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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC), project sponsor, through 
its Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) has identified US-101 as a priority 
within their region.  As such, this project proposes to accommodate future traffic 
demands on this route by constructing High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes as 
discussed in Section 7 of this report.  
 
The table below highlights some of the projects features: 
 
Project Limits 7 - VEN - 101 - 4.1/30.9 
Number of Alternatives 4 
Current Capital Outlay 
Support Estimate for PA&ED 

$14 million 

Current Capital Outlay 
Construction Cost Range 

$575- $2,000 million 

Current Capital Outlay  
Right-of-Way Cost Range 

$15 - >$100 million 

Funding Source TBD by VCTC 
Type of Facility 4-6 lane Freeway 
Number of Structures 18 – 39 (depending on the Alternative) 

Anticipated Environmental 
Determination or Document 

 Initial Study with proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (CEQA) 

 Routine Environmental Assessment with proposed 
Finding of No Significant Impact (NEPA) 

Project Development Category Category 4 
 
VCTC will seek State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funding for the 
PA & ED phase.  Funding sources for the anticipated capital costs have yet to be 
identified, but given the magnitude of this project, it is likely that funding would be 
comprised of a mixture of sources.  
 
The remaining capital outlay support, right-of-way, and construction components of 
the project are preliminary estimates and are not suitable for programming purposes.  
Either a project report or a supplemental project initiation document following the 
format of a PSR will serve as the programming document for the remaining 
components of the project.  A project report will serve as approval of the “selected” 
alternative. 
 
 

2. BACKGROUND 
 
US-101 is a major interregional route connecting San Francisco and Los Angeles.  In 
fact, it is the major coastal north-south route that connects the northern, central and 
southern areas of the State.  Regionally, US-101 connects Ventura County’s 
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communities and the neighboring counties, and is a part of local mobility and 
economic well being.   
 
From SR-23 (PM 3.11) to Chestnut Street OH on-ramp (PM 30.10), US-101 chiefly 
consists of three 12-foot wide mixed flow lanes (MFLs) in each direction and at spot 
locations there are 12-foot wide auxiliary lanes; the outside and inside shoulders 
widths vary from 0 to 10 feet.  Between SR-126 (PM 26.39) and SR-33 (PM 30.91), 
US-101 consists of two 12-foot wide MFLs in each direction.   
 
VCTC requested Caltrans to prepare this PSR-PDS; the corresponding cooperative 
agreement was executed in March 2013 (Agreement # 07-4976).  VCTC was specific 
in the Alternatives they wanted studied, as they are seeking to address future traffic 
demands within their region. 
 
 

3. PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
Purpose: 
By implementing HOV lanes, this project proposes to reduce congestion, improve 
traffic operations, and accommodate future traffic volumes in this area. 
 
Need: 
Due to the projected population growth for Ventura County, currently estimated at ± 
1% annually, it is anticipated that the forecasted traffic demands will adversely 
impact the level of service (LOS) along US-101. 
 
 

4. TRAFFIC ENGINEERING PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT (TEPA) 
 
The Office of Traffic Engineering North prepared a TEPA (Attachment B) and the 
findings with respect to the peak hour LOS are summarized below: 
 

Current 
(2012) 

Alternative 1 
(2035) 

Alternative 2 
(2035)

Alternative 3 
(2035)

Alternative 4 
(2035)

F0-F4 F4 or worse E-F1 D-E C-D 
 
The current (2012) and projected (2035) average annual daily traffic (AADT) is 
estimated at 140,000 and 173,000 vehicles respectively. 
 
The assessment indicates that “although auxiliary lanes are not to be considered as 
capacity lanes, they improve the operational capacity of the mainline through 
improved weaving, merging and storage for the off-ramps, thus eliminating 
bottlenecks and eventually elevating the LOS.”  In fact, if auxiliary lanes were 
implemented as a standalone alternative, the anticipated 2035 LOS would be E-F0. 
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The TEPA also indicates that detailed studies would be required in the future to fully 
assess the benefits of implementing auxiliary lanes independently or in conjunction 
with Alternatives 3 or even 4, as described in Section 7. 
 
 

5. DEFICIENCIES 
 
The data shown in the tables below illustrate current traffic volumes as well as 
accident information:  

  

 

 

 

Post 
Mile 

Leg Location Description 
Vehicle AADT 

Total 

Truck % 
of total 
vehicles 

Truck 
AADT 
Total 

3.11 B Junction SR-23 185,000 3.69 6,827 

3.11 A Junction SR-23 175,000 3.51 6,143 

7.89 O Wendy Dr 124,000 4.88 6,051 

12.30 O Pleasant Valley Rd 125,000 4.88 6,100 

13.85 B Junction SR-34 127,000 4.88 6,198 

13.85 A Junction SR-34 135,000 4.93 6,656 

22.01 O Junction SR-232 130,000 4.68 6,084 

22.73 O Junction SR-1 141,000 3.91 5,513 

R24.65 O Victoria Ave 116,000 4.26 4,942 

                                                 
1  A leg is given for each count location and is denoted by an A, B or O. For traffic volumes purposes, a 
highway intersection or interchange has two legs. According to ascending post miles (route direction) and a 
post mile reference at the center of the intersection or interchange, B = back leg, A = ahead leg, and O = 
traffic volume is equal for the back and ahead legs. 

2012 Traffic Volumes on 
California State Highway System 

Post 
Mile 

Location 
Description 

Back Peak 
Hour 

Back
Peak 

Month

Back 
AADT 

Ahead 
Peak 
Hour 

Ahead 
Peak 

AADT 

Ahead 
AADT 

4.06 Moorpark Rd        13,600     180,000   175,000   13,600    178,000    173,000 

7.89 Wendy Dr        10,800     144,000   139,000     9,900    134,000    126,000 

13.85 Junction SR-34        10,100     137,000   130,000   10,700    145,000    139,000 

19.17 Almond Dr         10,400     142,000   135,000   10,000    136,000    130,000 

22.01 Junction SR-232        10,300     138,000   132,000     9,800    128,000    121,000 

R24.65 Victoria Ave        10,100     132,000   124,000     9,500    126,000    116,000 

26.39 Junction SR-126          7,200       93,000     87,000     9,800    125,000    117,000 

28.45 Seaward Ave          9,800     125,000   117,000     9,900    123,000    115,000 

30.91 Junction SR-33          8,500     100,000     93,000     5,800      78,000      70,000 

2011 Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic on 
California State Highway System1 
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Post 
Mile 

Leg Location Description 
Vehicle AADT 

Total 

Truck % 
of total 
vehicles 

Truck 
AADT 
Total 

26.39 B Junction SR-126 86,000 5.45 4,687 

26.39 A Junction SR-126 116,000 5.53 6,415 

30.91 B Junction SR-33 92,000 6.38 5,870 

30.91 A Junction SR-33 68,000 7.84 5,331 

 
Given that US-101 within the project limits consists of mainly three MFLs per 
direction, then an analysis of the above suggests that the LOS during peak hours 
varies from F (vehicle operating speed < 29 MPH) to C (vehicle operating speed > 54 
MPH).  These values would be worse in the segments where there are only two MFLs 
per direction. 
 
If this project is implemented, it is anticipated that congestion would be reduced and 
the overall mobility of this corridor would be improved. 
 
The accident rates for US-101 within the project limits for the three-year period from 
July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2011 are generally lower than the statewide averages for 
similar facilities as shown in the table below: 
 

Direction 

Accident Rates Per Million Vehicle Miles (ACCS/MVM) 

Actual Rates Average Rates 

Fatal Fatal + 
Injury

Total Fatal Fatal + 
Injury Total 

Northbound 0.004 0.20 0.69 0.004 0.28 0.88 

Southbound 0.003 0.19 0.64 0.004 0.28 0.88 

 
The types of collisions and primary collision factors are summarized below: 
 

Type and Number 
of Collisions 

Percent 
(%) 

Primary Collision Factors 
(Other Associated Factors) 

Rear End  1,338 52 speeding and following too close 

Hit Object  676 26 improper turn 

Sideswipe  405 16 other violation 

Others  145 6 unknown 

Total  2,564 100  

 
During the aforementioned three-year period, there were a total of 2,564 accidents; ± 
50% of which can be considered to be “congestion” related accidents.  Thus, if the 
proposed improvements are implemented, then the overall safety within US-101 
should also improve as congestion related accidents would be expected to decrease. 
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6. CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION 
 

 District System Management Plan (DSMP) 
 
The District System Management Plan (DSMP) is a vital part of the System 
Planning process.  As a long-range (20-25 year) planning document, it describes 
how the transportation system will be managed, maintained and developed.  The 
DSMP for District 7 is currently being developed. 
 

 The Transportation Concept Reports (TCR)  
 
The July 2013 approved TCR takes into account all planned and programmed 
projects found in the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  
 
The TCR has the following recommendations for Segments 11 to 15 which 
correspond to this project’s limits. 
 

Segment # 
and Limits 

Existing 
Lanes in 

Each 
Direction 

Directiona
l Split 

2035 Baseline 
RTP 

(Both Directions) 

Total # of Lanes2 
Required to Attain: 

LOS “D” LOS “F” 

11 
SR-23N 
to SR-34 

3 
55.9 % 
SB PM 
Peak 

6 MFL 
8 7 

LOS F 

12 
SR-34 to 
SR-232 

3 
52.9 % 
NB PM 

Peak 

6 MFL 
7 6 

LOS E 

13 
SR-232 
to SR-1 

3 
52.2 % 
NB PM 

Peak 

8 MFL 
9 9 

LOS C 

14 
SR-1 to 
SR-126 

3 
50.4 % 
SB PM 
Peak 

6 MFL 
7 6 

LOS E 

15 
SR-126 
to SR-33 

3 
51.6 % 
SB PM 
Peak 

6 MFL 
6 6 

LOS C 

 
Based on this information, additional capacity would still be required in order to 
attain a LOS of D; if implemented, this project should improve the LOS. 
 

 Corridor System Management Plan (CSMP) 
 
The current (2010) CSMP for US-101 represents a thorough analysis of the 

                                                 
2 The “odd” figures shown suggest there are auxiliary lanes in both directions; these lanes are assumed to 
have ½ the capacity of standard MFLs. 
 
. 
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system performance and management options that can improve the current and 
future performance of the corridor and includes the portion of US-101 that begins 
at the Rice Avenue interchange in Ventura County to Winchester Canyon Drive in 
Santa Barbara County. 
 
The following is an excerpt from the CSMP: 
 
The main locations of congestion in Ventura County will be in the southern half of 
the corridor in the cities of Ventura and Oxnard.  Traffic analysis has identified 
these bottlenecks as:  
 
 The lane drop at the SR-126 interchange for southbound traffic will emerge as 

a significant problem for the corridor in the future.  
 

 Bottlenecks at Victoria Avenue and Vineyard Avenue for southbound traffic 
will continue in the future.  This congestion will be lessened because the 
bottleneck at SR-126 will reduce the flow of traffic to the south.  

 
 For northbound traffic, the main problems will be at Rice Avenue and 

Johnson Drive at the south end of the corridor.  The future congestion at these 
bottlenecks will restrict the amount of traffic that can get through, which will 
lessen congestion in the rest of the corridor in Ventura County.  

 
If implemented, this project would help alleviate congestion at these locations.    
Auxiliary lanes could also improve the congestion, but as stated in Section 4, 
further studies are needed to assess the benefits of auxiliary lanes.  
 

 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
 
The 2012 RTP for US-101 recommends the addition of a MFL at various 
locations in each direction from the Los Angeles/Ventura County Line to 
Moorpark Road.   

 
 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans 

 
The facilities that are modified or proposed in this project should be designed so 
as to take into account local and regional bicycle and pedestrian needs. 
  

 Complete Streets 
 
The Complete Streets Act of 2008 requires cities and counties to incorporate the 
concept of Complete Streets in their General Plan updates to ensure that 
transportation plans meet the needs of all users of our roadway system.   The 
facilities that are modified or proposed in this project should be designed so as to 
comply with this requirement. 
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The following projects on US-101 are in the vicinity of this project: 
 

Project  
ID 

Post 
Mile 

Project 
Scope 

Caltrans Milestones 

PA & ED 
M200 

RTL 
M460 

Contract 
Acceptance 

M600 

End 
Project 
M800 

0700000021 
22.0/ 
R24.0 

Widen 
Roadway and 
Bridges 

06/2001 12/2001 10/2007 07/2018 

0700000395 
22.0/ 
R23.7 

Planting and 
Irrigation 

06/2001 03/2007 04/2012 01/2014 

0700020160 
00.0/ 
12.6 

Replace PCC 
Slabs Cold 
Plane AC 

09/2005 07/2010 06/2012 01/2015 

0700020104 
12.6/ 
R37.0 

Place Hot Mix 
Asphalt 

08/2007 07/2010 05/2013 01/2015 

0712000100 
14.0/ 
21.0 

Trash TMDL 
BMPs 

04/2009 12/2014 10/2016 10/2017 

0700000542 9.1 
Upgrade Weigh 
Station 

02/2009 05/2012 10/2013 12/2014 

0712000117 5.2 
Modify Traffic 
Signal 

10/2012 09/2013 07/2014 08/2015 

0700000395 
22.0/ 
R23.7 

Planting and 
Irrigation 

06/2001 03/2007 04/2012 01/2014 

0700020160 
00.0/ 
12.6 

Replace PCC 
Slabs Cold  
Plane AC 

09/2005 07/2010 06/2012 01/2015 

 
 
7. ALTERNATIVES 

 
Four alternatives were analyzed in this PSR-PDS, and are discussed below. The 
design speed considered for these alternatives is 65 MPH.  Any of the three buildable 
alternatives should satisfy the need and purpose for this project.  Operational issues 
that were identified in the 2010 CSMP like weaving, high volume/diverging, lanes 
drops issues that are within the project limits would need to be studied in greater 
detail in the future and are considered to be beyond the scope for this document.   
 
As the project progresses through the project development cycle, the alternatives 
should continue to be updated, so as to comply with current High-Occupancy Vehicle 
Guidelines. 
 
Although a “Fact Sheet Exceptions to Mandatory Design Standards” is not needed for 
this project at this phase, the proposed nonstandard features for this project were 
discussed with the Headquarters Design Coordinator; each build alternative discussed 
below includes a Design Standards Risk Assessment. 
 
The cross sections and capital cost estimates for each of the following build 
alternatives are found in Attachments C and D respectively. 
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Alternative 1: No-build 
 
There are no costs associated with this Alternative, as it leaves the existing conditions 
as-is.  This alternative does not satisfy the need and purpose for this project and there 
would still be a future need to address the forecasted traffic volumes within this 
corridor. 
 
Alternative 2: Adds a nonstandard width HOV lane (see limits below) in each 
direction  
 
This alternative would use the existing median area to accommodate a new HOV lane 
in each direction.  In order to minimize widening and right-of-way acquisition, the 
existing standard lane and shoulder widths would have to be nonstandard at various 
locations.   
 
This alternative proposes the following cross sections: 
 
PM 4.1 to PM 14.8 PM 14.8 to PM 30.9 
1’ wide left shoulders 1’ min. wide left shoulders 
11’ wide HOV lanes 12’ wide HOV lanes 
1’ wide buffer between HOV and MFLs 1’ wide buffer between HOV and MFLs 
11’ wide #1 and #2 lanes 12’ wide #1 and #2 lanes 
12’ wide #3 lanes 12’ wide #3 lanes 
9’-10’ wide right shoulders 9’-10’ wide right shoulders 

 
So as to comply with the design speed, at several horizontal curve locations, the 
roadway will be widened as shown in the cross sections to improve the stopping sight 
distance in the vicinity of the HOV lane closest to the median/left shoulder (see 
Attachment C).  Right-of-way acquisition will be required for this purpose. 
 
As shown in the cross sections, the roadway will be widened at some locations by 
four feet in each direction (adjacent to the right shoulder) to accommodate standard 
width lanes and shoulders.  It is expected that this widening will occur within State 
right-of-way. 
 
This Alternative proposes to modify the on-ramps as needed to include a HOV lane 
and ramp meters; the proposed improvements should result in ramps that have 
standard width lanes and shoulders as well as standard acceleration lane lengths.  The 
off-ramps will also be modified as needed, so as to provide standard lane widths and 
shoulders and deceleration lengths. 
 
This alternative would require 17 structures to be widened and one structure will need 
to be replaced. 
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Design Standards Risk Assessment for Alternative 2 
 

# 
Proposed or 

Existing 
Feature 

Design Standard from 
Highway Design 

Manual Tables 82.1A 
& 82.1B 

Probability of 
Design Exception 
Approval (None, 
Low, Medium, 

High,) 

Justification for 
Probability Rating 

1 Existing 
Index 204.3 
Standard for Grade 

Medium to High 

See Attachment E 

2 Proposed 
Index 301.1 
Lane Width 

Low 

3 Proposed 
Index 302.1 
Shoulder Width 

Median: Low 
Outside: Low 

4 Proposed 
Index 305.1 
Median Width 

Low 

5 Existing 
Index 309.2 
Vertical Clearances 

Low to Medium 

6 Existing 
Index 501.3 
Interchange Spacing 

Medium 

 
The estimated right-of-way cost is $15 million. 
 
The capital construction cost range for this alternative is $575 - $690 million. 
 
Alternative 3: Adds a standard width HOV lane in each direction 
 
Although similar to Alternative 2, this alternative will require significant widening 
and right-of-way acquisition in order to provide a standard with HOV lane. 
 
This alternative proposes the following cross sections: 
 
PM 4.1 to PM 30.9 
10’ min. wide left shoulders 
12’ wide HOV lanes 
4’ wide buffer between HOV and MFLs 
12’ wide MFLs 
10’ wide right shoulder 

 
This alternative would require 23 structures to be widened and 14 structures to be 
replaced. 
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Design Standards Risk Assessment for Alternative 3 
 

# 
Proposed or 

Existing 
Feature 

Design Standard from 
Highway Design 

Manual Tables 82.1A 
& 82.1B 

Probability of 
Design Exception 
Approval (None, 
Low, Medium, 

High,) 

Justification for 
Probability Rating 

1 Existing 
Index 204.3 
Standard for Grade 

Medium to High 

See Attachment E 2 Existing 
Index 309.2 
Vertical Clearances 

Low to Medium 

3 Existing 
Index 501.3 
Interchange Spacing 

Medium 

 
The estimated right-of-way cost is estimated to be greater than $100 million. 
 
The capital constriction cost rage for this alternative is $1,375 - $1,650 million. 
 
Alternative 4: Adds two standard width HOV lanes in each direction 
 
This is identical to Alternative 3, except that it provides a second standard width 
HOV lane in each direction. 
 
This alternative proposes the following cross sections: 
 
PM 4.1 to PM 30.9 
10’ min. wide left shoulders 
12’ wide HOV lanes (2 lanes per direction) 
4’ wide buffer between HOV and MFLs 
12’ wide MFLs 
10’ wide right shoulder 

 
This alternative would require 23 structures to be widened and 16 structures to be 
replaced. 
 
Design Standards Risk Assessment for Alternative 4 
 

# 
Proposed or 

Existing 
Feature 

Design Standard from 
Highway Design 

Manual Tables 82.1A 
& 82.1B 

Probability of 
Design Exception 
Approval (None, 
Low, Medium, 

High,) 

Justification for 
Probability Rating 

1 Existing 
Index 204.3 
Standard for Grade 

Medium to High 

See Attachment E 2 Existing 
Index 309.2 
Vertical Clearances 

Low to Medium 

3 Existing 
Index 501.3 
Interchange Spacing 

Medium 
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This alternative requires the most right-of-way of the three build alternatives and the 
cost is estimated to be greater than $100 million. 
 
The capital constriction cost rage for this alternative is $1,630 - $2,000 million. 
 
Other alternatives studied: 
 
Since VCTC has expressed interest and plans to pursue a separate study to assess the 
feasibility of converting the proposed HOV lanes into High Occupancy Toll (HOT) 
lanes, a cursory analysis was conducted as it relates to the proposed alternatives and it 
was found that it would cost approximately $60 - $70 million (in 2013) to convert the 
HOV lanes proposed in Alternative 4 into HOT lanes sometime in the future. 
 
As suggested in the TEPA, operational benefits could be achieved by implementing 
auxiliary lanes, however detailed traffic studies would be required in subsequent 
project development phases to truly assess what is needed.  Nonetheless, the capital 
cost to implement auxiliary lanes as needed within this corridor is estimated at $120-
$130 million (in 2013). 
 
Should the need arise and pending funding constraints, the implementation of 
auxiliary lanes could be considered as a standalone alternative or could be 
implemented in conjunction with either Alternatives 3 or 4 for this project.  Although 
a standalone auxiliary lane alternative was not evaluated as part of the scope for this 
PSR-PDS, as determined by VCTC, it was considered in the TEPA. 

 
 
8. RIGHT-OF-WAY 

 
A Conceptual Cost Estimate – Right-of-Way Component was prepared (Attachment 
F), other right-of-way items are summarized below: 
 
Utilities: 
 
This project will have utility related impacts, the full extent of which should be 
identified during the next phase.  Nonetheless, the conceptual cost estimate includes 
utility costs. 
 
Railroad: 
 
Bridge No. 52-0237 L/R (West Ventura OH), which is used by Amtrak (Pacific 
Surfliner), poses a significant risk to this project near the downtown Ventura area.  
The feasibility to relocate/reconstruct this structure in order to accommodate any of 
the Alternatives discussed in Section 7 is not fully known.  Depending on the cost, the 
Alternatives may need to be modified in this area to fit within the existing physical 
constraints.  Further studies are needed during the next phase to determine what is 
feasible. 
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9. STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 
 
This PSR-PDS was developed at the request of VCTC which consists of a variety of 
stakeholders. 
 
Some of the efforts to involve VCTC included the presentation of preliminary 
findings of this document to the VCTC Board and to a VCTC Technical Advisory 
Committee in October 2013. 
 
VCTC staff was also given the opportunity to review this document which was 
prepared in consultation with VCTC and Caltrans staff to ensure that this document 
meets the needs of the project sponsor.   
 
In subsequent project development phases, other stakeholders will include: 
 
 California Coastal Commission 
 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 Railroad related entities 
 U.S. Dept of Fish and Wildlife 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 VCTC, Ventura County and the cities along US-101 impacted by this project 
 
 

10. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION/DOCUMENT 
 
The October 2013 Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report (PEAR) concludes 
that this project is expected to be classified as follows (Attachment G): 
 
 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): 

 
Initial Study with proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (ND) 

 
 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): 

 
Routine Environmental Assessment with proposed Finding of No Significant 
Impact 

 
 

11. FUNDING 
 
It has been determined that this project is eligible for federal-aid funding. 
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Capital Outlay Project Estimate (in $ millions) 
 

Alternative 
Range of Estimate STIP Funds Other Funds 

Construction Right-of-Way Construction Right-of-Way Construction Right-of-Way 

1 0 0     

2 575-690 15     

3 1,375-1,650 >100     

4 1,630-2,000 >100     

 
The level of detail available to develop these capital outlay project estimates is only 
accurate to within the above ranges and is useful for long-range planning purposes 
only.  The capital outlay project estimates should not be used to program or commit 
State-programmed capital outlay funds. 
 
Capital Outlay Support Estimate 
 
Capital outlay support estimate for programming PA & ED in the 2014 STIP for this 
project: $14 million. 
 
 

12. SCHEDULE 
 

Project Milestones 
Scheduled 

Delivery Date 
(Month/Year) 

Program Project M015 Spring 2014 

Begin Environmental M020 July 2017 

Circulate DPR & DED Externally M120 December 2019 

PA & ED M200 June 2020 

 
The anticipated funding fiscal year for construction is 2023/24.  Also see Attachment 
H (Project Schedule).   
 
 

13. RISKS 
 
Pursuant to District Directive 35 (DD-35), risk management activities were 
conducted; the resulting risk register is found in Attachment I. 
 

 
14. FHWA COORDINATION 
 

This project is considered to be a High Profile Project (HPP) in accordance with the 
current Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) Joint Stewardship and Oversight Agreement.   

TBD 
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A determination if the project will be considered HPP will be made during the PA & 
ED phase.  If the project meets federal criteria, then a Project Management Plan and a 
Finance Plan will be required. 
 
 

15. PROJECT REVIEWS 
 
Caltrans: 
Field Review Date 4/30/13  
District Maintenance  Paul Crispi Date  11/26/13  
District Traffic Safety Engineer  Kirk Patel Date  11/26/13  
Headquarters Design Coordinator  Karl Dreher Date  11/26/13  
Project Manager  Ravi Ghate Date  11/26/13  
FHWA  Josue M. Yambo Date  11/26/13  
District Quality Review   Date  11/26/13  
 
VCTC: 
 
Programming Director Peter De Haan Date  11/26/13  
 
 

16. PROJECT PERSONNEL 
 
Caltrans: 
 

Elaheh Yadegar 
Chief, Office of Project and Special Studies (OPSS) 

(213) 897-9635 

Rafael Molina 
Senior Transportation Engineer (STE), OPSS 

(213) 897-7945 

Duyen Luu 
Project Engineer, OPSS 

(213) 897-0092 

Ravi Ghate 
Project Manager 

(213) 897-5593 

Kirk Patel 
STE, Office of Traffic Engineering - North 

(213) 897-1825 

Karl Dreher 
Project Development Coordinator 

(916) 653-4937 

Tami Podesta 
Senior Environmental Planner - 
Office of Environmental Planning 

(213) 897-0309 
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17. ATTACHMENTS  
   
A. Vicinity and Location Map 
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Cross Sections 
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Capital Outlay Project Estimates 
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Project Study Report – Project Development Support 
Capital Outlay Project Estimate 

 
Dist - Co - Rte 7 - VEN - 101

PM 4.1/30.9

Program Code 40.50.075.651

Project Number 0713000249

Month/Year December 2013
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

Limits: From ± S. Moorpark Road (PM 4.1) to ± State Route 33 (PM 30.9) 

Proposed Improvement (Scope): Adds a nonstandard width HOV lane in each direction.1

Alternative: 2 
 

 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 

 
 
Total Roadway Items $ 472,000,000 

Total Structure Items $ 71,488,000 

Total Environmental Mitigation Items $ 15,000,000 

Subtotal Construction Costs $ 558,488,000 

Total Right-of-Way Items $ 15,000,000 

Total Project Capital Outlay Costs $ 573,488,000 

Use $ 575,000,000 
 
Cost Range  $575,000,000 - $690,000,000 
 
Note: 

The capital outlay project estimates provided are not for programming purposes.  The 
breadth of range is based on available information and reasonable assumptions.   

 

                                                            
1 This alternative proposes nonstandard width HOV lanes from PM 4.1 to PM 14.8 and standard width 
lanes from PM 14.8 to PM 30.9. 



Page 2 of 3 

I. ROADWAY ITEMS 
 

 
Average Cost per 

Lane Mile 
 

Number of 
Lane Miles

 Total Cost 

     

Total Cost $ 8,805,970 x 53.6 = $ 472,000,000 
 
Explanation: 
 
The Average cost per lane mile (above) includes, and may not limited to the following 
items: 
 
1. Earthwork 
2. Pavement Structural Section(s) 
3. Drainage 
4. Specialty Items 
5. Traffic Items 
6. Minor Items 
7. Mobilization 
  
 
II. STRUCTURE ITEMS 
 
Retaining Walls $ 15,800,000 

Structure Replacement/Widening $ 55,688,000 

Total Structure Items $ 71,488,000 
 
Explanation: 
 
The above figures were provided by the Division of Engineering Services and include the 
following: 
 
1. widen under-crossings  
2. new retaining walls 
3. replace over-crossings 
 
These figures include mobilization and contingencies. 
 
 
III. ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION 

 
Environmental Mitigation & Compliance $ 15,000,000 
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IV. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS 
 
 

Acquisition, Including Excess Lands,  
Damage to Remainders and Goodwill 

$ TBD 

Utility Relocation (State Share) $  TBD 

Total Right of Way Items $ 15,000,000 
 

 Anticipated Date of Right-of-Way Certification Dec. 2022/Jan. 2023 

 (Date to which values are escalated)  
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Project Study Report – Project Development Support 
Capital Outlay Project Estimate 

 
Dist - Co - Rte 7 - VEN - 101

PM 4.1/30.9

Program Code 40.50.075.651

Project Number 0713000249

Month/Year December 2013
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

Limits: From ± S. Moorpark Road (PM 4.1) to ± State Route 33 (PM 30.9) 

Proposed Improvement (Scope): Adds a standard width HOV lane in each direction. 

Alternative: 3 
 

 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 

 
 
Total Roadway Items $ 1,031,000,000 

Total Structure Items $ 204,800,000 

Total Environmental Mitigation Items $ 39,000,000 

Subtotal Construction Costs $ 1,274,800,000 

Total Right-of-Way Items $ 100,000,000 

Total Project Capital Outlay Costs $ 1,374,800,000 

Use $ 1,375,000,000 
 
Cost Range  $1,375,000,000 - $1,650,000,000 
 
 
Note: 

The capital outlay project estimates provided are not for programming purposes.  The 
breadth of range is based on available information and reasonable assumptions.   
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I. ROADWAY ITEMS 
 

 
Average Cost per 

Lane Mile 
 

Number of 
Lane Miles

 Total Cost 

     

Total Cost $ 19,235,075 x 53.6 = $ 1,031,000,000 
 
Explanation: 
 
The Average cost per lane mile (above) includes, and may not limited to the following 
items: 
 
1. Earthwork 
2. Pavement Structural Section(s) 
3. Drainage 
4. Specialty Items 
5. Traffic Items 
6. Minor Items 
7. Mobilization 
  
 
II. STRUCTURE ITEMS 
 
Retaining Walls $ 66,040,000 

Structure Replacement/Widening $ 138,760,000 

Total Structure Items $ 204,800,000 
 
Explanation: 
 
The above figures were provided by the Division of Engineering Services and include the 
following: 
 
1. widen under-crossings  
2. new retaining walls 
3. replace over-crossings 
 
These figures include mobilization and contingencies. 
 
 
III. ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION 

 
Environmental Mitigation & Compliance $ 39,000,000 
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IV. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS 

 
 

Acquisition, Including Excess Lands,  
Damage to Remainders and Goodwill 

$ TBD 

Utility Relocation (State Share) $  TBD 

Total Right of Way Items $ >100,000,000 
 

 Anticipated Date of Right-of-Way Certification Dec. 2022/Jan. 2023 

 (Date to which values are escalated)  
 
Explanation: 
 
The above figures were provided by the Right of Way Appraisals, and Planning & 
Management. 
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Project Study Report – Project Development Support 

Capital Outlay Project Estimate 

 

Dist - Co - Rte 7 - VEN - 101 

PM 4.1/30.9 

Program Code 40.50.075.651 

Project Number 0713000249 

Month/Year December 2013 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

Limits: From ± S. Moorpark Road (PM 4.1) to ± State Route 33 (PM 30.9) 

Proposed Improvement (Scope): Adds two standard width HOV lanes in each direction. 

Alternative: 4 

 
 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 
 
 

Total Roadway Items $ 1,122,000,000 

Total Structure Items $ 313,588,000 

Total Environmental Mitigation Items $ 90,000,000 

Subtotal Construction Costs $ 1,525,588,000 

Total Right-of-Way Items $ 100,000,000 

Total Project Capital Outlay Costs $ 1,625,588,000 

Use $ 1,630,000,000 

 

Cost Range  $1,630,000,000 - $2,000,000,000 

 

Note: 

The capital outlay project estimates provided are not for programming purposes.  The 

breadth of range is based on available information and reasonable assumptions.   
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I. ROADWAY ITEMS 
 

 
Average Cost per 

Lane Mile 
 

Number of 
Lane Miles 

 Total Cost 

      

Total Cost $ 20,932,836 x 53.6 = $ 1,122,000,000 

 

Explanation: 
 
The Average cost per lane mile (above) includes, and may not limited to the following 
items: 
 
1. Earthwork 
2. Pavement Structural Section(s) 
3. Drainage 
4. Specialty Items 
5. Traffic Items 
6. Minor Items 
7. Mobilization 
8. Stormwater Data Report Items (i.e. Design Pollution Prevention, Treatment, and 

Construction Site BMPs) 
 
 
II. STRUCTURE ITEMS 
 

Retaining Walls $ 108,710,000 

Structure Replacement/Widening $ 204,878,000 

Total Structure Items $ 313,588,000 

 
Explanation: 
 
The above figures were provided by the Division of Engineering Services and include the 
following: 
 
1. widen under-crossings  
2. new retaining walls 
3. replace over-crossings 
 
These figures include mobilization and contingencies. 
 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION 
 

Environmental Mitigation & Compliance $ 90,000,000 
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IV. RIGHT OF WAY ITEMS 
 
 

Acquisition, Including Excess Lands,  
Damage to Remainders and Goodwill 

$ TBD 

Utility Relocation (State Share) $  TBD 

Total Right of Way Items $ >100,000,000 

 

 Anticipated Date of Right-of-Way Certification Dec. 2022/Jan. 2023 

 (Date to which values are escalated)  

 

Explanation: 

 
The above figures were provided by the Right of Way Appraisals, and Planning & 
Management. 
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Design Standards Risk Assessment 

 
ATTACHMENT – E 



1 
 

Design Standards Risk Assessment 
 

Alternative 2 
 

# 
Proposed or 

Existing 
Feature 

Design Standard from 
Highway Design Manual 
Tables 82.1A & 82.1B 

Probability of 
Design Exception 
Approval (None, 
Low, Medium, 

High,) 

Justification for Probability Rating 

1 Existing 
Index 204.3 
Standard for Grade 

Medium to High  

2 Proposed 
Index 301.1 
Lane Width 

Low  
(location specific) 

There are many different proposed cross sections and site conditions within the project 
that need independent evaluation. R/W is available in many locations. The need for 
widening for bridges, shoulders & lanes are tied together. There will need to be 
compelling reasons for not widening to standards give the expected life of this project 
and the high volumes of traffic.  A more detailed accident and operational analysis, and 
restrictive conditions would be needed to be compelling. (see comments below re: 
safety) 

3 Proposed 
Index 302.1 
Shoulder Width 

Median: Low 
Outside: Low 

Median shoulder: same comment as above. Reduces shoulders will impact safety and 
operations. A detailed accident analysis will be needed to justify exceptions at each 
exception location. CHP enforcement will need additional widening. Proposed less than 
standard outside shoulders need a compelling justification. 

4 Proposed 
Index 305.1 
Median Width 

Low This exception is dependent on 301.1 & 302.1 

5 Existing 
Index 309.2 
Vertical Clearances 

Low-Medium 
Not enough information to evaluate. Bridges that are modified, have bridge hits, or are 
structurally deficient need to be considered for full standard retrofit or replacement. 
Other options many be available to increase vertical clearance. 

6 Existing 
Index 501.3 
Interchange Spacing 

Medium 

Not enough information provided to evaluate.  Non standard IC spacing will need to be 
justified and corrected if there is significant degradation to the mainline. Operation 
improvements may be needed at accident locations and operational constraint points 
(weaving, merging, etc.). 

 
 
  



2 
 

Design Standards Risk Assessment 
 

Alternative 3 
 

# 
Proposed or 

Existing 
Feature 

Design Standard from 
Highway Design Manual 
Tables 82.1A & 82.1B 

Probability of 
Design Exception 
Approval (None, 
Low, Medium, 

High,) 

Justification for Probability Rating 

1 Existing 
Index 204.3 
Standard for Grade 

Medium to High  

2 Existing 
Index 309.2 
Vertical Clearances 

Low-Medium 
Not enough information provided to evaluate. Bridges that are modified, have bridge 
hits, or are structurally deficient need to be considered for full standard retrofit or 
replacement. Other options many be available to increase vertical clearance. 

3 Existing 
Index 501.3 
Interchange Spacing 

Medium 

Not enough information provided to evaluate.  Non standard IC spacing will need to be 
justified and corrected if there is significant degradation to the mainline. Operation 
improvements may be needed at accident locations and operational constraint points 
(weaving, merging, etc.). 

 
 

Alternative 4 
 

# 
Proposed or 

Existing 
Feature 

Design Standard from 
Highway Design Manual 
Tables 82.1A & 82.1B 

Probability of 
Design Exception 
Approval (None, 
Low, Medium, 

High,) 

Justification for Probability Rating 

1 Existing 
Index 204.3 
Standard for Grade 

Medium to High  

2 Existing 
Index 309.2 
Vertical Clearances 

Low-Medium 
Not enough information provided to evaluate. Bridges that are modified, have bridge 
hits, or are structurally deficient need to be considered for full standard retrofit or 
replacement. Other options many be available to increase vertical clearance. 

3 Existing 
Index 501.3 
Interchange Spacing 

Medium 

Not enough information provided to evaluate.  Non standard IC spacing will need to be 
justified and corrected if there is significant degradation to the mainline. Operation 
improvements may be needed at accident locations and operational constraint points 
(weaving, merging, etc.). 
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Conceptual Cost Estimate – Right-of-Way 
Component 

 
ATTACHMENT – F 



State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

M e m o r a n d u m

To:        Rafael  Molina , Design Manager
Program and Project Management
District 7, Los Angeles Office

From:     Dan Murdoch, Office Chief
Right of Way Appraisals, and Planning & Management
District 7, Los Angeles Office

07-VEN-101-PM4.1/30.9
Project ID # 0713000249
EA: 29830K
Data Sheet ID NO:  ds587

A Field Review was conducted

Scope of the Right of Way

Right of Way Required

Number of Parcels

Type of Parcels

Land Area: Fee: Easement:

Displaced Persons/Businesses

Demolition/Clearance

Railroad Involvement

Support Costs
Cost Estimates

Capital Costs

Schedule
Right of Way will require 24 months to deliver a Right of Way Certification #1 from Final R/W Maps.  This estimate is based on a
Right of Way Certification date of  12/1/22.

8/16/20

Yes

>100

Suburban

Yes

Utility Involvement Yes

>$10,000,000

>$100,000,000

Planning was unable to define the project requirements or needs, which resulted in a lack of data to determine what the Right of Way impacts will
be.
Planning was unable to define the project requirements or needs, which resulted in a lack of data to determine what the Utility impacts will be.
No Capital Costs were provided to the estimator at this time for Utilities, therefore these costs were not included in this Conceptual Cost Estimate -
Right of Way Component.
No Capital Costs were provided to the estimator at this time for Railroads, therefore these costs were not included in this Conceptual Cost Estimate
- Right of Way Component.

Areas of Concern

Date:  10/23/13
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Preliminary Environmental Analysis Report 
(PEAR) 

 
ATTACHMENT – G 
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Project Schedule 

 
ATTACHMENT – H 



 

Project Milestones Scheduled Delivery Date 
(Month/Year) 

Program Project M015 Spring 2014 

Begin Environmental M020 July 2017 

Circulate DPR & DED Externally M120 December 2019 

PA & ED M200 June 2020 

Right of Way Certification M410 December 2022 

Ready to List M460 January 2023 

Project Advertise M480 April 2023 

Award M495 September 2023 

Approve Contract M500 October 2023 

Construction Begin - November 2023 

Contract Acceptance M600 March 2028 
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Risk Register 

 
ATTACHMENT – I 
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Advance Planning Study (APS) 

 
ATTACHMENT – J 
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List of Impacted Structures 

 
ATTACHMENT – K 



No. Post Mile Structures to be Widened
Railroad 

Involvement
Over

Water
City

1 10.21 Conejo Grade Sidehill No. 1:  52-0413

2 10.56 Conejo Grade Sidehill No. 2:  52-0414

3 10.74 Camarillo Springs Rd UC 52-0203

4 11.44 Arroyo Conejo Creek  52-0008 YES

5 12.76 Arroyo Calleguas Creek  52-0009 YES

6 13.75 Camarillo OH & Sep  52-0016 YES

7 18.78 Beardsley Wash  52-0164 YES Oxnard

8 R24.34 Montalvo OH 52-0017 L/R YES YES

9 R24.66 Victoria Ave UC  52-0439 L/R

10 25.97 Telephone Rd UC  52-0214 L/R

11 26.72 Main St UC 52-0168 L/R

12 27.25 Lemon OH 52-0020 L/R YES

13 29.45 Vista Del Mar Dr. UC  52-0152 L/R

14 29.54 San Jon Creek 52-0163 L/R

15 30.40 Figueroa St. UC 52-0231 L/R

16 30.59 Ventura Ave. Off-Ramp UC 52-0232 L/R

17 30.71 West Ventura Overhead 52-0235 L/R

No. Post Mile Structures to be Replaced
Railroad 

Involvement
Over

Water
City

1 7.02 Borchard Rd OC 52-0247 YES Thousand Oaks

Camarillo

Ventura

List of Impacted Structures for Alternatives 2

Alternative 2

Page 1 of 1



No. Post Mile Structures to be Widened
Railroad 

Involvement
Over

Water
City

1 4.53 Arroyo Sidehill. Viaduct  52-0411 L

2 4.58 Arroyo Sidehill. Viaduct  52-0411 R

3 4.71 N Arroyo Conejo Sidehill Viaduct 52-0412 R

4 6.92 S Branch Arroyo Conejo 52-0286S YES

5 10.21 Conejo Grade Sidehill Viaduct 1; 52-0413

6 10.56 Conejo Grade Sidehill Viaduct 2; 52-0414

7 10.74 Camarillo Springs Rd UC 52-0203 

8 11.44 Arroyo Conejo Creek 52-0008 YES

9 12.76 Arroyo Calleguas Creek  52-0009 YES

10 13.75 Camarillo OH & Sep  52-0016 YES

11 18.78 Beardsley Wash 52-0164 YES Oxnard

12 R23.07 Santa Clara River Bridge 52-0049 YES

13 R23.98 Montalvo Spur OH 52-0021 L/R YES

14 R24.34 Montalvo OH  52-0017 L/R YES

15 R24.66 Victoria Ave UC 52 0439 L/R

16 25.97 Telephone Rd UC  52-0214 L/R

17 26.72 Main St UC 52-0168 L/R

18 27.25 Lemon OH 52-0020 L/R YES

19 29.45 Vista Del Mar UC  52-0152 L/R

20 29.55 San Jon Creek 52-0163 L/R YES

21 30.40 Figueroa St. UC  52-00231 L/R

22 30.59 Ventura Ave. Off-Ramp UC 52-0232 L/R

23 30.71 West Ventura Overhead 52-0235 L/R

List of Impacted Structures for Alternatives 3

Thousand Oaks

Camarillo

Ventura

Alternative 3
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List of Impacted Structures for Alternatives 3

No. Post Mile Structures to be Replaced
Railroad 

Involvement
Over

Water
City

1 5.05 Lynn Rd OC Bridge No 52-0325

2 6.19 Ventu Park OC 52-0280 L/R

3 7.02 Borchard Rd OC 52-0247 YES

4 7.80 Wendy Drive OC 52-0266

5 12.30 Santa Rosa Rd OC 52-0204 (Pleasant Valley Rd)

6 14.13 Arneill Rd OC 52-0447

7 17.75 Central Ave OC 52-0270

8 19.17 Del Norte Blvd OC 52-0271 (Almond Dr OC)

9 20.08 Santa Clara Ave OC  52-0197

10 26.39 Jct 126 / 101 Sep 52-0224 F (S1011-E126 Connector OC)

11 29.89 Ash St POC 52-0218

12 30.01 Ventura UP 52-0178 YES

13 30.10 Chestnut St. OH On-Ramp  52-00217K YES

14 30.15 California St OC 52-0219

Thousand Oaks

Camarillo

Oxnard

Ventura

Alternative 3

Page 2 of 2



No. Post Mile Structures to be Widened
Railroad 

Involvement
Over

Water
City

1 4.53 Arroyo Sidehill. Viaduct  52-0411 L

2 4.58 Arroyo Sidehill. Viaduct  52-0411 R

3 4.71 N Arroyo Conejo Sidehill Viaduct 52-0412 R

4 6.92 S Branch Arroyo Conejo 52-0286S YES

5 10.21 Conejo Grade Sidehill Viaduct 1; 52-0413

6 10.56 Conejo Grade Sidehill Viaduct  2; 52-0414

7 10.74 Camarillo Springs Rd UC 52-0203 

8 11.44 Arroyo Conejo Creek 52-0008 YES

9 12.76 Arroyo Calleguas Creek  52-0009 YES

10 13.75 Camarillo OH & Sep  52-0016 YES

11 18.78 Beardsley Wash 52-0164 YES Oxnard

12 R23.07 Santa Clara River Bridge 52-0049 YES

13 R23.98 Montalvo Spur OH 52-0021 L/R YES

14 R24.34 Montalvo OH  52-0017 L/R YES

15 R24.66 Victoria Ave UC 52 0439 L/R

16 25.97 Telephone Rd UC  52-0214 L/R

17 26.72 Main St UC 52-0168 L/R

18 27.25 Lemon OH 52-0020 L/R YES

19 29.45 Vista Del Mar UC  52-0152 L/R

20 29.55 San Jon Creek 52-0163 L/R

21 30.4 Figueroa St. UC  52-00231 L/R

22 30.59 Ventura Ave. Off-Ramp UC 52-0232 L/R

23 30.71 West Ventura Overhead 52-0235 L/R

List of Impacted Structures for Alternatives 4

Thousand Oaks

Camarillo

Ventura

Alternative 4

Page 1 of 2



List of Impacted Structures for Alternatives 4

No. Post Mile Structures to be Replaced
Railroad 

Involvement
Over

Water
City

1 5.05 Lynn Rd OC Bridge No 52-0325

2 6.19 Ventu Park OC 52-0280 L/R

3 7.02 Borchard Rd OC 52-0247 YES

4 7.89 Wendy Drive OC 52-0266

5 12.3 Santa Rosa Rd OC 52-0204 (Pleasant Valley Rd)

6 14.13 Arneill Rd OC 52-0447

7 17.75 Central Ave OC 52-0270

8 19.17 Del Norte Bl OC 52-0271 (Almond Dr OC)

9 20.08 Santa Clara Ave OC 52-0197

10 21 Oxnard Bl (Route 1) 52-0454

11 26.39 Jct 126 / 101 Sep 52-0224F (S101-E126 Connector OC)

12 28.45 Seaward Ave 52-0434

13 29.89 Ash St POC 52-0218

14 30.01 Ventura UP 52-0178 YES

15 30.1 Chestnut St On-Ramp OH 52-00217K YES

16 30.15 California St OC 52-0219

Oxnard

Ventura

Thousand Oaks

Camarillo

Alternative 4

Page 2 of 2
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PSR-PDS Scoping Checklist 

 
ATTACHMENT – L 
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Storm Water Data Report (Cover Page) 

 
ATTACHMENT – M 
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