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I. Welcome, Self- Introductions and Opening Remarks 
 

Chairman John Moorlach opened the meeting, welcomed those in attendance, and 
asked for self-introductions.  
 
Chairman Moorlach provided a brief overview of the presentation that was voted on at 
the September 23, 2013 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Board 
meeting and thanked everyone for attending the meeting and introduced OCTA CEO 
Darrell Johnson.  
 
OCTA CEO Darrell Johnson gave an overview regarding the board meeting held on 
September 23, 2013. It has been 11 months since the OCTA Board selected Alternative 
1. During the past year, staff has kept Project K moving forward by awarding contracts 
to a public outreach firm, and is in the process of procuring a contract with Parsons 
Transportation Group for the program management as well as started right-of-way 
(ROW) agreements. We had a very successful legislative season with AB-401, 
sponsored by Assemblymember Daly (D, Anaheim), that would allow for the Design-
build procurement method of project delivery regardless of what alternative is chosen.     
 
Mr. Johnson explained that back in April 2013, the OCTA Board directed staff to 
analyze two concepts, Concept A and B. Mr. Johnson stated that there would be three 
speakers, Rose Casey to give a status of the project, Kirk Avila, General Manager of the 
SR-91 Express lanes and OCTA Treasurer, who will speak about the core financing and 
screening results from Concepts A and B and then he, would outline the project next 
steps, which would be based upon the recent board activities.   
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II. Presentation – Build Alternatives, Project History and Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS 

 

Rose Casey began the presentation by explaining the three Build Alternatives and the 

difference between the original cost estimates and the revised cost estimates due to 

proposed design variations. Alternative 1, which would add one general purpose (GP) 

lane going both northbound and southbound, was originally projected to cost $1.3 

billion. Alternative 2, which would add two GP lanes in each direction, was originally 

projected to cost $1.4 billion. Alternative 3, which would add one GP lane and one high-

occupancy toll (HOT) or express lane to be combined with the existing high-occupancy 

vehicle (HOV) lane as a two-lane express facility, was projected to cost $1.7 billion. Ms. 

Casey explained that these estimates were based on the scope included in the draft 

project report. Largely based on the comments received from the Draft EIR/EIS in May 

2012, the project team explored design variations, resulting in a revised cost estimate. 

These variations included eliminating the braided ramps along the southbound I-405 

between Magnolia Avenue and Warner Avenue to avoid business impacts in Fountain 

Valley, also truncation of Alternative 3 at Euclid Street to avoid reconstruction of the 

Fairview Bridge in the City of Costa Mesa. The project team reported the revised cost 

estimates on April 22, 2013: Alternative 1 is now projected to cost $1.25 billion, 

Alternative 2 is now projected to cost $1.35 billion and Alternative 3 is now projected to 

cost $1.47 billion. Ms. Casey noted that all of these estimates are based on the design-

build delivery method of procurement, which assumes construction to begin in 2015, 

with current estimates based on a 20 percent level of design. As the project moves 

forward, and the design advances both the project schedule and the cost estimates will 

be revised accordingly.  

Ms. Casey explained that planning for the I-405 Improvement Project has been ongoing 

for the past decade. The Major Investment Study (MIS) included thirteen alternatives 

that had significant right-of-way (ROW) impacts, including one alternative that required 

300 full residential acquisitions along the corridor. Since then, the project team has 

worked to minimize ROW impacts and currently, none of the three Build Alternatives 

require any full residential acquisitions. In 2005, the OCTA Board of Directors approved 

the MIS strategy to add one general purpose lane in each direction between Brookhurst 

and the I-605, which was the basis of Measure M2 Project K. In 2008, the Project Study 

Report (PSR) recommended two build alternatives to be carried forward into the 

environmental phase. This included Alternative 1, which would add one GP lane in each 

direction, and Alternative 2, which would add two GP lanes in each direction. In 2009, 

the environmental phase began and a third Build Alternative was added in January 

2009 by the Board. Ms. Casey explained that the introduction of the third Build 

Alternative was due to two factors: the economic climate affecting Measure M2 and to 

provide an additional alternative to increase mobility within the corridor. The Traffic and 
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Revenue studies were completed in 2010 and 2011 for Alternative 3. In the summer of 

2012, the Draft EIR/EIS was released, followed by four public hearings throughout the 

corridor. On October 22, 2012, the OCTA Board recommended Alternative 1 to be 

carried through to Caltrans. In April 2013, OCTA staff studied Concepts A and B as 

requested by the OCTA Board of Directors. Caltrans prepared a Supplemental Draft 

EIR/EIS in order to further examine the existing and future traffic flow in the City of Long 

Beach. The project team examined traffic impacts within the City of Long Beach 

including local streets and intersections, as well as the SR-22, I-405 and I-605 

freeways. 

The project team received 247 public comment letters, and e-mails during the 

circulation of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS. Comments received included inquiries 

regarding the fair share calculation, support for and opposition against a signal at the 

College Park Drive and Studebaker Road intersection and concerns regarding traffic 

impacts at the county line. Ms. Casey also noted that there were topics not directly 

related to the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS; these comments were regarding tolling, 

sound wall potential relocation along Almond Avenue in College Park East, as well as 

comments on the northbound Magnolia/Warner braided ramps in Fountain Valley, mass 

transit and light rail transportation solutions, and a letter requesting a direct connection 

from the I-405 to the SR-73 from the Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA).  

III. Presentation – Concept A - Feasibility  
 
Ms. Casey provided an overview of Concept A. Concept A, like all of the alternatives 

and concepts studied to date, adds one GP lane in each direction, but also includes a 

second GP lane in each direction and converts the existing HOV lane into a HOT lane. 

Concept A is similar to Alternative 2, as it adds two GP lanes but converts the existing 

HOV lane into a HOT lane.  

Kirk Avila outlined OCTA and Stantec’s Traffic and Revenue study regarding Concept 

A, explaining that a similar process was implemented when studying Alternative 3. 

Stantec provided an analysis of Concept A in comparison to Alternative 3. In the 

schematics provided by Stantec, the parameters of the project area are similar to that of 

Alternative 3. Similar to Alternative 3, Concept A has a dual express lane on the I-405 

between the SR-22 to the I-605. However, the difference between Concept A and 

Alternative 3 is that Concept A provides a single HOT or express lane between the SR-

22 to the southern terminus. Mr. Avila reminded the Policy Working Group (PWG) that 

Concept A includes the Measure M2 project, which adds one GP lane in each direction, 

with an additional lane which runs from Euclid to the SR-22. In addition, the southern 

terminus was moved from the SR-73 to Harbor Boulevard.  
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Mr. Avila explained the speed curve for Concept A which compares traffic volumes in 
the general purpose lane and the travel speeds in the general purpose lane. He 
emphasized that travel speeds range from 65-75 miles on the freeway during low 
volume, but as the volume of traffic in the GP lanes increase, the speed of the vehicles 
in the lanes drop. Consequently, throughput drops significantly when the general 
purpose lanes reach maximum capacity. Mr. Avila mentioned the concept of managed 
lanes can be useful in order to maintain throughput. The OCTA Toll Policy assumptions 
are largely based on existing toll policy from the SR-91, a policy that has been in 
existence for over ten years. It establishes trigger points to avoid congestion in toll lanes 
and rates can be adjusted up or down depending on traffic volumes. 
 
John Collins: Why are we utilizing the same methodology as we use for the SR-91? It is 
different in a couple of ways. The federal government says that if it goes below 45 miles 
per hour (mph) in those lanes, then it is outside of their parameters and you will not get 
any funding. The SR-91 is a special contract and agreement, so how can you use the 
same methodology?  
 
Darrell Johnson: The SR-91 doesn’t have a dedicated carpool lane, but if it did, then it 
would have the same degradation requirements. This is not about carpool lanes but 
about the toll policy assumption that OCTA uses to forecast traffic revenue. This is an 
assumption for a discussion on a decision point, but this could be changed, modified or 
adjusted depending on OCTA board policy. There will be a future discussion about 
whether we would have part time, full time, open access, closed access peak toll, 
weekends etc. All of those assumptions have different structures based on traffic, 
revenue and financing. But in absence of anything else, we used the SR-91 express 
lane toll policy. It is operating successfully and it’s recovering its debt. 
 

Diana Carey: No, originally this was for toll revenue.  
 
Darrell Johnson: No, it was for toll pricing and toll policy.  The toll policy is free flow. 
What Mr. Avila is talking about is Concept A which is different from Alternative 3; it does 
have higher tolls because the goal is free flow and not revenue. 
 
John Collins: They look pretty close though. 
 
Darrell Johnson: It is absolutely the objective of OCTA on the SR-91 express lanes to 
focus on corridor throughput. If the ultimate goal was revenue, then we would have a 
completely different pricing structure.   
 

John Collins: If I understand you correctly, then the same federal requirements that exist 
on the I-405 high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes exist currently on the HOT lanes for  
SR-91 of 45 mph?   
 

Darrell Johnson: The federal requirements are not based corridor by corridor, but based 
state by state. They are not any different. It’s the same requirement for high-occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) or HOT. We don’t have a problem on the SR-91, because we’re pricing 
the lane based on speed. We’re selling the 60 mph trip. 
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Kirk Avila: Peak tolls are either increased by $0.75 or $1.00; however, what makes the 

SR-91 toll policy unique is that there is also a mechanism to decrease tolls by $0.50. 

After the economy slowed down in 2008, there were decreases in ridership in the toll 

lanes. In addition, there were improvement projects in the corridor; additional capacity 

was added from the SR-241 and the SR-71. Based upon traffic volumes, there is an 

annual cost of living adjustment of 3% for non-peak hours and HOV 3+ can utilize the 

tolls for free. Forecasting for Single Express Lanes for Concept A mean that there are 

lower volume thresholds for a single lane facility, due to operational issues. Dual lanes 

allow drivers to bypass slower traffic or traffic incidents. Kirk Avila demonstrated that 

traffic has stayed at the same level over the last ten years on the SR-91 because the 

traffic was managed and priced to maintain a certain level of speed. But the shoulder 

hours have increased almost two times approaching almost three times during these 

off-shoulder periods. Mr. Avila attributed this to the fact that with the pricing mechanism 

during peak hours, non-discretionary or discretionary trips to those shoulder hour 

periods so that people are traveling in less congested time periods. For the I-405 

Improvement Project, Stantec used 1,550 as the maximum vehicle capacity as there are 

some operational issues, for slow vehicles in a single lane facility. But for the direct 

connector SR-22 and the I-405, the vehicles are limited to 1,550. The combination 

between the two areas has a maximum capacity of about 3,000 vehicles for that stretch. 

For that reason, tolls in that particular area are a bit higher. 

Mr. Avila compared Concept A’s peak toll rates and average toll rates for 2020 on an 

average weekday. Drivers traveling from the SR-22 to the I-605 during peak hours 

going northbound can expect to pay $11.58 and $6.96 going southbound. The average 

toll rate would be $6.31 going northbound and $4.99 traveling southbound. Estimated 

toll rates for 2035 show that the full length trip going northbound during peak hours 

would cost $15.07 and $9.38 going southbound during peak hours. Average toll rates 

going northbound and southbound would cost about $9.82 and $5.80 respectively.  

Michael Levitt: From 2020 to 2035, in 15 years, it could go from $11.00 to $15.00 with a 
very small living increase according to the figures, but can you take the same 15 year 
growth on the SR-91 from inception to today at peak? What is your peak rate on a 
Friday night?    
 

Kirk Avila: The current peak is rate is $9.55.    
 

Michael Levitt: I’ve seen $12.00 on the SR-91.  
 

Kirk Avila: It has never reached $12.00; the maximum it has reached is $10.25 a couple 
years ago before 2008. Our peak today is Friday from 3:00-4:00 p.m. at $9.55.  
 

Michael Levitt: When you opened it, what was the rate?  
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Kirk Avila: We [OCTA] did not open the toll lanes and the private sector opened them in 
1995. I don’t know the maximum rate at that time, but it was anywhere between $4.50 
and $5.00. 
 

Michael Levitt: So it’s doubled basically.  
 

Kirk Avila: It’s doubled based on the congestion of the corridor.  
 

Michael Levitt: Over how long of a period?  
 
Kirk Avila: It was over a 10 year period.  
 

Michael Levitt: In the presentation you are showing that it won’t double over a 15 year 
period but in real life, it doubled in a 10 year period but theoretically it won’t double? 
 
Kirk Avila: One of the differences it is that it doesn’t take in to account inflation. This is in 
2013 dollars. The change in the 15 year period would be minimal in today’s dollars.  If 
we did the same analysis on the SR-91, it wouldn’t double, it would be a little less.  
Diana Carrey: Also on the SR-91, you are really locked in. There are no other arterials. 
Also, have you calculated whether gas prices impact toll rates? Once gasoline hit $4 I 
am sure it had an impact on the SR-91. 
 

Kirk Avila: Stantec did not put the threshold at $4.00 under this analysis. However 
gasoline prices will have some impact on the price of the facility. Whatever that 
difference is, I don’t know. 
  

Diana Carey: As things get more expensive, drivers will be burnt out. There are lots of 
different ways to go through the I-405 corridor.       
 
Mr. Avila reviewed Stantec’s finding after generating the toll transactions compared to 
last year’s toll transactions regarding Alternative 3 in order to examine financing options 
for Concept A. Mr. Avila explained that Stantec found a 30-35% difference in toll 
transactions between Alternative 3 and Concept A. Revenue change between 
Alternative 3 and Concept A still show a 30-35% change initially, but due to growing 
traffic, the differentials are about 15%. Stantec made its own assumption on the toll road 
operating expenses to determine how much revenue would be generated in fiscal year 
2016 and 2017. Mr. Avila reminded the PWG that revenues would not be generated 
until 2021 under this concept as there will be a four year construction period. During this 
time, the project will be financed to pay for the interest during the four year period. Once 
revenue is generated, then the project can begin paying the principal on the debt. The 
results of this analysis showed that using the HOV 3+ scenario generates $163.3 to 
$186.6 million in toll road bond proceeds, but leaves a funding gap of $67.2 to $90.5 
million which requires non-toll road revenue funds. An HOV 2+ scenario for Concept A 
will not generate enough funding to cover even the beginning part of the project, as it 
will generate $3.3 to $7.4 million in toll road bond proceeds and will require the full 
amount of money for the project ranging from $246.4 to $250.5 million. 
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Ron Casey: Based upon all this analysis, people have been planning on this for quite 
some time. It is a great job and it shows a lot of statistics but it seems like you have 
been heading in this direction for quite some time. At least that is my perception.  
 
Kirk Avila: For the financing part of it? 
 
Ron Casey: From everything in terms of this concept of having toll roads on the I-405. 
 
Kirk Avila: Concept A started a few months ago and Stantec took a few months to 
generate the revenues with respect to the financing component. It took OCTA about a 
month to generate this information.  
 
Darrell Johnson: The OCTA Board action back in April 22, 2013 was to do a screening 
level analysis on Concept A and B. We’ve spent the last few months studying this 
extensively. 
 
Diana Carey: The action plan talks about the direct connectors to the HOV lanes. Are 
those additional monies figured in Concept A or Alternative 3? 
 
Rose Casey: Regarding the direct connector, Concept A does not include the direct 
connector. The original Alternative 3 does include the connector and was included in the 
original $1.7 billion cost estimate.  Truncation reduces the cost estimate to $1.47 billion. 
 
Darrell Johnson: Mr. Avila is nationally known for his type of work. The OCTA Board 
current toll policy states that state and federal funds will go to support Measure M2 
projects and that toll revenue projects shall be paid for exclusively with toll revenues. 
The reason we are going through all this is to try to understand a system that can be 
financed by toll users. The reason why we are doing this under Concept A and 
Alternative 3 is because our assumption is that we want these systems to be self-
financed and we want to do it in a way that is both operationally and financially feasible. 
The SR-91 express lanes are self-financing. It is important to understand how we can 
finance the project. 
 
Michael Levitt: A couple of things that bothered me about this is that we are talking 
about HOV lanes in the slides but they used to be called HOT lanes, high-occupancy 
toll lanes, and you started calling them express lanes, so that people don’t hear toll, and 
now you have them back to HOV lanes that are going to generate tolls. And HOV lanes 
don’t generate tolls, just the opposite. So from a public relations standpoint, it looks like 
you are misleading the public. The second item is that you already financed Measure 
M2, the upcoming expansion. So why are you telling us we have to do this to finance 
this? We’ve already financed the taxes. So why are we hearing this, why do we have to 
have tolls?  
 
Darrell Johnson: The policy discussion is HOT lanes, and what goes free – 2+ or 3+? 
The discussion here is HOV 2+ does not generate enough revenue. There are not 
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enough transactions to make toll revenue finance the lanes. So that’s the discussion. If 
we’re not making that clear, we need to make that clear. We have a plan to finance in 
place with the Measure M2 debt. We have not issued the debt. This would be a 
separate transaction to be rated separately, and financed separately from the Measure 
M2 debt transaction. Concept A would not be paid for or operated with any of the M2 
fees, it would be from the user fees from the tolls. 
 
Chairman Moorlach: The difference between 3+ and 2+ is that we’ve trained people to 
use the carpool lanes. Two riders in the carpool lanes make up 90% of the traffic. So, 
there’s your difference. If only 5% of the drivers in the carpool lanes are 3+, then they 
get to drive free and the rest have to pay. The issue is not so much the finance, but the 
people who are trained to drive together, but now they have to pay and decide “what’s 
the point of carpooling?” The issue now is how does that degrade the general purpose 
lanes? And that’s the math that we have to worry about.  
 
Gerri Graham-Mejia: What you’re saying is that the Measure M2 money goes to 
everything other than tolls? The tolls will be a separate project? 
 
Darrell Johnson: That’s correct. 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: The Measure M2 money, it’s going to deliver the Measure M2 
project. But in addition to that, the state and federal dollars that OCTA has control over, 
will also assist with delivery of Measure M2 project. It is not just the local sales tax 
money that will be building this project. 
 
Diana Carey: They couldn’t build it without the M2 funds. Also, I agree with Director 
Moorlach- the managed lanes should be operated in a way that doesn’t cause 
congestion in the general purpose lanes. I’m wondering how much total money are we 
are going to get for this thing because it is going to have an impact. And OCTA has said 
that they do need congestion in the general purpose lanes in order to have the toll lanes 
pay. 
 
Darrell Johnson: On this project, the funding program is $1.25 billion dollars for the 
Measure M2 project. That’s entirely made up of Measure M2 dollars. Initially, 
approximately $500-$600 million was allocated to the I-405 project. An additional $700 
million will be redirected from the SR-91 corridor to the I-405 corridor, by board action or 
action committee approval. The funding plan for the Measure M project is to use no 
state or federal funds for this project. We are using federal grant funds for the 
environmental document, but going forward it will be all Measure M2 funds.  
John Collins: Measure M2 would never have passed if it included tolls. 
 
Darrell Johnson: There are two strong opinions on tolls for Measure M2. Fifty per cent of 
the population doesn’t use tolls, they don’t understand it, and they don’t want it. The 
other 50% who use it feel that absolutely under no circumstance should the roads they 
love be congested. There is a love/hate relationship with tolls. It’s not a 70/30 ratio, it’s 
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50/50. The people who use the SR-241 or the SR-91 love it and don’t want to be slowed 
down.  
 
Michael Levitt: There’s no choice in the Alternatives. Why are you comparing the SR-91 
to the I-405? When you want to go from one end of the county to another, you have to 
take the SR-91. I don’t even know why we’re comparing the two. We’re talking about 
taking away a free lane and turning it into a toll lane.  
 
Darrell Johnson: We’re not suggesting that the SR-91 and the I-405 are similar at all. 
We have said that from Day 1. They are not the same. They have different concerns. 
But from a toll policy standpoint, to understand toll pricing, and financing, everyone in 
the country looks at the SR-91 express lanes as a way to do it right. And we think that’s 
a good starting point. Now, in my wrap up I was going to talk about what the next steps 
are and what we want for the future policy of the I-405. It doesn’t need to be the same 
as the SR-91. There are places in Northern California that are looking at open access 
and continued access, and may be at the end of construction in the next year or two. 
Those are policy decisions that have an impact on the financial ability to finance the toll 
functions. Those are going to be something we’ll need to talk about. As for the SR-91, 
the financial rating is very strong and the operational rating is very strong. People who 
use it are very satisfied. We’re not suggesting that the I-405 will do the exact same 
thing, but in the planning process it helps us understand it. 
 
Diana Carey: Please do not say it is 50/50 because it’s not. You have to look at the total 
of the people using a particular freeway. Sure, the people who use the toll lanes like the 
toll lanes. Please don’t say that because that 50% is not accurate, you have to look at 
the total usage of the road. Please don’t throw out these statistics. It makes us cynical 
and it is maddening. 
 
Gary Miller: Yesterday at the Board meeting, I made a point that the Measure M2 funds 
are being used to facilitate toll roads and that Measure M2 should go back to the voters 
because it is a major change. 
 
John Collins: That’s what I’m saying Gary. If we take it back to the voters and give them 
the outline of what’s going to happen whether we like it or not, then basically the voters 
will not want to be taxed more. 
 
 

IV. Presentation – Concept B - Feasibility   
  

Ms. Casey explained Concept B, which like all of the existing Build Alternatives, 

includes the Measure M2 Project K commitment to add one general purpose lane in 

each direction. Concept B will also add an additional general purpose lane in each 

direction. She explained that the difference between Concept B and Alternative 2 is that 

the second general purpose lane in the northbound direction will be truncated at the 

Valley View Street exit. Concept B was introduced primarily to avoid impacts to the 

Almond Avenue existing sound wall in the College Park East neighborhood and to 
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possibly address congestion at the Los Angeles and Orange County line. The project 

team evaluated traffic speed in Concept B and Alternative 2; the main finding of 

Concept B’s screening analysis is that south of Bolsa Avenue, the impacts of the lane 

drop at Valley View are minimal with a reduced speed of 1 mile per hour (mph). 

However, as traffic moves north to Goldenwest Street and Westminster Avenue, during 

the PM peak the impacts of the Valley View drop are considerable and the result is a 

reduced speed of 21 mph. Between Westminster and Valley View, the speed is reduced 

by 34 mph, moving from 59 mph to 25 mph. Between SR-22 and Seal Beach 

Boulevard, speed impact reduces to 5 mph because the Valley View Street exit acts as 

the bottleneck. Once drivers pass the Valley View Street exit, they would return to the 

traffic speed offered in Alternative 2. Ms. Casey stated that these analyses were based 

on data from the general purpose lanes, not from the HOV lanes.  

Ms. Casey stated that Concept B results in a significant bottleneck at Valley View Street 

and will likely disperse traffic to local arterials within the cities of Seal Beach, Garden 

Grove and Westminster. The traffic delays are significant in comparison to Alternative 2. 

Concept B would result in traffic delays approximately 47% higher than Alternative 2 in 

2040. Concept B will result in 2.4 million in annual delay hours compared to 1.7 million 

for Alternative 2. Annual cost of delay for Concept B is $27 million, compared to $18 

million for Alternative 2. Caltrans has indicated that they will not be supportive of 

Concept B. Rose Casey also provided a comparison of Concept B and Alternative 1 and 

concluded that southbound Concept B performs better than Alternative 1 due to the 

additional general purpose lane. Concept B also performs better going northbound to 

Bolsa Avenue due to the extra general purpose lane, but from Bolsa Avenue to I-605, 

Alternative 1 performs better than Concept B because the impacts of the lane drop at 

Valley View creates significant impact on all of the general purpose lanes.  

Mr. Avila explained the cost and revenues available in the toll financing amount for 

Concept B. Alternatives 1 and 2, Concept B and various toll alternatives were compared 

to analyze each option’s cost assumption, available Measure M2 funding, toll financing 

proceeds, total financing available and the funding gap for each Alternative or Concept. 

With Measure M funding available for Alternative 1, there is no funding gap to add one 

general purpose lane in each direction. For Alternative 2, Mr. Avila explained that there 

is a $100 million funding gap, while there is a $130 million funding gap for Concept B. 

From the toll alternatives, there is no funding gap for Alternative 3 with HOV 3. Concept 

A or HOV 2+ scenarios include some funding gaps which would require OCTA to 

provide additional revenues to finance those projects.  
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V. Presentation - Key Findings, Staff and Committee Recommendation, Project 

Schedule and Next Steps 

 

Rose Casey concluded that Concept A is feasible but the performance lags Alternative 

3 and requires additional funding, requiring a change in the current OCTA Board policy.  

Darrell Johnson: Requiring additional funding means three or four things. We have to 

look at other solutions within our transportation system, like federal Congestion 

Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds, or things of that nature, state transportation 

funds, federal grant or potentially look at some financing from the Federal Highway 

Association (FHWA). That would cross a line that we haven’t crossed before at OCTA 

which is to bring public transportation dollars into tolls. It’s a simple statement but it’s a 

big policy issue at OCTA. 

Ms. Casey also added that potentially the tolls from Concept A, as Kirk Avila explained, 

would be able to cover the cost for the HOV conversion into an HOT lane and possibly 

half of the cost for the general purpose lane. Concept B is not recommended for further 

study because it creates a significant bottleneck at Valley View Street in the northbound 

direction and Caltrans is not supportive of this concept. Rose Casey also noted that new 

performance requirements on HOV lanes may affect the overall strategy for the I-405 

corridor in terms of addressing HOV degradation.  

On September 16, 2013, at the Regional Planning and Highway Committee, a staff 

report presented three recommendations. The committee approved two 

Recommendations (A & C): to direct staff to continue the development of the I-405 

Improvement Project, Measure M2 Project K, which adds a single general purpose lane 

in each direction between Euclid Street and I-605, as approved by OCTA Board of 

Directors on October 22, 2012 and to direct staff to examine options for addressing 

high-occupancy vehicle degradation, including those that could be implemented in 

coordination with the I-405 Improvement Project. Recommendation B to preclude further 

study of Concept B was forwarded by the committee to the Board, but without a 

recommendation.  

On September 23, 2013 the Board carried forward from the Regional Highway and 

Planning committee two new Recommendations (D & E): to direct staff under 

recommendation C to analyze tolling policies and the use of potential excess toll 

revenue for use in improving public transportation in and near the project boundaries, 

and to direct staff to explore and coordinate with the TCA on solutions to resolve HOV 

degradation and opportunities to increase HOV capacity and connectivity between the I-

405 and SR-73, including opportunities for financial participation in transportation 

projects in the region. The Board approved Recommendation B on September 23, to 

preclude further study on Concept B.  
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Darrell Johnson reminded the PWG that the OCTA Board also directed staff to analyze 

toll policy and revenue within the I-405 corridor and to work with Caltrans  on a 

cooperative agreement for the entire project and how the toll facility will be developed 

and revenues will be allocated.  

Ms. Casey reviewed the project schedule and the next steps for the project. She noted 

the schedule is based on the assumption that the project is to move forward with the 

Measure M2 project Alternative 1 or another Alternative already studied in the Draft 

EIR/EIS. If the project were to move forward with Concept A, then the schedule would 

slip by approximately one year. Ms. Casey reminded the PWG that after the Board 

makes its recommendation, the Project Development Team (PDT) which includes 

Caltrans, would select the preferred alternative to build. She acknowledged that the 

Board selected Alternative 1 as its recommendation in October 2012, but since the 

Board has asked the team to come back within 60 days with the additional study, the 

plan now is that the project will be presented to the Board once again, and then the PDT 

will make select its preferred alternative in late 2013. After the preferred alternative is 

selected, the project team will distribute soundwall surveys and hold meetings for 

occupants along the corridor. The objective of the soundwall meetings will be to explain 

the surveys and to collaborate with the community to determine the location and height 

of the soundwalls. Assuming that AB 401 is approved, effective January 2014, then the 

Final EIR/EIS will be complete in May 2014, which will include comments and 

responses from all public comments received from the Draft EIR/EIS and the 

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS released in June 28, 2013. Ms. Casey noted that AB 401 

passed from California legislature on September 12, 2013 by a 60 to 4 vote. If the 

project has design-build authority, the procurement will begin spring of 2014, with the 

Request for Qualifications (RFQ) being issued in March 2014, the Draft Request for 

Proposal (DRFP) will be issued August 2014, and the Request for Proposal (RFP) will 

be issued January 2015. Construction is projected to begin August 2015 to late 2019. 

Alternative 1 is expected to take four years to complete whereas Alternative 3 would 

take up to four and a half years, with construction ending around 2019 or 2020.  

 
VI. Discussion  

 
John Collins: One of the main things on our agenda when the PWG formed a few years 
ago was to come up with a locally preferred alternative (LPA), present that to OCTA and 
hopefully have it considered. Several months ago, we came up with Alternative 2 as our 
LPA, two free flowing lanes in each direction. That alternative was never presented to 
the OCTA Board of Directors. I know Darrell was not here then, but that was never 
presented and that irritated me an awful lot. Now I hear that it doesn’t matter what the 
PWG wants to do, it’s Caltrans that will dictate to us what will happen. Why are we 
meeting and why are we going to do all of this if we aren’t going to have anyone 
listening to us? I value Chairman John Moorlach’s opinion and direction extremely 
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highly. He’s been a good representative of his constituency, and I want to ask, John, 
why are we meeting? 
 
Chairman Moorlach: I don’t know. I’m with you John. I just have to be careful about what 
I want to say. To have someone compare Concept B to Alternative 2, as opposed to 
Alternative 1 is intellectually dishonest and manipulative. You’ve added a lane. That I 
think is clever if you’re trying to cram something down, but it’s disingenuous. We know 
the history; we’ve been here for the whole six years. The issue was Westminster. We 
brought Westminster into the fold and were successful in making some changes to the 
project. In the meantime, we get a bait and switch, then we get MAP-21, then the 
degradation study, then we hear that Caltrans doesn’t like Concept B. Who cares? I find 
it offensive, so I’m with you John. I don’t even know why. Do we still meet after this?  
 
James Pinheiro: First of all I’d like to say that we’ve listened to everything you’ve had to 
say. Caltrans has made it a point to be at every meeting. We’ve had personal meetings,  
public meetings, we’ve listed to input, we’ve modified the project, we’ve heard concerns 
about parking spaces, ROW takes, walls, everything you’ve said, we’ve listened  to very 
carefully. We’ve worked closely with OCTA staff and local stakeholders to try to resolve 
these issues and come up with solutions that will work. We also have a responsibility to 
make sure we’re trying to promote all users to agree to the most effective solution in this 
corridor. We’re focused on moving as many people as we can through the corridor, 
reducing travel time and improving trip reliability for everyone who uses this corridor 
including the locals and the people who travel through the region.  We want to make 
sure everyone understands what those best solutions are for everyone. We want to 
ensure optimal safety conditions for all users, not just local users and not just for people 
coming through the corridor. I don’t know how much more interest we can show and 
how much more participation we can have to come up with solutions and work with 
OCTA to do the right thing for the corridor. We have a huge stake in this. We’ve got long 
term liability for the system. We have the duty to work with the FHWA to make sure 
those HOV lanes continue to operate at acceptable levels. Even if you took the 
degradation requirement away, you would still have a problem of demand exceeding 
capacity in those lanes. We want to make sure we move as many people as we can. I 
hope you don’t walk away from this feeling like Caltrans isn’t listening and doesn’t care, 
because we do. 
 
John Collins: I have not seen any manifestation of any of the things that we’ve brought 
to the table. Where does the money go once the tolls are collected? Obviously it needs 
to pay back any borrowed money. From what I read from the newspaper and you can’t 
believe everything you hear from the newspaper, is that this money goes to the State of 
California, not to Orange County. The money won’t be coming back to this facility or any 
other facility whether it’s Brookhurst or Euclid or whatever other facility because the 
State of California is going to invest it some other place. 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: What you read on the newspaper is under the premise that the 
State initiates and constructs a toll lane on its own. The State has to do something to 
remedy degradation and to improve performance in the HOV system. One of the 
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options is to move towards 3+ and convert to HOT lanes. That is one option that we will 
be looking at. If that is the case and we have to do that on our own because our 
regional or local partners don’t want tolling, there is a likelihood that any toll revenue 
could go elsewhere. Now there are existing statutes that govern where toll revenue 
goes. That being said, legislation can be changed, In that context, we want to work 
together now to keep that revenue local and in this county.  
 
John Collins: I understand that, but you’re giving us parameters that can go one way or 
another, and I’m going to assume it’s going to go another, meaning we won’t be seeing 
that revenue in our corridor. My guess is that people in Sacramento will want to build 
things with that money. I don’t know if that will be the case. But the first time I heard that 
was in the paper and we have never discussed that here. 
 
Darrell Johnson: Mr. Levitt mentioned the SR-91 earlier and asked why we keep talking 
about the SR-91. The SR-91 is a great example. OCTA invested every single dollar 
back into that facility to pay off the debt and widen the freeway. That’s 16 new lane 
miles on the SR-91 corridor that would not have been possible without the revenue from 
the SR-91 express lanes. The State of California does not get a dime; we get the 
revenue, as we should, we make the payments, we pay for maintenance and we take 
the risk. If a regional agency steps up and takes the risk, then – 
 
John Collins: This is two different things. You said when OCTA bought it, OCTA owns it. 
They don’t own this. Caltrans owns this. 
 
Darrell Johnson: The outcome is the same. Going towards an agreement with Caltrans, 
will be a franchise or lease agreement or a highway agreement and we will take the 
revenue risk and we will take the revenue benefit. Let me get to Chairman Moorlach’s 
question on whether or not this group should meet. I believe you absolutely should 
meet. We are faced with how we invest excess toll revenue. OCTA can do whatever we 
want with it, or consult with our Board or representatives on what other benefits can be 
added to the corridor. 
 
John Collins: Well, if Caltrans wants something, that’s what it will be. 
 
Darrell Johnson: I asked Rose to put slide 3 back up because I am very concerned that 
you don’t think we’ve listened. This project would be different if we didn’t listen. We’ve 
started the MIS in 2003, no one required us to do that. We’ve screened our alternatives 
down to 3. OCTA offered to take the direct connector out, TCA wants to put it in. We’ll 
need to have that conversation. We’ve listened about the Fairview Bridge and parking in 
Westminster. We’ve listened about many things. We can’t solve all the problems, but if 
we did not listen, you would have a completely different project. 
  
John Collins: I’ve talked to some of the Board members and they didn’t know this 
committee met. They didn’t know that we chose an LPA. They were never advised. And 
I know you were not CEO at the time, but the OCTA Board was never advised that the 
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PWG voted to choose Alternative 2 as the LPA. A lot of people didn’t even know what 
we were doing. 
 
Diana Carey: In 2005, Alternative 3 was rejected and now it is back in. We’re the ones 
that said what about the braided ramps? What about the Fountain Valley Bridge? You 
keep talking about parking in Westminster? The intersection of Bolsa and Goldenwest 
was 8 feet higher. We could only put a crosswalk on two sides of it. We sat down and 
hammered that out. The fact that the cost is down is kudos to our engineers. And you’re 
supposed to be working with us. What is so irritating is that at our Council meeting last 
week, Mr. Slater came and asked the City of Westminster not to hand in our letter and 
not to do a resolution because we just don’t understand managed lanes and Caltrans 
can do continuous access and that we should just go away. At Monday’s Technical 
Working Group Meeting, OCTA and Caltrans were arguing about implementation of 
HOT lanes, methods of operating, and there was a disagreement over future funding. 
Are our tolls on our lanes going to go to pay the debt for SR-73? All of these inter-
jurisdiction issues need to be squared away before construction. We still don’t know 
what is happening at the County line on the north side. You’re creating another I-5 
northbound. We’re all sick to death to hear that you’re talking to Caltrans in Long Beach. 
What I’m hearing is that they’re studying it. How many years has it been on the I-5 
northbound? 20 years that we’ve been studying it? As John said, we’re looking at a big 
backup. We want to know about that and we ask but we don’t get any answers. I asked 
point blank about the Fairview Bridge and you said it won’t come down unless we get 
Alternative 3. There are huge issues that you are asking us here in this room. My big 
wish list is let’s get everything squared away between Caltrans and OCTA before we 
give you a wish list of what we want. We voted here about what we want; don’t ask us 
for our opinion. Now we’ve got 1.5% vehicles that are triggering the degradation study? 
Caltrans, I’ve been in these meetings since 2005 and Caltrans never says anything and 
the MTA never comes to these meetings. Is the MTA here anyway? 
 
Christina Byrne: MTA usually attends the Stakeholder Working Group meetings. 
 
Diana Carey: Is there or is there not anyone here today? 
 
Christina Byrne: Not today, but they come to the Stakeholder Working Group meetings 
typically, not the Policy Working Group. 
 
Diana Carey: Well then they just started to come because Long Beach didn’t come and 
the Gateway Cities didn’t come until I got Patrick O’Donnell on the phone and told him 
he needs to come. 
 
Mark Lewis: Considering the PWG LPA is Alternative 2, how viable of a solution is 
Alternative 2? How long of a solution is that? If you build that, and it’s viable for ten 
years, maybe that’s when you introduce tolls? It’s just another perspective. 
 
James Pinheiro: I think the concept of latent demand is a tough one, because if a lane 
gets available, the latent demand is real but hard to quantify but is based on individual’s 
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decisions. We have to look at what is the best solution to moving the most amount of 
people and improving the travel time for the most amount of drivers and we have to look 
at all users. 
 
Niall Barrett: For Alternative 2 in the year 2020, all the general purpose lanes will have a 
level of service F, same for Alternative 1 and 3. The only one that won’t have that level 
is the express lanes. 
 
Rose Casey: Mark, regarding your comment, any of the two lane alternatives maximizes 
the existing ROW. Anything beyond that will impact homes. That was something we 
heard loud and clear during the MIS phase, and our team responded and we were able 
to get two lanes in with minimal ROW impacts. We listened and we responded. 
Anything beyond 2 or any two lane alternatives will impact ROW and in MAP 21 we 
can’t convert an existing free lane into a toll lane without adding another general 
purpose lane. 
 
Jim Beil: The only option left is the conversion of a single HOV to an HOT lane, 
presented in Concept A.  
 
Gary Miller: Concept B, which was voted down, is still an improvement to the  
I-405. Someone is making that judgment for you. If the issue is the congestion caused 
by the lane drop, it’s by far no comparison to the congestion at the county line as Diana 
had said. In addition, what Matthew Harper, Mayor Pro Tem in Huntington Beach has 
suggested to do an Alternative 2 and convert one of those lanes into HOV. I’ve 
suggested doing Alternative 3, but having HOV lanes instead of HOT lanes. There are 
two issues with that: there are not sufficient funds for it and I think OCTA will tell you 
that. Secondly, both of those concepts would have to have its own EIR process, which 
will cost another $40 million because we’re delayed by another year. Concept B will 
have to improve the freeway, just not as much as the other Alternatives. 
 
Diana Carey: The corridor cities are meeting next Monday at 2p.m. in Westminster. The 
location is not set at this time. 
 
Gerrie Graham-Mejia: I just have a question. It’s my first time here and it’s a bit 
overwhelming. Whether or not this local group has a preferred recommendation, 
Caltrans can choose to do whatever they want, is that correct? 
 
Chairman Moorlach: That is a fair perception. Perception would be reality. 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: We’ve always strived to base our decision on consensus. We 
always strive to work with our regional partners, Caltrans and the PDT to come to a 
consensus on a solution. Although that is our goal and what we strive to do, it is not 
always a guarantee. The state does have some other pressures that we’re dealing with, 
and it’s not just the state, it’s also our regional partners. That pressure is MAP-21. It’s 
not meant to be a scare tactic, it’s a reality. I believe the feds will work with us, but they 
won’t work with us for 15 years; they want to see immediate improvements and action. 
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The state will not risk losing large amounts of federal dollars because we can’t come to 
a consensus. 
 
Gerri Graham-Mejia: But, didn’t we already come to a consensus? That is where I’m 
getting confused. 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: I don’t believe so, because at the time that decision was made, I 
don’t believe that Caltrans met with this group and talked about MAP 21, or 
degradation. I want to clarify that I mean degradation not in the context of MAP 21 and 
the requirements. Our HOV system is breaking down; it has been for years. We’ve been 
studying this since 2005. It continues to degrade year in and year out. 
 
John Collins: What do you mean degrade? 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: We have more demand than we have capacity. 
 
Gerri Graham-Mejia: You’re saying the HOV is failing, so we want to create a HOT or 
express lane to charge people to push some of that traffic out of those lanes into the GP 
lanes. Is that correct? 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: No. What we want to do is to find a way to continue to work with our 
regional partners to maintain some sort of performance criteria in the system. The 
department has not dictated that the final solution is HOT lanes. Additional HOV 
capacity would remedy our issues and many others throughout our county. But we don’t 
have an unlimited checkbook. A lot of those State and Federal dollars are committed to 
transportation projects that we agreed to and the voters of Orange County voted to see. 
 
Gerri Graham-Mejia: I think the people in Orange County have already been a great 
partner. They already agreed to impose a tax on themselves to keep the infrastructure 
up to par. Now we’re going to double dip and tell them that they have to pay more to 
potentially use that lane. In addition to that, make sure you take into consideration there 
are going to be people in this economy who can’t afford toll lanes but need to travel 
through the corridor, and they will drive on our local arterials and go through our streets. 
What about the degradation to our streets? That seems like something that is not being 
considered at all. You need to think about the fact that the Board is already supportive 
of an Alternative, they’ve met with you several times, they’ve given you a 
recommendation and whether or not things were considered at the time, they should 
have been. I don’t know why there is this two tiered thing going on where they make a 
decision and you add more information on top of that. I think that it is a betrayal to 
taxpayers and to ask them to pay to use the roads that they are already paying for. 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: We don’t have enough money in this county and in this state to 
meet the needs of all of our transportation concerns. The California Transportation 
Commission (CTC) talked about what the ten year need was statewide. It was a $300 
billion shortfall over a ten year period. This figure included all of the self-help county 
funds. The state has funds for operation to maintain our systems. We have $7.2 billion 
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statewide. The amount of money we have to fill pot holes, restripe and put safety 
permits is $2 billion. That’s about $5.2 billion a year shortfall. I understand that this 
county would be in a worse shape if it weren’t for Measure M2 and I made that very 
clear that we are very fortunate. Measure M and Measure M2 does not meet the needs 
of this county. I disagree when I hear that things are “up to par” it will only continue to 
get worse. I understand your perspective, I appreciate it, but I think we need to talk 
about facts. The fact is that we do not have enough dollars to maintain the system we 
have. We say that the department should have known about degradation. You’re right. 
We could sit here and think about all the things we could have done. The reality was, a 
lot of us looked at MAP 21 and how it merged different funding pots and many of us did 
not have our eyes on the ball. We do now, and we’ve tried to be proactive since I’ve 
come back down to this county to talk about it. We’ve offered to meet with local 
jurisdictions to talk about it. I’m a little taken back by your comments. The department 
has been vocal and it is not the case that we just sit here and not say anything. We 
have offered to meet with corridor cities, we’ve met at the RPH meetings and the Board 
meetings. We’re trying to understand the local perspective but I’m asking you for the 
same deference in understanding the state’s perspective. 
 
Diana Carey: We now have to come up with a final plan in 180 days because of the 
degradation study. You are not on the same page as OCTA. So this has been a very 
short term process. What it looks like to us is that you wanted tolls from the beginning 
and when we did not go along with that, now we have this MAP 21 and now we have to 
come up with a decision for the entire county within 180 days. That is maddening and it 
should have come up before. In our meetings, they’ve stated that they’ve known about it 
since 2007. If that were the case, we should have brought that forward.  
 
Chairman Moorlach: The degradation study is new to this group; it’s barely a year old. 
Some of the questions I was asking Darrell yesterday was how important is Project K to 
this group? Do we need that lane, or do we try to convince our Board to wait a year or 
two. We have been told the reason to move forward is inflation. I don’t think inflation and 
rising cost is a legitimate argument. Maybe we back off and have Caltrans implement all 
of their degradation improvements throughout the entire county. Maybe OCTA thinks 
about whether or not we build a HOV lane to the San Diego border from San Clemente? 
Maybe we take a step back and think about this “barely a year old” insertion into our 
lives. How important is the lane to you? You’ve waited long already; want to wait a little 
longer? 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: Is waiting a good option for those who use the I-405 everyday? 
370,000 trips a day are sitting in traffic on that corridor. John, I understand this is a 
tough decision, these are hard conversations. But this is a regional issue and we are a 
regional player in mobility. We owe it to the drivers in that system to try and make 
improvements if we can. We should not be sitting here delaying decisions because we 
can’t come to some philosophical decision on whether or not we should toll.At the very 
least, the promise of Measure M2 is still a valuable improvement to the corridor. Let’s 
make a tough choice. Let’s not take the punt option. 
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Chairman Moorlach: That would be great if we were working together. It doesn’t feel 
that way. If you need to do something in District 12 and the rest of the state because of 
MAP 21, then why don’t you do it? 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: We are forced to make a decision by the feds. I agree with what 
others are saying about the 180 days is not reasonable and not a good course of action. 
The feds get that. They understand these things take time. The department is working 
with OCTA to engage the feds to explain that to them. If we are forced to change 
occupancy in our HOV lanes, what that means for commuters is that 95% of the 
vehicles in that lane are being pushed to general purpose lanes, further degrading the 
general purpose lanes. This means more hours of delay for more drivers on the I-405. 
The next course of action for us is to change occupancy and think, should we just toll to 
offset that degradation. That brings us back to the same policy discussion at that point. I 
don’t think it’s best for the commuters on the I-405 and the business committee, for the 
state to rush to a decision without working with you and OCTA.  
 
Chairman Moorlach: You’re telling us that putting two lanes on the I-405 with Alternative 
2 is unacceptable. I don’t understand. How can you make the argument for one lane 
when we can have two. We are widening the bridges for you to build the toll lanes. 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: I am trying my best to articulate where Caltrans stands. Continuing 
to use general purpose lanes is not something we can do in the foreseeable future. How 
do we manage congestion? We shouldn’t be looking to widen our footprint anywhere we 
can. Six lanes is a huge impact to all of your residents and businesses. Voters said 
don’t do it. What can we do? Do we toll or do we not toll is a tough policy decision and 
political decision. We’re talking about managing congestion. HOV lanes also help with 
managing congestion. We are trying to get an answer to how else can we manage the 
system. These are tough conversations. I’m willing to sit with any of you to explore what 
other options are out there. We’ve done a great job in this county with Measure M. But, 
there’s more to do. 
 
John Collins: If we had two general purpose lanes, it would have to improve traffic to 
some degree. And then five or six years down the road, if we have a problem, then we 
can change one of those general purpose lanes into an HOV lane or whatever. We can 
make that decision. If we add two lanes now, the congestion will be lessened. But we 
have the opportunity to see what will happen. To me that is the best progressive option. 
If we have two general purpose lanes, it gives us the option to change something later 
on without adding another lane. I would say adding two lanes is the best and most 
prudent way to tackle this. 
 
Chairman Moorlach: Who gets the money from the tolls? Why don’t you do what you 
have to do, and then when you’re done then we can decide what to do. 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: We’re not doing this in a vacuum. We aren’t the only county that is 
proposing this. There are other self-help counties that will build HOT lanes. Other 
regions think the same way. 



21 
 

 
Diana Carey: To piggyback on what Chairman Moorlach said, I asked Darrell at the last 
PWG meeting if we did this, will this be delineated or continuous access. When Gary 
Slater came by two weeks ago, he said there is technology to do continuous access. 
There is a fight there between OCTA and Caltrans on what they actually want to do. I’m 
also on the Westminster Chamber of Commerce. From our standpoint, we don’t want 
this if it is going to kill our area like the interstate system in the 50’s. The interstate was 
great but it killed those small towns. We’re really concerned about access to our mall, 
our Auto Dealers and Huntington Beach because those are our sources of income. To 
John’s point about taking a deep breath, I completely agree. We have to do it right. That 
means we have to have the most up to date GPS or whatever it is, is actually going to 
work. You talk about the I-110 like it’s wonderful. I’ve been on the I-110 and the general 
purpose lanes are so slow.  
 
John Collins: The degradation plans for Caltrans District 7 have no plans to add HOT or 
HOV lanes. They are different than us. Our neighbors have no plans for that. 
 
Ryan Chamberlain: We’ve had preliminary discussions with the feds who will not think 
what we have is enough to meeting the MAP 21 expectations. I suspect the other 
districts will need to beef up their plans as well. 
 
Darrell Johnson: This is not easy by any means. The role we have at OCTA and in 
Orange County is to control our destiny. We have always been a leader in the future of 
transportation. In the last 20 years we have had 700,000 people come to Orange 
County. We had to deal with them on the street and rail system, housing, schools, all of 
those things. It’s an uphill battle. The next 20 years we project 400,000 people. That’s 
like taking New Orleans or Miami and putting it in our cities. It’s a losing battle. We’re 
trying to figure that out. Our obligation is to address that. To address that by delaying is 
not good. We have 10 years of work on this corridor. I’ll go to another meeting in two 
weeks with the City of Irvine and Costa Mesa and be asked why we aren’t doing 
anything about the I-405 south. I’ll need to tell them that your traffic isn’t as bad and 
your issues aren’t the same. We are fighting a losing battle. I know things aren’t perfect; 
we’re trying to take your input. Nobody wants to put mass transit in the I-405. No one 
wants mass transit as part of ROW. My role is to make sure we make the best possible 
recommendation to the OCTA Board. We’ve done a great job with our streets but they 
are oversubscribed. We see a lot of growth in the Anaheim, Irvine and Santa Ana area. 
It’s impossible to make everybody happy. I enjoyed the conversation on Monday, but 
let’s remember that the people who move up the I-405 come back. We are working 
closely with Caltrans. We have different missions sometimes, but at the same time our 
objective is to improve mobility. Director Moorlach, I think this group should meet. There 
are things we took out in this project based on the discussions here. I understand the 
emotional decision based on the Fairview Bridge. That’s not a technical decision. The 
Fairview Bridge was not a technical decision. It is an emotional decision. We listened to 
the city, but it doesn’t mean we can make those decisions all the time. We do need to 
work together. We need to keep our eye on the ball and deal with the residents who are 
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trying to get to their jobs and their families. We’re going to need to find a compromising 
balance. 
 
Diana Carey: With this 180 day cycle, are we going to have tolling on every one of our 
freeways in Orange County?  
 
Darrell Johnson: I’ve met with 25 to 30 City Managers and a big portion of the 
discussion is managed lanes.  
 
Diana Carey: Are we going to have a plan for all of our freeways in 180 days? 
 
Darrell Johnson: Nobody thinks the 180 days is worthwhile, and I think Ryan will agree 
with me. We’re going to have to deal with that and it will be difficult for the FHWA to deal 
with that too. We will go to the Regional Planning and Highway Committee on 
November 4 and we will either go to the Board of Directors on November 8 or 24. Based 
on the committee recommendations yesterday, we will present a range of options, such 
as HOV occupancy, single-lane HOT, Concept A and the pros and cons, Alternative 3 
and the pros and cons, as well as discuss to solutions to excess toll revenue. We have 
used the last year to work with the City of Long Beach and other regional partners to 
develop the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  While doing so we held our dates firm on 
issuing the Request for Qualifications (RFQ), Draft Request for Proposals (DRFP), 
Request for Proposals (RFP) and the design-build notice to proceed around the 
summer of 2015. Design-build will shorten construction period and will be innovative. If 
we don’t get environmental document clearance in the May to June timeframe, this 
schedule will have to be completely adjusted. We are in the fourth year of the CEQA 
process. We’ve turned a 2 year process into a 4 year process. I believe this group is 
important as well as the SWG and Technical Working Group. We are meeting with the 
Chair and CEO of LA MTA. I know there is a lot of frustration on the I-5, but we pushed 
them and got the project started sooner than later. I want you to know we are having 
those conversations.  
 
Gerri Graham-Mejia: Is there any kind of plan for Orange County that exempts certain 
drivers from having to pay for tolls in Orange County? You’re taking our tax money, and 
we’re giving you more tax money and we have to pay to use our own roads. I 
understand we don’t have enough money. 
 
Darrell Johnson: In my mind that is a horribly bad policy. If they are using the road, they 
need to pay. 
 
Gerri Graham-Mejia: but they are, twice. 
 
Darrell Johnson: but they wouldn’t be paying for it if they aren’t using it. Again, and I 
know some of you disagree with this, but Measure M is not paying for the toll lanes. The 
users who use it pay. I don’t buy the argument of double taxation. If you have a carpool 
of 3+ or more, you’re free. To some degree, and I can’t guarantee it, but some degree of 
carpool will be free in the OCTA and Caltrans portion.  
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VII. Closing 

 
Chairman Moorlach and Darrell Johnson thanked the PWG for their efforts on the 
project and closed the meeting. 


