacy of the DEIR is that it uses a simplistic static trip assignment model rather than a more
sophisticated dynamic traffic assignment model. The latter type of model takes into account a
variety of feedback loops resulting from traffic congestion, including drivers changing the time of
their trips so as to avoid congestion. Use of a static trip assignment model can have the effect of
understating the increase in VMT. A related problem is that the model wrongly assumes that
additional traffic would be routed off the congested highway up through Woodland, which is
unlikely given the distance and likely congestion of that alternative route. Again, this points to a




model with major inadequacies. Interviews conducted as part of Dr. Amy Lee’s dissertation The
Policy and Politics of Highway Expansions show that Caltrans rejected better models (dynamic
traffic assignment) because they would have shown increased VMT (Lee, 2023). The DEIR’s own
technical appendices acknowledge limitations of the static assignment model:

“Another limitation of the SACSIM19 model is the use of static assignment rather than dynamic
assignment of vehicle trips. With congested conditions, static assignment can result in volumes
that exceed capacity for the analysis period. With dynamic assignment, trips are rerouted or
shifted in time so that capacity is met.” (Transportation Analysis Report, | 80/US 50 Managed
Lanes, November 2023, 78).

Dynamic travel assignment models are increasingly used elsewhere in the country for projects in
urban areas with congested conditions. For example, Colorado’s Department of Transportation has
concluded that

“DTA is useful when the analyst’s study area includes a congested transportation facility as well
as its parallel facilities (or parallel capacity)....DTA’s assignment methods is more sophisticated
than a traditional travel demand model as it accounts for bottlenecks. DTA also allows for
temporal spreading (peak-hour spreading).” (Colorado Department of Transportation, 2023)

The DEIR relies on inadequate mitigations. The DEIR assumes that VMT/GHG increases can be
mitigated if Caltrans funds projects in local cities. But its project list covers only 43% of its estimated
VMT increase (which is likely low in that it appears not to include truck traffic), and it’s doubtful that
such mitigations would be additional and verifiable. These mitigations would have to be
implemented by other entities over which Caltrans has no control, and mitigation funding is
questionable, with Caltrans committing to funding only 12.5% of the cost of trip reduction
programs, for example. The mitigations therefore do not meet the “fully enforceable” standard
required by CEQA.

At least one mitigation, “Build overcrossing at future Nishi Student Housing Development site” is a
project that has long been planned by the developer of the Nishi student housing project and
approved by the Davis City Council. This “mitigation” is not an additional GHG reduction and would
simply give public funds to a private developer. Many other mitigations focus on increasing use of
long-distance express bus services. Such services can have their own traffic-inducing impacts, for
example if they encourage households to move to outlying suburban communities thinking that
they can use long-distance express buses to commute to jobs in Sacramento. Such households then
use their motor vehicles for many other types of trips, increasing VMT in the region. For such
reasons Caltrans must identify fully enforceable and fully funded mitigations to offset the full
amount of likely VMT and GHG increases in the DEIR.

The document falsely concludes no or less-than-significant impact for important topics. For NEPA
and CEQA purposes the DEIR (Tables S-1 and S-2) wrongly states that the alternatives studied would
have “no impact” on urban growth and population, air pollutants, and energy demand, and “less
than significant” impacts on GHGs and state climate policy. These statements are not true and




should be revised based on additional analysis and up-to-date modeling practices within a
recirculated document.

A) Urban growth and population: The DEIR states (Summary-7) “Build Alternatives 2a and 2b
would not remove an impediment to growth, provide an entirely new public facility, or provide
new access to previously unserved areas. Build Alternatives 2a and 2b would not directly
increase development of residential land uses, encourage growth outside of existing growth
boundaries, or alter existing access to residential and employment areas; therefore, no
adverse effect associated with population growth would be anticipated with implementation of
Alternatives 2a and 2b.” (Emphasis added. Text for alternatives 3a and b, 4a and b, and 5a and
b says “Same as effects described under Build Alternatives 2a and 2b.”)

This is not true. Common sense tells us that since no alternative through-route exists
congestion on 1-80 is a prime determiner of urban growth in the corridor. If the project reduced
congestion upon opening, access to residential and employment areas along the corridor would
be greatly altered. It could take, for example, 25 minutes rather than 1 hour to get from
Vacaville to Sacramento in the morning rush hour. Such a time difference would have a large
impact on people’s travel and residency decisions, fueling urban growth and population
increase in some locations rather than others.

These “no impact” conclusions, like many other DEIR conclusions discussed below, arise in part
because Caltrans did not consider induced traffic within its model. However, this is a well-
established concept in the research literature, much of which is summarized by Volker, Lee, and
Handy, 2020. The DEIR itself acknowledges the induced traffic concept by including data from
the National Center for Sustainable Transportation (NCST) showing an additional 495,000
vehicle miles travelled (VMT) for most alternatives (Table 2-1-26). If induced traffic had been
considered, the DEIR’s conclusions about no effect on urban growth and population would not
have been supported.

B) Air pollutants: Sacramento and Yolo counties are state non-attainment areas for 8-hour ozone
and PM 2.5 air pollutants. In terms of pollutant increase, the DEIR (Summary-16) finds “no
impact” for the No Build alternative. This is unlikely to be true and shows deficiencies in the
underlying analysis. Indeed, Table 2-2-34 shows a 19.9% increase in congestion for the No
Project alternative in 2049 (idling cars usually increase pollution), and Table 5 In Appendix J
shows increases of 3.5% and 22.2% respectively for PM10 in the years 2029 and 2049 versus the
baseline year of 2019, and an increase of 4.5% for PM2.5 in 2049. (That appendix does not
show results for other pollutants such as carbon monoxide and ozone. The increases for
particulate matter are dismissed with the following statement: “the difference between Build
and No Build would be not significant in terms of PM10 and PM2.5 in regards to the increase of
total AADT [Average Annual Daily Traffic] between Build and No Build with a HOV-HOV
connector.”)

The DEIR also finds “less than significant” air quality impacts for all other project alternatives.
This is also unlikely to be true. Table 5 in Appendix J shows increases of between 2.9% and
13.0% for PM10 in the opening year of 2029 for alternatives 2-7b compared with the 2019
baseline. For 2049 it shows PM10 increases of 0.5% to 9.5% for alternatives 2-7a and 6.1% to



26.9% for alternatives 207b. For PM2.5, the increases range from -1.9% to 6.7% for the “b”
alternatives. It is hard to see how these increases can be called “less than significant.” Such
figures also do not take into account induced traffic and likely increases in congestion resulting
from that well-documented phenomenon, which would likely increase air pollution further.

C) Energy demand: The DEIR states (Summary-12) “When balancing energy used during
construction and operation against energy saved by relieving congestion and other
transportation efficiencies, the project would not have substantial energy effects. Therefore, no
adverse permanent effects are anticipated.”

This statement is likely false, since it assumes congestion would actually be relieved in the long-
term which is inconsistent with the literature on induced traffic (much of which is summarized
in Volker, Lee, and Handy, 2020), and the historical experience of freeway-building in California.

Even without considering induced traffic stemming from secondary land use change and
population/employment location decisions, the DEIR’s modeling shows sizeable traffic increases
from roadway dynamics alone (less congested lanes attracting more drivers). These VMT
increases are in turn likely to require additional energy, making a finding of “no adverse
impacts” inappropriate. (The form of energy will of course shift as vehicles electrify, though
electric vehicles will still have impacts.)

The exact traffic increases from existing conditions under DEIR modeling are difficult to
calculate since the DEIR fails to provide existing traffic volume (measured as Average Annual
Daily Traffic) anywhere. SACOG gives this figure as 136,700 vehicles in 2017 at the Yolo/Solano
county border (https://vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/indicators/traffic-volumes-at-gateways). Taking
this as the baseline and using Table 4 in Appendix J figures for future AADT, 2029 traffic
increases from roadway dynamics compared to the recent baseline would range from 15.0% for
the No Project alternative to 14.5%-27.1% for the various alternatives. 2049 traffic increases
would range from 31.9% for the No Project alternative to 27.3% to 39.6% for the various
alternatives. Again, it is hard to see how such large increases in traffic would produce “no
adverse impacts” in terms of energy.

D) GHGs: The DEIR itself shows that CO2 emissions would increase by between 2.2% and
10.9% for the various project alternatives in the 2029 opening year (Table 7, Appendix J). That
is a substantial amount; it is hard to see how this can be called “less than significant.” In the
year 2049 the document shows all alternatives reducing GHG emissions versus existing and No
Build conditions, but in many cases these reductions are small. For the “b” alternatives, for
example, they range between -1.4% and -4.9%. Most importantly, these modelled GHG
emissions reductions do not take into account induced traffic.

If induced traffic is taken into account, the GHG increase would be large. The DEIR itself
includes data from NCST modeling showing likely increases of 495,300 vehicle miles traveled
daily from most project alternatives (Table 2-1-26). Based on these NCST figures and average
GHG emissions figures for passenger motor vehicles, widening 1-80 in Yolo County would add at
least 79,545 tons of CO2e emissions annually (218 tons/day)—equivalent to increasing Davis


https://vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/indicators/traffic-volumes-at-gateways

citywide emissions by at least 14%, or unincorporated Yolo County emissions by at least 7.3%.
(This figure would be higher still if the higher-emitting truck percentage of up to 29% of vehicles
were included.) Building on Table 7, the increase in GHG emissions produced by the 1-80
project in 2049 would then range between 15.4% and 29.5% for alternatives 2-5 (those that
add a lane) compared with the No Project alternative. This is a very large amount for a future
date when the state plans to be carbon-neutral, and hardly “less than significant.”

The DEIR analysis of greenhouse gas emissions is thus highly inadequate. Caltrans should bring
its model up-to-date by including induced travel from freeway projects, and should revise and
recirculate this document based on a more accurate model taking this phenomenon into
account.

E) State climate policy: Under its 2022 Scoping Plan, California has a state climate planning goal
of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045, which means cutting GHG emissions 85% compared
with 1990 as well as sequestering large amounts of emissions in natural landscapes and below-
ground. In contrast, the I-80 project is likely to produce sizeable increases in GHGs both in the
short-term (2029) and the long-term (2049), as shown above. Thus this project, like other
freeway widening projects that Caltrans continues to pursue, cannot be said to have “less than
significant” impacts on state climate policy.

For the above reasons, the Yolo 80 DEIR should be revised and recirculated.
Thank you very much for your attention.

Sincerely,

Stephen M. Wheeler, Ph.D.
On behalf of the Yolano Group of the Motherlode Chapter of the Sierra Club
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January 10, 2024

Tony Tavares

Director

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
1120 N St

Sacramento, CA 95814

Tony.Tavares@dot.ca.gov

Dear Director Tavares,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Yolo 80 Corridor Improvements Project (Yolo 80, or project). We
appreciate the opportunities that we have had to collaborate with Caltrans to support the
success of California’s 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality. As the agency
entrusted with environmental review of our largest transportation infrastructure investments,
Caltrans’ decisions carry unparalleled weight. The need to improve travel through the Yolo
80 Corridor presents an opportunity to advance the State’s climate, air quality, and equity
goals, and be a model for effectively managing the state highway system.

CARB staff have identified that the Yolo 80 proposal adds substantial new roadway capacity.
This can increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The
DEIR omits project alternatives that could better meet the project’s objectives with less
environmental impact. Specifically, it only examines alternatives that add lanes and no
project alternatives that convert existing lanes to priced lanes, even though converting an
existing lane is in the Sacramento region’s current sustainable communities strategy for
achieving its GHG reduction target. In addition, the DEIR uses a traffic assessment approach
that is expected to underestimate the project’'s impacts and exaggerate its benefits. This
could lead to inaccurate DEIR significance determinations on GHG emissions, air quality,
energy, noise, and safety, as well as influence whether the project achieves its objectives.
Finally, the DEIR's proposal to mitigate less than half of its induced travel impact is
inadequate, when additional mitigation is feasible.

Taken as a whole, the project would substantially increase VMT and GHGs, more so than the
DEIR discloses, hampering achievement of the State’s climate and air quality goals. Several
State documents, including the Scoping Plan, CARB’s Progress Report on Implementation of
the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, and the Climate Action Plan for
Transportation Infrastructure, call for reimagining or deprioritizing roadway projects that
increase VMT to create a more sustainable transportation system. Reducing VMT also
benefits health, traffic safety, equity, and the environment. By expanding capacity while
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improperly assessing and insufficiently mitigating impacts, the Yolo I-80 project is
inconsistent with these State plans.

Procedurally, CARB had previously requested that Caltrans extend the public review period
for this DEIR due to the current comment period being effectively truncated by several
major holidays and because Caltrans has not posted the technical appendices to its website
or otherwise made them available through the full comment period. | appreciate that
Caltrans extended the deadline by one week. You may wish to consider further extension to
mitigate concerns we are hearing from some stakeholders. Specifically, while Caltrans has
committed to making the technical appendices available upon request, we are aware that
these documents were not made immediately available to some members of the public who
had requested them, leaving members of the public without adequate information and
without the full time to evaluate and comment on the DEIR.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. The attachment to this letter describes our
comments in more detail and offers recommendations on how to address the DEIR’s
inadequacies. We would welcome the opportunity to work together to strengthen the
project in ways that achieve its intended purpose while also addressing our shared climate
and air quality goals.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me or Dr. Jennifer Gress, Chief of the
Sustainable Transportation and Communities Division, at (916) 764-0747 or
Jjennifer.gress@arb.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Steven S. Cliff, Ph.D., Executive Officer

Attachment

cc:  See next page.
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cc:  Comment submission email portal
Yolo80corridor@dot.ca.gov

Eric Sundquist, Acting Deputy Director for Sustainability, Caltrans
Eric.Sundquist@dot.ca.gov

Chris Kuzak, VMT Program Manager, Caltrans Sustainability
Chris.Kuzak@dot.ca.gov

Amarjeet Benipal, Director, Caltrans District 3
Amarjeet. Benipal@dot.ca.gov

Gurtej Bhattal, Project Manager, Caltrans District 3
Gurtej.Bhattal@dot.ca.gov

Masum A Patwary, Environmental Coordinator, Caltrans District 3
Masum.Patwary@dot.ca.gov

Darwin Moosavi, California State Transportation Agency
Darwin.Moosavi@calsta.ca.gov

Jennifer Gress, Ph.D., Division Chief, Sustainable Transportation and Communities
Division, CARB
Jennifer.Gress@arb.ca.gov
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Attachment: CARB’s detailed comments on the
Yolo 80 Corridor Improvements Project

Background

The 2022 Scoping Plan' charts a path to achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 and describes
why significant vehicle miles travelled (VMT) reduction is needed to achieve the State's
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction targets. California’s infrastructure investment
choices play a central role in achieving those reductions.? Adding highway capacity leads to
substantial increases in VMT, generally in proportion to the amount of capacity added,3*>¢
moving California in the opposite direction from its climate and air quality goals. The
induced VMT caused by highway expansion also has serious impacts on human health’” and
the natural environment.® Further, such investments lead to dispersed land use patterns,
which move destinations further apart and exclude non-drivers (including people who are
too old or young to drive, who cannot afford a car, or who are not physically able to drive)
from economic and social opportunities. Exacerbating such land use and transportation
patterns by expanding roadways rather than better managing the existing system and

V2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality, available at httos://wwZ2.arb.ca.gov/our-
work/programs/ab-32-climate-change-scoping-plan/2022-scoping-plan-documents

2 AB 322022 Scoping Plan. Page 194. Available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-04/2022-
sp.pdf

3 The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US Cities. Duranton and Turner, 2011. Available at:
https://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.101.6.2616

4 Ifyou build it, they will drive: Measuring induced demand for vehicle travel in urban areas. Hymel, 2019.
Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0967070X18301720

> Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions:
Policy Brief. Handy and Boarnet, 2014. Available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-
06/Impact_of_Highway_Capacity_and_Induced_Travel_on_Passenger_Vehicle_Use_and_Greenhouse_Gas_Emiss
ions_Policy_Brief.pdf

¢ Updating the Induced Travel Calculator. Volker, 2022. Available at: https://ncst.ucdavis.edu/research-
product/updating-induced-travel-calculator

7 Increasing Walking, Cycling, and Transit: Improving Californians’ Health, Saving Costs, and Reducing
Greenhouse Gases. Maizlish, 2016. Available at:
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/OHE/CDPH%20Document%20Library/Maizlish-2016-Increasing-Walking-
Cycling-Transit-Technical-Report-rev8-17-ADA.pdf

8 Cutting Greenhouse Gas Emissions Is Only the Beginning: A Literature Review of the Co-Benefits of Reducing
Vehicle Miles Traveled. Fang et al., NCST, 2017. Available at: https://rosap.ntl.bts.gov/view/dot/32254
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investing public funds to provide more housing and transportation options that reduce the
need to drive moves us further away from building an equitable and just society.

Meanwhile, pricing alone, without expansion, can relieve congestion while improving
equity,’ with less induced travel and reduced impact on the environment. Congestion often
reduces vehicle flows by a third to a half, and congestion pricing can relieve congestion and
return facilities to their full capacity flow. For this reason, pricing can obviate the need for
expansion.

Several State documents, including the Scoping Plan, CARB's Progress Report on
implementation of the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act,'® and the
Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure,’’ call for reimagining or deprioritizing
roadway projects that increase VMT to create a more sustainable transportation system.
Most of the DEIR’s proposed alternatives are out of alignment with these State goals, but
that is obscured by issues with the analysis. Continuing on this path will not achieve our
GHG emissions reduction targets.

This attachment provides CARB’s comments on the proposed project in greater detail and
offers recommendations for resolving the issues identified in those comments.

I.  DEIR omits key project alternatives

The DEIR omits key alternatives that could better address congestion, have less impact on
the environment, and in some cases cost less to build.

The SACOG 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS), the region’s blueprint for transportation infrastructure investment, is designed to
achieve the region’s transportation GHG emissions reduction goals. It specifies two express
lanes for the corridor, one added and the other converted from an existing lane. In the travel
demand model SACOG used to assess passenger vehicle GHG per capita reduction in its
regional plan, the corridor was specified as follows:

? Pricing can improve access to opportunity for low-income populations by funding improved transit (and, with
income-based pricing, improved auto-mobility), and it can reduce environmental, health, and safety burdens by
reducing traffic volumes and relieving congestion in neighborhoods near major roadways. See Fricing Road's,
Advancing Equity. Transform, 2019. Available at:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1cnulVoDfiKa0419PhxjktOt4ErO3RMuf/view

0 2022 Progress Report: California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, available at
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-05/2022-SB150-MainReport-FINAL-ADA. pdf

YW Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure, available at https://calsta.ca.gov/-/media/calsta-
media/documents/capti-july-2021-a11y.pdf
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Dual express lane each direction. SOVs tolled. One lane added, one converted from
GP lane during peak hours (7am-10am and 3pm-6pm).

The Yolo County Transportation District also requested that Caltrans evaluate this
configuration, showing further regional support for this alternative.

However, Caltrans declined to include this configuration in the DEIR as an alternative. None
of the alternatives Caltrans included in the DEIR feature pricing of more than a single lane.
Without the revenue a second priced lane would generate, the DEIR claims funds are
unavailable to fully mitigate VMT impacts. Without that mitigation, the project would
undermine the region’s VMT and GHG emissions reduction efforts. Also, pricing only a
single lane reduces congestion substantially less, and would therefore be less effective in
achieving the project’s purpose (as stated on DEIR page summary-2) to:

Ease congestion and improve overall person throughput

Improve freeway operation on the mainline, ramps, and at system interchanges
Support reliable transport of goods and services throughout the region
Improve modality and travel time reliability

Provide expedited traveler information and monitoring systems

abhwh =

The DEIR could focus on alternatives that achieve more greenhouse gas emissions
reduction and cause less environmental impact while achieving the project’s objectives. For
example, Caltrans could study an alternative that adds congestion pricing on existing lanes.
Pricing all three existing lanes in each direction without adding a lane could address traffic
congestion and improve vehicle throughput to a similar extent as building a new priced
lane,' cause less impact to the environment, greatly reduce cost, and generate more
revenue to fully mitigate the harms of the project and provide additional benefits to the
region. All-lane tolling has been considered elsewhere in California, including recently in
District 4 for Highway 37, is feasible given the features of the corridor, and should be
considered and studied as an alternative here, too.

Furthermore, consideration of additional project alternatives is likely needed, given that the
DEIR’s traffic assessment fails to assess travel patterns resulting from the project with
reasonable accuracy (as discussed in the next section) throwing into doubt whether the

2 Congestion typically reduces vehicle flows to 1000-1400 vehicles per hour per lane. A lane operating at free
flow lane can carry 1700-1900 vehicles per hour. Therefore, addressing congestion with pricing can adjust
vehicle flows during peak periods by roughly +600 vehicles per lane. Because relieving congestion with
pricing can increase vehicle flows by 600 vehicles per hour per lane, adding congestion pricing to two
congested lanes can add as much to flow as adding one lane that congests (+600 vehicles per hour per lane x
2 lanes = +1200 vehicles per hour). Adding congestion pricing to three congested lanes can add as much to
vehicle flow as a lane priced to maintain free flow travel (+600 vehicles per hour per lane x 3 lanes = +1800
vehicles per hour).
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project alternatives presented would achieve the project’s stated purpose and need. Before
building a project of this expense and impact, Caltrans should have better evidence that the
project will accomplish what is intended.

Il. DEIR uses a traffic assessment that underestimates impacts

A. Caltrans chose to assess traffic impacts using a travel demand modeling
approach that does not accurately capture the impacts of this project

Despite having reportedly been advised to do so,' Caltrans did not apply a modeling
approach that would more accurately capture the impacts of this project. As a result, the
DEIR’s traffic assessment likely underestimates the project’'s impact on VMT. Induced VMT
generally manifests over the five years after delivery of a highway expansion project,' but
the travel demand model Caltrans used for this project shows a different trajectory. On
opening year (2029), the model predicts a high amount of induced VMT (about four times
what the induced travel studies would predict over the long run), increasing VMT of the
entire region approximately 3%. But in the long run, the model predicts the effect of the
project would be to reduce VMT by approximately 3.5%.

The DEIR's technical appendixes note that static traffic assignment travel demand models,
like the one used in the Yolo 80 DEIR, have difficulty with assessment in congested
conditions:

Another limitation of the SACSIM19 model is the use of static assignment rather than
dynamic assignment of vehicle trips. With congested conditions, static assignment
can result in volumes that exceed capacity for the analysis period. With dynamic
assignment, trips are rerouted or shifted in time so that capacity is met. If dynamic
assignment were used, VMT could be lower if trips are shifted in time to more direct
routes or if trips are shifted to different destinations due to congested conditions.
VMT could also be higher if longer routes must be used to avoid congested links.
(Transportation Analysis Report, Interstate 80/US Highway 50 Managed Lanes,
November 2023, page 78)

'3 The Policy and Politics of Highway Expansions, Amy Lee, 2023, Page 279. Available at:
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/13x3n8zr

Y [fyou build it, they will drive: Measuring induced demand for vehicle travel in urban areas. Hymel, 2019.
Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0967070X18301720
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Another technical appendix corroborates the concerns raised in the Transportation Analysis
Report, acknowledging that static modeling is likely to exaggerate future year traffic
volumes on the facility:

Based on the static validation and knowledge that the model relies on static
assignment of vehicle trips instead of dynamic traffic assignment, the model’s peak
period (and peak hour) forecasts may be higher than would occur. (Interstate 80/U.S.
Highway 50 Managed Lanes Travel Demand Modeling Report, p. 27)

Other appendixes raise additional issues that may be compounding the problem:

“[The model] has a limitation from its use of static traffic assignment instead of
dynamic traffic assignment (DTA). For example, the model completes all origin-
destination (OD) trips during peak hours even if the congested travel time would
require longer than one hour to complete the trip (see Appendix A). This is not
realistic and would not occur with a DTA. Instead, trips would only travel as far as
congested speeds would allow within one hour. This type of limitation may
overestimate peak hour demand.” (Interstate 80/U.S. Highway 50 Managed Lanes
Traffic and Revenue Report, p. 8)

Assessed with a travel demand model, induced travel is the difference between VMT
assessed with the project and VMT assessed without the project. Research shows that static
traffic assignment modeling approaches can over-predict future congestion in congested
conditions."™ The approach used here does not model the likelihood that drivers may vary
departure time in the face of existing congestion, so in the horizon year, without the project
it shows drivers piling onto and jamming the congested facility. The model then shows the
jammed facility pushing subsequent drivers to take a lengthy route around the project
corridor (in this case, via Woodland and I-5 about 10 miles to the north), adding substantial
VMT to those trips. In the horizon year with the project, the model shows the facility
accommodating that traffic. Comparing scenarios with and without the project, then,
building the project appears to reduce VMT.

Dynamic traffic assignment modeling approaches, meanwhile, aim to better reflect the
reality that many drivers would change their departure to a less congested time and forego
the longer route. As a result, they would not generate the intensity of the congestion shown
in the static traffic assignment modeling approach used for the project assessment. Without
that intensity of congestion, and with the ability to change departure time, less traffic would
re-route around the facility, so the VMT in the no-project scenario would be lower and the

'S Forecasting the impossible. The status quo of estimating traffic flows with static traffic assignment and the
future of dynamic traffic assignment. Marshall, 2018. Available at:
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2210539517301232?via%3Dihub
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comparison between VMT in the project and no project scenarios—the induced VMT—-would
be more accurate.

Meanwhile, other states are bringing dynamic traffic assignment modeling techniques into
use for complex projects and projects that, like Yolo 80, have congested traffic conditions
and parallel routes. The Colorado Department of Transportation offers the following
guidance, which would appear to apply to a project like Yolo 80:

DTA is useful when the analyst’s study area includes a congested transportation
facility as well as its parallel facilities (or parallel capacity). ...[lIJt may inform how much
traffic redistribution to expect from one facility to another. DTA's assignment methods
is more sophisticated than a traditional travel demand model as it accounts for
bottlenecks. DTA also allows for temporal spreading (peak-hour spreading)’ [i.e.,
changing of departure times to avoid congestion].

Caltrans did not apply a dynamic traffic assignment modeling approach that would more
accurately capture the effect of the project on travel behavior and its impacts on the
environment, and to have nevertheless opted for static modeling. 7he Policy and Politics of
Highway Expansions’” describes an interview with a transportation expert with knowledge of
the modeling for the project:

...a transportation expert also discussed the travel modeling analysis of HOT lanes on
I-80. They discussed the various modeling approaches and scenarios that had been
used to analyze the project, including scenarios to estimate long-term changes in
VMT that included land use changes and used dynamic traffic assignment. Caltrans
rejected these scenarios that showed long-term increases in VMT in favor of scenarios
that used static traffic assignment, which showed that VMT would decrease with the
highway expansion project because people would re-route off of a longer, parallel
route through Woodland and back onto I-80. Caltrans ‘liked’ the model run using
static assignment because it gave quantitative support for the expansion project.
Comparisons of dynamic versus static assignment are well-documented in academic
literature - generally, static assignment fails to account for the tendency of people to
change their departure time as a result of travel time. But in reality, “way more people
would change their departure time before they would go all the way around through
Woodland.” (p. 279, emphasis added)

'¢ Traffic Analysis and Forecasting Guidelines, Colorado Department of Transportation, 2023, Pages 129-131.
Available at: https://www.codot.gov/safety/traffic-
safety/assets/traffic_analysis_forecasting_guidelines/traffic_analysis_forecasting_guidelines

7 The Policy and Politics of Highway Expansions, Amy Lee, 2023, available at:
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/13x3n8zr
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This account seems to document three important points:

1. For this project, the static trip assignment modeling approach showed exaggerated
traffic congestion and VMT in the no-project scenario.

2. Applying static trip assignment modeling in this way helped justify the project and
reduce the appearance of environmental impacts associated with the project’s
induced VMT.

3. Caltrans reportedly considered and rejected dynamic traffic assignment modeling
approaches because those would have revealed the environmental impacts of the
project and because static trip assignment modeling exaggerated the need for a
project it preferred to build (see underlined portion of Lee 2023 excerpt above).

For this project, using static trip assignment modeling in this way causes crucial information
about the intensity of the impact to be omitted; that omitted information is necessary for an
informed understanding of the project’s impacts.

In addition to the limitations of this static trip assignment approach, the model used for this
project appears not to be validated to meet the standard of current practice. For example,
in Table 5 of the /nterstate 80/U.5. Highway 50 Managed Lanes Travel Demand Modeling
Report, the Sacramento River screen line does not meet the minimum expectation of
“percent within Caltrans maximum deviation” established in the RTP Guidelines. This adds
to concerns with the quality of the forecast. Further, there is no speed validation at the
corridor level.

B. Caltrans omits the effects of project-caused land use changes in its
assessment of the project’s effect on travel patterns

Ample research has documented highway expansion changes on land use development
patterns,’ and those changes comprise a substantial portion of the overall induced travel
effect of highway projects.’ This is well understood, and Caltrans’ own guidance on
assessing induced travel requires that land use development effects be assessed.?°
Guidance from the Governor's Office of Planning and Research also establishes the need to
assess land use effects of highway capacity projects.?’

'® Highway-Induced Development: Research Results for Metropolitan Areas. Ewing 2008.

Y Many induced travel studies distinguish short-term effects, generally caused by change in destination, mode,
route, or number of trips, from long-term effects, generally caused by changes in land use patterns, and find the
long-term component adds substantially to the short-term component.

2 Caltrans Transportation Analysis Framework. 2020. Page 21. Available at: https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-09-10-1st-edition-taf-fnl-a11y.pdf.

21 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, Governor's Office of Planning and
Research, 2018, pages 33-34. Available at: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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However, in its traffic analysis, Caltrans district staff excluded the land use effects of this
project, applying the same land use scenario with and without the project:

Caltrans district staff directed that the model land uses be maintained without
changes from the MTP/SCS versions for all alternatives, including the no build
alternative. (/nterstate 80/US Highway 50 Managed Lanes Transportation Analysis
Report, p. 26)

When modeling a project, applying the same land use scenario with and without the project
omits the project’s effect on land use from the analysis entirely. Omitting the land use effect
of the project would likely lead to a substantial underestimate of the amount of induced
vehicle travel, as it is generally among the largest of the components of the induced travel
effect, as is stated in the Traffic and Revenue Report for the DEIR:

The development of the SACSIM19 model to represent 2029 and 2049 conditions is
documented in the I-80/US 50 Managed Lanes - Forecasts Methodology
Memorandum (November 23, 2020) and the I-80/US 50 Managed Lanes - Travel
Demand Modeling Report (September 2021). Reviewers should note that the model
inputs for land use growth have the largest effect on future travel demand. (Interstate
80/U.S. Highway 50 Managed Lanes Traffic and Revenue Report, p. 10)

Despite its importance to the analysis, Caltrans maintained the same land use scenario
across all alternatives, including no-build:

Land use inputs were not developed for each individual alternative. Instead, the
SACOG 2020 MTP/SCS land use forecasts associated with specific model years 2016,
2027, and 2040 were used without modification. Then the resulting vehicle trip tables
from the SACSIM19 model were factored to produce 2029 and 2049 vehicle trip
tables that were used in the final assignment. This approach limits the sensitivity of
the traffic and revenue forecasts to any unique land use effects associated with each
alternative. (Interstate 80/U.S. Highway 50 Managed Lanes Traffic and Revenue
Report, p. 10)

Excluding land use effects resulted in the exclusion of a major source of additional vehicle

travel in the assessment. Omitting land use changes from the project, and the extra vehicle
travel they would cause, exaggerates the transportation benefits of the project by showing
that it improves traffic more and over a longer period of time than it actually will.

Omitting land use changes also leads to understating the environmental impacts of the
project related to vehicle travel. Underestimating VMT will lead to an underestimate of GHG
emissions, air pollutant emissions, energy, and noise, likely mischaracterizing the
directionality, magnitude, and significance of impacts.
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C. Caltrans applies differing values for induced truck VMT in different parts
of the DEIR in ways that minimize appearance of environmental impacts

Caltrans claims differing amounts of induced truck travel in different impact analyses in the
DEIR. For VMT impacts, it discounts a large amount of induced truck travel from its
assessment of induced auto travel, making that impact appear substantially smaller.
Assessing other impacts, it assumes less additional truck travel, making those impacts, too,
appear substantially smaller. Using truck VMT inconsistently in the manner that Caltrans
does minimizes the appearance of environmental impacts of the project.

For VMT assessment under SB 743, truck travel may be either included or excluded.? In its
VMT analysis, Caltrans chooses to exclude truck travel from induced VMT. To establish the
amount of truck travel to omit, the DEIR references the Caltrans advisory NCST Calculator
Truck Adjustment.® That guidance references Duranton & Turner (2011): “...we estimate
that trucks account for between 19 and 29 percent of the total increase in interstate VKT
[vehicle kilometers travelled],”?* and suggests applying the maximum value in that range to
reduce the amount of induced auto VMT it reports as a transportation impact.

When assessing impacts other than VMT, truck travel must be included. However, the traffic
analyses feeding into these assessments report much less induced truck travel.?> We
analyzed the discrepancy between induced truck VMT, as reported in the Transportation
Analysis Report for the project?, and found it ranged from 201% and 565% across the
capacity-adding alternatives (see table below).

In sum, Caltrans applies lower estimates feeding into assessment of project impacts such as
GHG emissions, air pollutant emissions, energy, and noise, making those impacts appear
smaller. Meanwhile, it applies higher estimates where those estimates are subtracted from

2 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts under CEQA. Governor's Office of Planning and
Research, 2020, pages 4-5. Available at: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
BNCST Calculator Truck Adjustment: Method for adjusting NCST Calculator results to account for heavy-duty
trucks. Available at: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/esta/sb-743/resources/ncst-truck-adjustment

24 Page 2644

% Further, the technical appendixes make conflicting claims about discussing air quality impacts, the DEIR
states, “The project would not change the traffic mix” (p. 3-11). In its assessment of air quality, the share of
trucks listed for the no build and build alternatives is the same, indicating that none of the project alternatives
would affect truck volumes compared to the no-build (Table 2.2-9, Pages 2-194 - 2-195). It is not possible that
29 percent of the project’s induced travel is truck travel, and also that the project does not affect the share of
truck travel.

% (Interstate 80/US Highway 50 Managed Lanes Transportation Analysis Report, November 2023, Table 31 and
Table 32, pages 81-82)
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the total induced VMT, making those impacts also appear smaller. The table below shows
the magnitude of the discrepancy for each alternative.

Long-Term Induced Truck VMT (used to Long-Term Induced Truck VMT
calculate GHG, Air Quality, Energy, and (subtracted from VMT impacts)*
Noise Impacts) (Transportation Analysis (Transportation Analysis Report Nov

Alternative Report, Nov. 2023, Table 35, p. 83) 2023, Table 32, p. 82.) Difference
1 (No Build) 0
2 (Add HOV) 67,500 143,600 213%
3 (Add HOT2+) 41,600 143,600 345%
4 (Add HOT3+) 25,400 143,600 565%
5 (Add Toll) 29,200 143,600 492%
6 (Add Transit) 1,200 - -
7 (Convert HOV) 6,500 3,600 55%
8 (Add HOV with
Median Ramps) 61,000 149,600 245%
9 (Add HOV
without
Enterprise
Crossing) 71,400 143,600 201%

Induced truck travel for each alternative used to assess different impacts. (*Caltrans NCST Calculator Truck
Adjustment Guidance (available at https://dot.ca.gov/programs/esta/sb-743/resources/ncst-truck-adjustment))

CEQA requires factual conclusions reached in an EIR to be supported by substantial
evidence.?’ Here, using different amounts of truck travel in different sections of the
document is internally inconsistent, and can therefore inaccurately - and improperly -
reduce the appearance of environmental impacts. Substantial evidence under CEQA is that
which includes “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion
supported by facts.”?® The CEQA statute goes on to state that substantial evidence does not
include unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence which is clearly inaccurate or
erroneous.?” Given the EIR is internally inconsistent in support for its key determinations
regarding truck-related VMT, these determinations lack substantial evidence. Furthermore,
if impacts are underestimated, they will be under-mitigated, and the environment will not be
protected as the law envisions.

27 See Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 21168.5.
28 Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 21082.2(c).
2% See id.
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lll. DEIR relies on the traffic assessment for its impact assessment
and significance determinations, including the GHG emissions
assessment

The DEIR's assessment of GHG emissions, air quality, energy, and noise are all based on the
traffic assessment discussed earlier. Therefore, these impacts are likely underestimated,
calling the DEIR’s significance determinations into question.

CARB staff found this to be the case with the DEIR’s assessment of GHG emissions. Table 8
in the Air Quality Report (August 2023) (pages 30 and 31) provides GHG emissions that it
claims would result from each alternative. The DEIR’s claim on p. 3-26 - 3-27 that "GHG
emissions of the Build Alternatives were assessed to be less” than the no-build appears to
be based on data from that table. However, data from the table appear to be based upon
the output of the static trip assignment modeling approach of comparing scenarios without
land use variations, discussed above.

Furthermore, the DEIR GHG assessment appears to incorrectly factor in emissions
reductions from vehicle efficiency improvements to justify the project’s effect on GHG
emissions, stating:

A quantitative analysis of daily CO2 emissions was performed using the Caltrans
CTEMFAC2021. GHG emissions and VMT comparisons were calculated for the Build
Alternatives the existing year (2019), in opening year (2029), and design year (2049).
As anticipated with new fleet and electric vehicles penetration, in design year 2049,
GHG emissions of the Build Alternatives were assessed to be less.

However, the decarbonization of the vehicle fleet is not what this DEIR is supposed to
analyze. The DEIR is supposed to analyze the effects of the project,*® which must be
determined by comparing emissions with and without the project using the same year.*’
Caltrans’ own guidance on assessing transportation projects under CEQA articulates the
importance of focusing on the impacts of the project by comparing impacts with and
without the project in the same year:

Transportation projects are typically built years after the CEQA analysis is completed,
and comparing to existing conditions would combine the project's VMT effects with
other effects...in effect misleading the public and decision-makers by obscuring the
impacts of the project itself. When comparing future build conditions to future no-

30 See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).
31 See id see also § 15125(a).
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build conditions, the difference is the addition of the project itself and associated
changes that may occur to land use and travel behavior.3?

For these reasons, the DEIR’s claim that adding a lane will decrease GHG emissions is not
supported by substantial evidence and is likely incorrect.

IV. Amount of VMT mitigation in the DEIR is inadequate

CEQA requires significant impacts to be fully mitigated where feasible. However, while the
project as proposed will induce substantial amounts of new VMT, the DEIR proposes to
mitigate only 43% of it.*® Inadequate mitigation of VMT makes it harder to achieve the
State’s climate goals, which depend on VMT reduction.

Cost is the only reason cited for offering incomplete mitigation, but neither the DEIR nor its
appendixes offer reasoning or substantial evidence for setting the ceiling of mitigation
funds at 14-15% of construction cost. Also, because the DEIR omits consideration of viable,
key pricing alternatives (discussed earlier) the cost of VMT mitigation should not be allowed
as justification for less than full mitigation. Considering conversion of existing lanes to priced
lanes would bring in more revenue that could be invested to mitigate the impacts of the
project and provide additional benefits to the public, including investment in additional low-
VMT housing® and/or capacity reduction elsewhere on the system (e.g., via road diet or
conversion to transit-only lanes).

V. Recommendations

Flowing from the comments on the DEIR presented above, CARB staff have the following
recommendations:

Alternatives. Pricing, not expansion, can address congestion and achieve the objectives
set forth in the DEIR for this project. Pricing also generates less impact to the
environment than expansion. Therefore, Caltrans should study conversions of existing
lanes to priced lanes, at a minimum including:

e the configuration specified in the MTP/SCS (i.e., an addition of one express lane
plus the conversion of one existing general-purpose lane to an express lane),

32 See Caltrans Transportation Analysis Under CEQA, page 17, available at https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-743/2020-09-10-1st-edition-tac-fnl-a11y.pdf

3 Yolo 80 Managed Lanes Project Draft VMT Mitigation Plan, October 25, 2023, p. 8.

3 Housing generating less than 85 percent of regional average household VMT, per 7Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts under CEQA, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, 2020. Available
at: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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e pricing existing lanes without any lane expansion.

Caltrans should revisit the question of whether each alternative achieves the stated
objectives for the project (i.e., the purpose and need).

Redo the traffic assessment. Given the three major flaws identified in the traffic
assessment and given the importance of accuracy in that assessment to impact
assessments and significance determinations, we recommend the travel modeling for
the project be redone using a modeling approach that is more appropriate for this
analysis with the project’s effects on land use included, and taking care to use consistent
assumptions on induced truck VMT.

Reassess impacts and significance determinations. Redoing the traffic assessment is
likely to show different traffic outcomes both with and without the project than the traffic
assessment currently in the DEIR. Therefore, GHG, air quality, energy, safety, and noise
impact assessments and significance determinations need to be revisited. When revising
the impact assessment and significance determination for GHG emissions, please only
compare emissions with and without the project, removing the impact of vehicle
efficiency improvements.

Provide full mitigation for induced VMT. VMT impacts of the project should be fully
mitigated. Pricing of existing lanes can serve both as mitigation itself and to finance other
mitigation strategies to achieve full mitigation.
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From: Alessa Johns

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: Vote AGAINST 1-80 Widening
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 1:13:17 AM

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |

Chair Carl Guardino and members

California Transportation Commission CTC@CATC.CA.GOV

Re: Item #19 Sprawl, climate change & “Funding of Y0lo80 with TCEP
federal funds"

March 19, 2024

I ask CTC members to vote against the 1-80 widening project on March 21st and instead to
support the State climate plan and improve transits.

I am part of the Episcopal Church of St. Martin in Davis, but | am speaking for myself. The
well-reasoned letter from Congregation Bet Haverim makes important points about this
irresponsible $460 million project.

First, UC Davis and others' research conclusively shows that freeway widening, like
what is proposed for 1-80, will not fix congestion for long. What happened to Los
Angeles offers a clear picture of what our area will come to look like if we don't
make the right decisions now. This project threatens the greenbelt between Dixon and
Vacaville.

Second, the 1-80 widening project will move us in the wrong direction in addressing
climate change. More cars driving on the freeway will not improve the air quality.

Third, adding freeway capacity puts pressure on Davis's housing availability.

Fourth, the Caltrans climate mitigation plan relies on the unfair assumption that the
poor and working class will use free bus passes to take transit so others can drive.

Fifth, the toll lanes continue to increase social inequity by allowing the richest
among us to opt out of changes needed to address climate change.

Los Angeles should not be a model for Northern California - we need to protect our better
watered farmland from sprawl. We need to focus on the future and invest in public
transportation, making it affordable and attractive for everyone so that public transportation
becomes the default choice.

Vote No! Do NOT fund this unsustainable project! but redo the environmental study to
consider bus or rail transit improvements that were neglected in the first study.

Alessa Johns


mailto:amjohns@ucdavis.edu
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov
http://CTC@catc.ca.gov/

Professor Emerita of English, UC Davis
38-year Davis Resident

Alessa Johns, Ph.D.
Professor Emerita of English, UC Davis

amjohns@ucdavis.edu
https://english.ucdavis.edu/people/amjohns
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From: Christopher Reynolds

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: vote against the 1-80 widening
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 4:27:29 AM

EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |

Chair Carl Guardino and members
California Transportation Commission CTC@CATC.CA.GOV

Re: Item #19 Sprawl, climate change & “Funding of Yo0lo80 with TCEP federal
funds"
March 19, 2024

I ask CTC members to vote against the 1-80 widening project on March 21st and instead to
support the State climate plan and improve transits.

I am part of the Episcopal Church of St. Martin in Davis, but I am speaking for myself. The
well-reasoned letter from Congregation Bet Haverim makes important points about this
irresponsible $460 million project.

First, UC Davis and others' research conclusively shows that freeway widening, like what is
proposed for 1-80, will not fix congestion for long. What happened to Los Angeles offers a
clear picture of what our area will come to look like if we don't make the right decisions now.
This project threatens the greenbelt between Dixon and Vacaville.

Second, the 1-80 widening project will move us in the wrong direction in addressing climate
change. More cars driving on the freeway will not improve the air quality.

Third, adding freeway capacity puts pressure on Davis's housing availability.

Fourth, the Caltrans climate mitigation plan relies on the unfair assumption that the poor and
working class will use free bus passes to take transit so others can drive.

Fifth, the toll lanes continue to increase social inequity by allowing the richest among us to
opt out of changes needed to address climate change.

Los Angeles should not be a model for Northern California - we need to protect our better
watered farmland from sprawl. We need to focus on the future and invest in public
transportation, making it affordable and attractive for everyone so that public transportation
becomes the default choice.

Vote No. Don't fund this unsustainable project. Instead, redo the environmental study to
consider bus or rail transit improvements that were neglected in the first study.

Thank you,
Christopher Reynolds

Distinguished Professor, Emeritus
UC Davis
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From: David Schonbrunn

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: Item #19 1-80 Yolo Widening vs Unstudied Rail Alternatives
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 8:11:47 AM

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |

Chair Car. Guardino and Members,
California Transportation Commission

RE: Item #19 1-80 Yolo Widening vs Unstudied Rail Alternatives.

The Train Riders Association of California (TRAC) opposes the proposed
widening of Interstate 80 through the City of Davis, on the Yolo Causeway to
West Sacramento. It's now well-documented that widened highways fill back
up in 5-6 years because of induced demand. In addition, expanded highway
capacity encourages further auto-dependent sprawl development, which locks
in increasing VMT. This is contrary to the climate-oriented direction of

State policy.

In our view, the estimated $300-$460 million full cost of adding an

additional lane in each direction would be better spent on increasing rail

capacity in the corridor and increasing Capitol Corridor frequencies to

competitive levels. In fact, Caltrans own 1-80 Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan
indicated that, with more capacity and increased frequencies, the rail

option could attract four to five times current Capitol Corridor

patronage. That would certainly improve mobility in the corridor.

As further evidence, Table 5.13 Page 77 from Caltrans 1-80 Comprehensive Multimodal
Corridor Plan, which was finished Jan. 2023, compares freeway widenings to a rail
upgrade alternative. The 1-80 CMCP report showed the rail upgrade (scenario #4 cc)
upgrade cap corridor to 110mph / 30 minute frequency is 15x more cost-effective overall

than freeway widening. (https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/district-3/documents/i80-
cmep/update_final i80_cmcp_comprehensive_multimodal_corridor_plan_.pd).

We urge the CTC to respect the long history of innovative environmental

policies by the City of Davis. The community supported and used bicycles as an alternative to
driving decades before cycling became popular in California. The first

advocacy for improving passenger trains in California began at UC Davis in

the late 1960's through the Davis Railroad Club. Encouraging transit use

through environmental policy-based infrastructure improvements is the next

logical step in this tradition.

TRAC urges the CTC to not fund this project at least until a

rail alternative has been added to the EIR. TRAC further urges the CTC to
reject the proposed 1-80 widening and to instead support upgrading
Capitol Corridor capacity and service.

--David


mailto:david@Schonbrunn.org
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David Schonbrunn, Vice President

Train Riders Association of California (TRAC)
P.O. Box 151439

San Rafael, CA 94915-1439

415-370-7250 cell & office

President@calrailnews.org
www.calrailnews.org
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[EXTERNAL EMAIL Links/attachments may notbe sfe.|
Chair Carl Guardino and members”
California Transportation Commission CTC@CATC.CA.GOV.

Reference: Item 19 “Funding of Yolo80 Managed Lane with TCEP federal funds.

I support the following well d letter from C tion Bet

these five points about the $460 million 1-80 widening project- and the draft letter from the City of Davis noted the I-80 widening is contrary to state and city climate policy and the CAPTI

1. "Research conclusively shows that freeway widening, like what is proposed for 180, will not fix congestion for long.”

2. The I-80 widening project will move us in the wrong direction in addressing climate change.” More cars  driving on the freeway will not improve the air quality
3. Adding freeway capacity puts pressure on Davis's housing availabilty.

4.The Caltrans climate mitigation plan relies on the unfair assumption that the poor and working class will use free bus passes to take transit so others can drive.
5. "The toll lanes continue to increase social inequity by allowing the richest among us to opt out of changes needed to address climate change.

To these comments from Bet

Haverim, | would like to add my own comment. | drive the causeway. With the current work which narrows each of the 3 lanes of traffic, | find it quite frightening to drive to Sacramento. If the new plan goes through and we squeeze one more lane into the same causeway footprint, these narrow lanes will be a permanent
fixture

The risk of accidents will increase and there will be no side shoulder for emergency vehicles. UC Berkeley ITS research has noted the narrowing shoulder from 10ft to 2ft doubled the number of accidents. | also note that in some places the lanes are being narrowed to 11 and 11 % feet in in addition to eliminating the shoulder.
‘The DEIR did not discuss the safety impact of this design.

‘The Draft Environmental Impact Report failed to study an upgrade of the capitol corridor rail service as an alternative to the widening. Rail service currently is slow, unreliable, to Davis) and lacks station (only one in both Sacramentol! and Yolo Counties). It has greats potential but continues
tobe neglected.

1 hope the CTC willfully encompass Governor Newsom's commitment to climate change and sustainability and reject this freeway expansion and instead promote more effective and social equity.

Thank you
Yours sincerely.

Ellen Kolark MD.
Member of the Lutheran Church of the Incaration


mailto:pesko@sbcglobal.net
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov

From: james zanetto

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: 1-80 widening
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 10:16:25 AM

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |
CTC,

Regarding the proposed widening of 1-80 through Yolo County, item #19, DO NOT FUND.

James Zanetto

LEED Accredited Professional
Carbon Leadership Forum member
James Zanetto, Architect & Planner
License no. C10631

530.758.8801

530.574.4427 cell


mailto:zanetto@dcn.org
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov

From: Gayna

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: “For Item19= Respect the science, respect the planet, do not fund Yolo80”
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 11:21:21 AM

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |
We do not need to add another lane to the freeway. We need to fund much more public

transportation.

Gayna Lamb-Bang
Davis, CA
gayna@dcn.org
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From: Scott Steward

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: Re: Item #19 Zero net transportation & 180Yolo Advanced Funding for $105 Million.
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 11:22:18 AM

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |
We need to build true net zero GHG transportation system

and rail is key.

| urge you to look at the letter proposed by City of Davis on |-80 from

March 5th. The letter quotes from California's State Climate Action
Plan for Transportation Infrastructure (CAPTI) that building more
freeways acknowledged "is the wrong approach to achieve our climate
action and transportation policy goals" ... and from the same CAPTI
source, "Further, research over the past several decades has
demonstrated that highway capacity expansion has not resulted in
long term congestion relief and in some cases has worsened
congestion, particularly in urbanized regions.”

Caltrans needs to be incented not to continue to build freeways but to
build trains, and the legal obstacles to rail need to be removed (via
eminent domain or what have you.

Without a fiduciary commitment to net-zero carbon transportation
solutions, | don't see how CTC can responsibly invest $105 Million
more in something that has proven to add to the problem of
greenhouse gas use.

As others have stated in earlier meetings on this project, the freeway
widening offers no solutions and is biased to the needs of cut-through


mailto:scottsteward@posteo.net
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov

traffic. We need more assurance of the climate benefit of funds
generated from the proposed 11 road revenue.

We need to reckon with the fact that Caltrans is conducting itself to
propose freeway widening because our larger electorate has yet to take
the responsibility to defeat the political and legal opposition to
widespread rail. So we start to take that responsibility now.

Thank you for your consideration,

Scott Steward

Davis, CA



From: Paul Rippey

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: Yolo80
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 10:58:22 AM

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |
Please do not fund Yolo80.

The arguments against it are overwhelming, and you have seen them. Please take them
seriously. I know there is still momentum, carried over from the 1950s and 1960s, to building
and widening freeways. To use a fitting metaphor, this is a dead-end street.

The car culture has been well treated. It's time to move on.

Sincerely,
Paul Rippey


mailto:paulrippeypdx@gmail.com
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov

From: Jim Frame

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: Yolo80
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 10:34:26 AM

EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe.

I am writing to object to the plans to further widen 1-80 through Yolo
County. We know from long and repeated experience that widening
freeways induces additional traffic, leaving us with more congested

lanes and degraded air quality. Please shelve this widening project and
put the money toward a forward-looking and sustainable plan for the area.

Thanks!

Jim Frame jhframe@dcn.org 530.756.8584
Frame Surveying & Mapping 609 A Street Davis, CA 95616
Davis Community Network >-------------------
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March 19, 2024

Chair Carl Guardino and member

California Transportation Commission

I urge the CTC not to advance fund the I-80Yolo Widening on Thursday 3/21.

Their are multiple factual reasons for this which | will summarize below and link to publish
articles and studies.

But first want to bring to attention of commission the process locals used to discourage
Inclusion and public input to the process by strategically withholding of information, telling
the public the freeway widening was inevitable , they did venue shopping for input,
presenting traffic models the promise congestion benefits to public that do not reflect
induced demand, and promising funding for better transit from toll lanes but don’t discuss
how it will not even fund its own mitigation- And then choose a toll lane alternative for the
project that reduces net revenue by 60%.

How is this “inclusive” of public participation?

v

Create Sense of Inevitability : Early on, YoloTD Director of Planning Brian Abbanat said at
a presentation before environmentalists (Breathe , CA) in 5/24/23 that he expected
regardless of EIR outcome, he expected Caltrans will make a finding of overriding concern
and seek funding for the widening.

Strategic withholding of Information: At the March 5™ Davis city council meeting
discussion on city’s | -80 policy, neither YoloTD Executive Director Autumn Bernstein nor
YoloTD Chair/ Davis Mayor Josh Chapman disclosed the pending funding application to CTC
council when 1-80 was discussed at meeting 3/5. Instead, Mayor Chapman said the project
was a “done deal” and urged the city to take no action as it would be meaningless. See
Chapman comments at Meeting time stamp 1:24:42

To generate support for their project, YoloTD or Caltrans has not disclosed expected toll
level on the managed lanes as part of public input to compare alternatives.

The full corridor study, the CMCP 180 draft was release in Jan 2022, and final in Jan 2023 (but
not posted to website May 2023). It findings was never discussed or shared with public in
planning of Yolo80 by YoloTD even though the justification for the project to the public was
Yolo80 was a bottleneck on this corridor.

Not Discussing Safety Impact of reducing shoulders to 2 ft. Public polling indicates
“safety” is #2 concern on this project. But adding the new managed lane means
dramatically narrower shoulders and, in some places narrowed lane widths. Caltrans has
largely hidden from public, and YoloTD has held no discussion of safety, The DEIR does not
address cost an increase accident rates in the Benefit/cost calculations. One UC Berkeley
study shows cutting shoulder width from 10ft to 2ft double accident rate.
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v' Picking your audience: YoloTD staff has made presentation before business groups.
However, even though Yol80 has massive environmental/climate impact, YoloTD never
made a presentation at any of the five city and council climate (CAP) commission in Yolo
County.

YoloTD did not get input on DEIR from their own Citizen Advisory Committee.

Confusing Public about Induced Demand The project proponent confuse the public by
mixing up impact of widen with the managed lane component than can use used to
optimize use of any lane. The YoloTD presenter imply managed lanes address induce
demand issues and then typical feature congestion relief number for managed lane and not
the remaining general-purpose lanes. They call the widening “Innovative” to imply they have
outwitted induced demand phenomena. Again, their congestion relief forecasts use a
model that overpromise benefit as do into account induced demand, which has been
accepted concept since 1990 (Deukmejian vs Citizens for a Better Environment)

v Distract Public from substantive CEQA Input: The two “open houses” Caltrans help on the
DEIR did not have copies of DEIR available, and no oral presentation or Q&A. Instead they
only feature only story board of what Caltrans wanted public to know- which featured LOS
(traffic delay improvements) which are not irrelevant to the CEQA process. Caltrans also
did not disclose that the model they used to project these time saving did not include
Induced Demand factor

v Either Neglect or Secrecy by Yolo County Elected Officials review of staff work : YoloTD
board has formed a series of sequential closed door ad hoc committee to discuss the
project, keeping the public in the dark. When the DEIR was presented for the first time at
12/11/23 meeting, the board only took 16 2 minute to review it, ask question and OK it
would any DEIR input to Caltrans....then choose a preferred alternative based on
incomplete DEIR input. This signals either the YoloTD board was not taking this project
review serious as had pre-selected the alternative, or had been briefed behind the
scenes, out of the public eye.

v Caltrans withholding public records from Public. Caltrans HQ rated thus project 24 out
of 24 for funding at your 6/28/23 meeting, where you rejected it. | made public records
request on 6/15/23 when the CTC staff report came out to discover why. Eight months later |
have not received requested documents yet. On 3/9 | received an email from Caltrans |
would not get them until later in April, after CTC made its decision. There is no explanation
why CTC staff now changed this project’s rating from medium/do no fund to Medium-Hi for
Advanced funding today, before the EIR is completed.

Some Other Factual Points to Consider

1. This project is a rejection idea we have an climate crisis, and is contrary to the CAPTI- the state’s
own Climate Adaption Plan for Transportation Infrastructure.

2. UC Davis experts say it won’t fix congestion for long due to induce demand (You have
previously received the attached letter from Professor Susan Handy, UC Davis professor and
Head of National Center of Sustainable Transportation. This letter has not been responded to by
Caltrans or YoloTD.

3. This project was rated last - 24 out of 24 - by Caltrans and 30 out of 49 by CTC staff in June 2023.
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https://catc.ca.gov/-/media/ctc-media/documents/programs/tcep/2022-tcep-staff-recommendations.pdf

4. Project will create per DEIR 180M VMT/year induced demand - 70% will be unmitigated in EIR.

5. Toll revenue forecasts are insufficient to fund even 1/5 of the 57M VMT mitigation planned in
EIR. YoloTD has suggested that they choose alternative 4 HOT3+ that reduce net revenue for
mitigation by 60%.

6. The 1/2023 1-80 CMCP study comparing alternatives showed the giving car pooler free ride in
toll lanes only increase carpooling by 1-3%. 1-80 CMCP pg 69 section 5.7/ table 5.3 vehicle

occupancy
7. Upgrade of the rail line parallel I-80, the Cap Corridor is largely neglected. The Caltrans own |-

80 CMCP report showed the rail upgrade to 110mph/30 minute frequency is 15x more cost
effective than freeway widening. (cmcp Pg 77 table 5.13).

8. The project does not forecast financial impact on fare revenue and ridership on competing rail
service the widening the 1-80/causeway will cause. Tickets from Davis to Sac are now $9.

9. Widening the causeway will also increase congestion in DT Sacramento by thousands of cars a
day at rush hour, just like a widening the bay bridge would do for DT San Francisco and the
Peninsula.

10. Caltrans DEIR denies any increase in sprawl development widening this freeway will have in
underdeveloped Yolo and Solano County. Isolated Rural community of Winter (population
13,000) — with little employment is already grew at 10% in last two years. YoloTD executive
director has celebrated the wider freeway will support super commuter from the bay area.

Please do not fund this project. As former director of Caltrans Media Relations (and Davis
council member) Will Arnold said continuing to try to build our way out of traffic Congestion

and expecting a different answer is “insanity”

Sincerely,

Alan Hirsch

Yolo Mobility

Yolo TD Say More 1-80 Super Commuters Will Affect Local Affordable Housing Supply
3/5/2024: Davis Vanguard https://www.davisvanguard.org/2024/03/guest-commentary-
yolo-td-admits-i-80-will-effect-affordable-housing/

Arnold Calls 180 Widening ‘Insanity’ and Uses Caltrans CAPTI Policy as Proof 1/12/24 Davis
Vanguard https://www.davisvanguard.org/2024/01/guest-commentary-arnold-calls-it-
insanity-and-uses-caltrans-policy-as-proof/
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Dr. Susan Handy
516 Hermosa Place
Davis, CA95616

slhandy@ucdavis.edu
June 22,2023

Dear Chair Lee Ann Eager and Members of the California Transportation Commission:

| support CTC staff recommendation to not fund the Yolo 80/US 50 Corridor Improvement Project at
this time. | oppose this project based both on my expertise as one of the top transportation
researchers in the country and as a long-time resident of Davis.

Academic studies have convincingly and conclusively established that increases in highway
capacity lead to increases in vehicle miles of travel (VMT). The work by my team at the Institute of
Transportation Studies at the University of California, Davis shows that traditional methods for
evaluating highway widening projects consistently underestimate the increase in VMT that such
projects generate, thereby over-estimating their benefits with respect to congestion reduction and
under-estimating their impacts with respect to greenhouse gas emissions and other environmental
impacts. Increased emissions associated with the increase in VMT swamps any reduction in
emissions stemming from what will inevitably be a temporary improvement in traffic flow. In short,
highway widening projects are inconsistent with the state’s goal for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.

As a solution to congestion, highway widening projects are ineffective, as research as well as
historical experience demonstrate. This is true whether the projectis a conventional lane or a
managed lane open to private vehicles. The only proven way to reduce congestion is to combine
congestion pricing with substantial investments in alternatives to driving, particularly high-quality
transit service. Investments in transit as a mitigation for the highway widening rather than a
replacement for it are also ineffective, in that the highway widening reduces the incentive to use
transit. Any attempts to mitigate the increase in VMT short of implementing a pricing strategy is
likely to fall short.

As a Davis resident | regularly observe traffic on 1-80 when bicycling to south Davis and when driving
to Sacramento at various times of day. Yes, traffic slows in Davis but it rarely reaches extreme levels
except on Friday afternoons. This level of congestion can only be considered a problem because we
have set unrealistic standards for travel time and because we have given people few alternatives to
driving. The solution is not to persist in a century-old approach that has proved unsuccessful time
and time again. The solution is a new way of thinking about transportation.

Susan Handy
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Caltrans’ Own Charts Show Expanded Transit
More Effective than Road Widening

https://www.davisvanguard.org/2023/10/guest-commentary-caltrans-own-charts-show-
expanded-transit-more-effective-than-road-widening-to-speed-travel/

Caltrans I-80 CMCP study shows upgrading Capitol corridor rail
service to 110 mph and 30 minute service is 15x a cost-effective as
freeway widening.

Rail upgrade to 100 mph 15x more cost effective than freeway widening: Caltrans Table 5.13
Source: Caltrans 1-80 CMCP Page 103

Note bottom line in chart: CC cap corridor scenario 4 is 3.05 vs 0.22 for best road widening
option scenario 3. HOT (Tool/HOV lanes)

This chart raises questions as to why full corridor rail transit alternative (not just buses in the
short segment within Yolo County) were not included in Yolo80 EIR study, particularly because 95%
of traffic on the Yolo Causeway begins or ends in Solano County and points west. In the below chart
Segment 6 is Davis and segment 7 is Causeway, but of course the rail upgrade (Scenario 4 CC)
needs to be analyzed for entire corridor (last line of table).
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New carpool lanes or HOT2+ and 3+ do not make freeway use more
efficient. Caltrans Table 5.3 Source: Caltrans CMCP page 95

Chart shows less than 1-4 % increase in carpooling if HOV lanes are added shift from (1.32-to
max 1.37 people in the average car). This is change in average vehicle occupancy between
current “no build” vs scenario 2 & 3 HOV and HOT scenarios). This mean the user of carpool
lanes are not due to a behavior change: they are “dates” or family or groups who were going
to travel together regardless of the existence of the lane. This mean HOV lanes have not
environmental advantage, they just add lane capacity to the freeway. Note also that “Carpool
only” is in practicality just a theory: With tinted window and enforcement minimal one can
believe this is just Caltrans justifying on paper building another lane- maybe to prevent shift
of money to a local transit agency. On highway 99 in Sacramento it was found 48% of
carpool lane users were single occupancy vehicles- so they become as congested as the
other lanes: there is no reliable automated way to enforce HOV lane usage.
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From: Shishpal S. Rawat

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: Do not fund Yolo80
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 1:18:12 PM

EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe.

Dear YoloTD officials, Caltrans officials and other transportation officials

Widening a "wide highway" is very temporary fix to solve our transportation problem. We need to facilitate
getting cars and associated pollution off the road.

Respect the science, respect the planet, do not fund Yolo80 this Thursday.
Thank you.

Best Regards
Shishpal Rawat
Shishpal

+1 916 803 3866


mailto:ssrawat@iitkalumni.org
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov

From: Ben Matsubayashi

To: California Transportation Commission@CATC
Subject: 1-80 Segment Widening
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 12:48:51 PM

|EXTERNAL EMAIL. Links/attachments may not be safe. |
Respect the science, respect the planet, DO NOT fund Yo0lo80.



mailto:bhmatsuba@ucdavis.edu
mailto:ctc@catc.ca.gov

March 19, 2024

Chair Carl Guardino and member

California Transportation Commission

I urge the CTC not to advance fund the I-80Yolo Widening on Thursday 3/21.

Their are multiple factual reasons for this which | will summarize below and link to publish
articles and studies.

But first want to bring to attention of commission the process locals used to discourage
Inclusion and public input to the process by strategically withholding of information, telling
the public the freeway widening was inevitable , they did venue shopping for input,
presenting traffic models the promise congestion benefits to public that do not reflect
induced demand, and promising funding for better transit from toll lanes but don’t discuss
how it will not even fund its own mitigation- And then choose a toll lane alternative for the
project that reduces net revenue by 60%.

How is this “inclusive” of public participation?

v

Create Sense of Inevitability : Early on, YoloTD Director of Planning Brian Abbanat said at
a presentation before environmentalists (Breathe , CA) in 5/24/23 that he expected
regardless of EIR outcome, he expected Caltrans will make a finding of overriding concern
and seek funding for the widening.

Strategic withholding of Information: At the March 5™ Davis city council meeting
discussion on city’s | -80 policy, neither YoloTD Executive Director Autumn Bernstein nor
YoloTD Chair/ Davis Mayor Josh Chapman disclosed the pending funding application to CTC
council when 1-80 was discussed at meeting 3/5. Instead, Mayor Chapman said the project
was a “done deal” and urged the city to take no action as it would be meaningless. See
Chapman comments at Meeting time stamp 1:24:42

To generate support for their project, YoloTD or Caltrans has not disclosed expected toll
level on the managed lanes as part of public input to compare alternatives.

The full corridor study, the CMCP 180 draft was release in Jan 2022, and final in Jan 2023 (but
not posted to website May 2023). It findings was never discussed or shared with public in
planning of Yolo80 by YoloTD even though the justification for the project to the public was
Yolo80 was a bottleneck on this corridor.

Not Discussing Safety Impact of reducing shoulders to 2 ft. Public polling indicates
“safety” is #2 concern on this project. But adding the new managed lane means
dramatically narrower shoulders and, in some places narrowed lane widths. Caltrans has
largely hidden from public, and YoloTD has held no discussion of safety, The DEIR does not
address cost an increase accident rates in the Benefit/cost calculations. One UC Berkeley
study shows cutting shoulder width from 10ft to 2ft double accident rate.
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v' Picking your audience: YoloTD staff has made presentation before business groups.
However, even though Yol80 has massive environmental/climate impact, YoloTD never
made a presentation at any of the five city and council climate (CAP) commission in Yolo
County.

YoloTD did not get input on DEIR from their own Citizen Advisory Committee.

Confusing Public about Induced Demand The project proponent confuse the public by
mixing up impact of widen with the managed lane component than can use used to
optimize use of any lane. The YoloTD presenter imply managed lanes address induce
demand issues and then typical feature congestion relief number for managed lane and not
the remaining general-purpose lanes. They call the widening “Innovative” to imply they have
outwitted induced demand phenomena. Again, their congestion relief forecasts use a
model that overpromise benefit as do into account induced demand, which has been
accepted concept since 1990 (Deukmejian vs Citizens for a Better Environment)

v Distract Public from substantive CEQA Input: The two “open houses” Caltrans help on the
DEIR did not have copies of DEIR available, and no oral presentation or Q&A. Instead they
only feature only story board of what Caltrans wanted public to know- which featured LOS
(traffic delay improvements) which are not irrelevant to the CEQA process. Caltrans also
did not disclose that the model they used to project these time saving did not include
Induced Demand factor

v Either Neglect or Secrecy by Yolo County Elected Officials review of staff work : YoloTD
board has formed a series of sequential closed door ad hoc committee to discuss the
project, keeping the public in the dark. When the DEIR was presented for the first time at
12/11/23 meeting, the board only took 16 2 minute to review it, ask question and OK it
would any DEIR input to Caltrans....then choose a preferred alternative based on
incomplete DEIR input. This signals either the YoloTD board was not taking this project
review serious as had pre-selected the alternative, or had been briefed behind the
scenes, out of the public eye.

v Caltrans withholding public records from Public. Caltrans HQ rated thus project 24 out
of 24 for funding at your 6/28/23 meeting, where you rejected it. | made public records
request on 6/15/23 when the CTC staff report came out to discover why. Eight months later |
have not received requested documents yet. On 3/9 | received an email from Caltrans |
would not get them until later in April, after CTC made its decision. There is no explanation
why CTC staff now changed this project’s rating from medium/do no fund to Medium-Hi for
Advanced funding today, before the EIR is completed.

Some Other Factual Points to Consider

1. This project is a rejection idea we have an climate crisis, and is contrary to the CAPTI- the state’s
own Climate Adaption Plan for Transportation Infrastructure.

2. UC Davis experts say it won’t fix congestion for long due to induce demand (You have
previously received the attached letter from Professor Susan Handy, UC Davis professor and
Head of National Center of Sustainable Transportation. This letter has not been responded to by
Caltrans or YoloTD.

3. This project was rated last - 24 out of 24 - by Caltrans and 30 out of 49 by CTC staff in June 2023.
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4. Project will create per DEIR 180M VMT/year induced demand - 70% will be unmitigated in EIR.

5. Toll revenue forecasts are insufficient to fund even 1/5 of the 57M VMT mitigation planned in
EIR. YoloTD has suggested that they choose alternative 4 HOT3+ that reduce net revenue for
mitigation by 60%.

6. The 1/2023 1-80 CMCP study comparing alternatives showed the giving car pooler free ride in
toll lanes only increase carpooling by 1-3%. 1-80 CMCP pg 69 section 5.7/ table 5.3 vehicle

occupancy
7. Upgrade of the rail line parallel I-80, the Cap Corridor is largely neglected. The Caltrans own |-

80 CMCP report showed the rail upgrade to 110mph/30 minute frequency is 15x more cost
effective than freeway widening. (cmcp Pg 77 table 5.13).

8. The project does not forecast financial impact on fare revenue and ridership on competing rail
service the widening the 1-80/causeway will cause. Tickets from Davis to Sac are now $9.

9. Widening the causeway will also increase congestion in DT Sacramento by thousands of cars a
day at rush hour, just like a widening the bay bridge would do for DT San Francisco and the
Peninsula.

10. Caltrans DEIR denies any increase in sprawl development widening this freeway will have in
underdeveloped Yolo and Solano County. Isolated Rural community of Winter (population
13,000) — with little employment is already grew at 10% in last two years. YoloTD executive
director has celebrated the wider freeway will support super commuter from the bay area.

Please do not fund this project. As former director of Caltrans Media Relations (and Davis
council member) Will Arnold said continuing to try to build our way out of traffic Congestion

and expecting a different answer is “insanity”

Sincerely,

Alan Hirsch

Yolo Mobility

Yolo TD Say More 1-80 Super Commuters Will Affect Local Affordable Housing Supply
3/5/2024: Davis Vanguard https://www.davisvanguard.org/2024/03/guest-commentary-
yolo-td-admits-i-80-will-effect-affordable-housing/

Arnold Calls 180 Widening ‘Insanity’ and Uses Caltrans CAPTI Policy as Proof 1/12/24 Davis
Vanguard https://www.davisvanguard.org/2024/01/guest-commentary-arnold-calls-it-
insanity-and-uses-caltrans-policy-as-proof/
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Dr. Susan Handy
516 Hermosa Place
Davis, CA95616

slhandy@ucdavis.edu
June 22,2023

Dear Chair Lee Ann Eager and Members of the California Transportation Commission:

| support CTC staff recommendation to not fund the Yolo 80/US 50 Corridor Improvement Project at
this time. | oppose this project based both on my expertise as one of the top transportation
researchers in the country and as a long-time resident of Davis.

Academic studies have convincingly and conclusively established that increases in highway
capacity lead to increases in vehicle miles of travel (VMT). The work by my team at the Institute of
Transportation Studies at the University of California, Davis shows that traditional methods for
evaluating highway widening projects consistently underestimate the increase in VMT that such
projects generate, thereby over-estimating their benefits with respect to congestion reduction and
under-estimating their impacts with respect to greenhouse gas emissions and other environmental
impacts. Increased emissions associated with the increase in VMT swamps any reduction in
emissions stemming from what will inevitably be a temporary improvement in traffic flow. In short,
highway widening projects are inconsistent with the state’s goal for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.

As a solution to congestion, highway widening projects are ineffective, as research as well as
historical experience demonstrate. This is true whether the project is a conventional lane or a
managed lane open to private vehicles. The only proven way to reduce congestion is to combine
congestion pricing with substantial investments in alternatives to driving, particularly high-quality
transit service. Investments in transit as a mitigation for the highway widening rather than a
replacement for it are also ineffective, in that the highway widening reduces the incentive to use
transit. Any attempts to mitigate the increase in VMT short of implementing a pricing strategy is
likely to fall short.

As a Davis resident | regularly observe traffic on 1-80 when bicycling to south Davis and when driving
to Sacramento at various times of day. Yes, traffic slows in Davis but it rarely reaches extreme levels
except on Friday afternoons. This level of congestion can only be considered a problem because we
have set unrealistic standards for travel time and because we have given people few alternatives to
driving. The solution is not to persist in a century-old approach that has proved unsuccessful time
and time again. The solution is a new way of thinking about transportation.

Susan Handy
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Caltrans’ Own Charts Show Expanded Transit
More Effective than Road Widening

https://www.davisvanguard.org/2023/10/guest-commentary-caltrans-own-charts-show-
expanded-transit-more-effective-than-road-widening-to-speed-travel/

Caltrans I-80 CMCP study shows upgrading Capitol corridor rail
service to 110 mph and 30 minute service is 15x a cost-effective as
freeway widening.

Rail upgrade to 100 mph 15x more cost effective than freeway widening: Caltrans Table 5.13
Source: Caltrans 1-80 CMCP Page 103

Note bottom line in chart: CC cap corridor scenario 4 is 3.05 vs 0.22 for best road widening
option scenario 3. HOT (Tool/HOV lanes)

This chart raises questions as to why full corridor rail transit alternative (not just buses in the
short segment within Yolo County) were not included in Yolo80 EIR study, particularly because 95%
of traffic on the Yolo Causeway begins or ends in Solano County and points west. In the below chart
Segment 6 is Davis and segment 7 is Causeway, but of course the rail upgrade (Scenario 4 CC)
needs to be analyzed for entire corridor (last line of table).
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New carpool lanes or HOT2+ and 3+ do not make freeway use more
efficient. Caltrans Table 5.3 Source: Caltrans CMCP page 95

Chart shows less than 1-4 % increase in carpooling if HOV lanes are added shift from (1.32-to
max 1.37 people in the average car). This is change in average vehicle occupancy between
current “no build” vs scenario 2 & 3 HOV and HOT scenarios). This mean the user of carpool
lanes are not due to a behavior change: they are “dates” or family or groups who were going
to travel together regardless of the existence of the lane. This mean HOV lanes have not
environmental advantage, they just add lane capacity to the freeway. Note also that “Carpool
only” is in practicality just a theory: With tinted window and enforcement minimal one can
believe this is just Caltrans justifying on paper building another lane- maybe to prevent shift
of money to a local transit agency. On highway 99 in Sacramento it was found 48% of
carpool lane users were single occupancy vehicles- so they become as congested as the
other lanes: there is no reliable automated way to enforce HOV lane usage.
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