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SUMMARY

This Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) addresses the potential
environmental impacts resulting from the construction of a new interchange structure to
replace the existing interchange at Carmenita Road on Interstate 5 (I-5) in the cities of
Santa Fe Springs and Norwalk in Los Angeles County.  All of the build alternatives will
require new right-of-way.

This IS/EA is a preliminary analysis of the proposed project to determine whether a
Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact (ND/FONSI) is appropriate or if
there will be significant impacts to the human environment which would require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/EIS). This IS/EA has been
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Changes have been made to this environmental document since the circulation of the
draft environmental document.  Public and Agency comments received during the
circulation of the Draft IS/EA, the Public Hearing process, and subsequent agency
consultations have resulted in refinements that have been incorporated in this final
environmental document.  A vertical line in the outside margin indicates changes in the
document.

1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED PROJECT

1-1 Introduction

Initially a part of the Interstate 5 Interim HOV Lane Improvement Project, the Carmenita
Road Interchange Improvement Project was intended to increase the span of the
Carmenita overcrossing to allow for the addition of two HOV lanes and eventually two
mixed-flow traffic lanes.  Due to funding issues, the improvements to the Carmenita
interchange were dropped from the Interim HOV project.  Governor Davis established
the Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP), which provided funding for
crucial transportation projects.  The TCRP initiative specifically identified the funding
required for the improvements to the Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road interchange.  In
addition, the TCRP identified funding for the Interstate 5 Ultimate Corridor Improvement
Project.

1-2 Congestion Problems

The existing Carmenita overcrossing structure consists of only one lane in each direction,
which is inadequate to handle present traffic volumes.  The existing hook off-ramps are
short and lack adequate storage capacity.  During peak traffic periods, high exit ramp
volumes can cause congestion to overflow onto Interstate 5 (see figure 1-1).  In a similar
manner, the "hook" type on ramps lack storage and congestion overflows onto Carmenita
Road.  Additional traffic congestion is due to an at-grade railroad crossing 633 feet (193
meters) south of the freeway.  Normal railroad traffic causes the southbound off-ramp to
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overflow onto the southbound lanes of Interstate 5 (see figure 1-2).  When the railroad
crossing is used for extended periods of time, congestion can occur in both directions of
Interstate 5.  These congestion problems are compounded by projected increases in traffic
demand due to population, housing and employment growth.

Figure 1-1: Ramp Overflow Figure 1-2: Freeway Congestion due

to Ramp Overflow

1-3 Safety Problems

The existing configurations of the Carmenita Road hook-ramps have a high incident rate
of traffic collisions.  These collisions occur where the hook-ramps end at the access roads
adjacent to the freeway.  The short hook-ramps at Carmenita Road produce traffic
backups on the freeway, which contribute to “end-of-queue” (end of a stopped lane of
vehicles) collisions.

1-4 Purpose of the Proposed Improvements

The proposed improvement of the Carmenita Interchange will provide for the future
horizontal clearance required for the addition of a minimum of two HOV lanes and two
mixed flow lanes, which will be will be proposed as a part of the I-5 Ultimate Corridor
Improvement Project.  The proposed improvements to the Carmenita Road interchange
will alleviate the congestion described in Section 1-2.  The proposed improvements will
also provide a grade separation for the railroad crossing south of the freeway.  The
proposed realignment of the existing hook-ramps will eliminate the safety hazards
associated with them, as well as improve freeway movement.
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2 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT

2-1 The Proposed Project

This project proposes the removal of the existing I-5 at Carmenita Road overcrossing
structure and the associated hook ramps and replacing them with one of the proposed
alternatives.

2-2 Status of Project

The Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement Project is identified in
Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) 2001 Regional Transportation
Plan and the 2000/01-2005/06 Regional Transportation Improvement Program.

The Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement Project is proposed to
begin construction in February 2004.  Funding for the proposed project will come from
the Governor’s Initiative (Transportation Congestion Relief Program), Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transit Authority’s (LACMTA) bi-annual “Call for Projects”
process and Proposition C “25%” funds.

2-3 Major Investment Study

The Statewide and Metropolitan Planning regulations under the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) became effective November 29, 1993.  An
important provision under the Metropolitan Planning regulations is the Major
Metropolitan Transportation Investments also known as Major Investment Study (MIS).

Section 450.104 of the Metropolitan Planning regulations defines a major metropolitan
transportation investment as a "high-type highway or transit improvement of substantial
cost that is expected to have a significant effect on capacity, traffic flow, level of service,
or mode share at the transportation corridor or subarea scale."  Consultation among the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and
the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO's), such as SCAG and LACMTA, is key
to deciding the types of projects affected by this requirement.  For highway projects, the
project length and access controls are some of the considerations.

Caltrans, in partnership with LACMTA and SCAG, evaluated feasible alternatives for the
I-5 corridor.  LACMTA, functioning as both a local transit operator and project sponsor,
had the opportunity to consider several modal options as part of the corridor
improvement program.  This process involved numerous policy and technical discussions
with state, regional, and local jurisdictions before programming decisions were made.

The MIS prepared by Caltrans contains a synopsis of the corridor analysis.  Copies of the
MIS are available for review or purchase at the Caltrans District 7 office at 120 South
Spring Street, Los Angeles, California 90012.
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Figure 2-1: Project Location Map
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Figure 2-2: Project Vicinity Map
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2-4 Alternatives Considered

In addition to the No-Action alternative, five (5) design alternatives, including the I-5
MIS Locally Preferred Alternative, have been identified in a Feasibility Study prepared
by Caltrans.  These alternatives were initially screened for safety, geometric design, cost
impacts to surrounding businesses and the Union Pacific Railroad.  However after
preliminary findings, it was decided that only Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 were deserving of
more detailed evaluation.  All three alternatives were studied for both the single point
urban interchange (Design Variation U) and the tight diamond interchange (Design
Variation T).  The general design concept for these variations is shown on Figure 2-3.

2-4.1 No Action Alternative

This alternative would retain the existing roadway configuration.  If no improvements are
made there will be further deterioration in the circulation of traffic at the I-5 Interchange
at Carmenita as well as the hook ramps that connect to Firestone Boulevard and Freeway
Drive.  The No Action alternative does not address the at-grade railroad crossing south of
the freeway.  The No Action alternative also does not address the purpose and need for
the proposed project.

2-4.2 Alternative 1 – Arterial Overcrossing Structure w/ Railroad at-grade

This alternative proposes the removal and replacement of the existing structure at the I-5/
Carmenita Road Interchange.  The existing hook ramps that access the freeway from
Firestone Boulevard and Freeway Drive would be removed.  Freeway access would come
from on and off ramps connected directly to Carmenita Road in a Tight Diamond
Configuration or a Single Point Urban Interchange.  This alternative proposes to retain
the existing railroad at-grade-crossing configuration.  The estimated cost of this
alternative is $68 million in 2000 dollars.

2-4.3 Alternative 3 – Arterial Overcrossing Structure w/ Railroad Overhead

This alternative proposes the removal and replacement of the existing structure at the I-5/
Carmenita Road Interchange.  The existing hook ramps that access the freeway from
Firestone Boulevard and Freeway Drive would be removed.  Freeway access would come
from on and off ramps connected directly to Carmenita Road in a Tight Diamond
Interchange or a Single Point Urban Interchange.  This alternative proposes extending the
arterial overcrossing to provide a grade separation railroad overhead.

The Caltrans Project Report identifies a Design Variation 3A (APPENDIX H).  Project
Report Alternative 3A utilizes a viaduct structure with a westerly curve, which reduces
some right-of-way impacts.  The estimated cost for this alternative is $132 million in
2001 dollars.

Design Variation 3A Tight Diamond is the preferred alternative.  The cost estimates
given for the preferred alternatives are conceptual estimates and subject to change during
the final design stage.
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Figure 2-3: Interchange Configurations

(Design Variation U)

(Design Variation T)



Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement IS/EA 8

2-5 Alternatives No Longer Under Consideration

2-5.1 Alternative 4 - Arterial Undercrossing w/ Railroad at grade

This alternative proposes the removal and replacement of the existing structure at the I-5/
Carmenita Road Interchange.  The existing hook ramps that access the freeway from
Firestone Boulevard and Freeway Drive would be removed.  Freeway access would come
from on and off ramps connected directly to Carmenita Road in a Compressed Diamond
Configuration or a Single Point Urban Interchange (see figure 2-3).  This alternative
proposes raising the freeway profile to allow the construction of an arterial
undercrossing.  The railroad crossing will remain at-grade for this alternative.  According
to the Major Investment Study prepared for the Interstate 5 Corridor, this is the locally
Preferred Alternative.  This alternative was withdrawn from consideration because it did
not successfully address the traffic problems associated with the at-grade railroad
crossing.  It was also considered unacceptable due to the extended closure of Carmenita
Road required for construction (approximately 2 years).

2-6 Related Transportation Projects

The following are additional projects that are related to the proposed improvements
discussed in this document.

• Interstate 5 Ultimate Corridor Improvement Project - The most important related
transportation project that must be considered is the Intestate 5 Ultimate Corridor
Improvement Project.  This project is an expansion of the Interstate 5 Interim HOV
Lane Improvement Project.  The Governor's List of Important Transportation Projects
includes the Interstate 5 Ultimate Corridor Improvement Project for Interstate 5 from
State Route 91 to Interstate 710.  In the area of the Carmenita Interchange, the
Interstate 5 Ultimate Corridor Improvement Project proposes the addition of a
minimum of two HOV lanes and two mixed-flow lanes.

• Widening of Interstate 5/Orange County - Interstate 5 is currently being widened
to a total of 10 lanes (8 mixed-flow; 2 HOV) between State Routes 22 and 91, and 8
mixed flow lanes to Beach Boulevard.  This project is currently under construction;
completion is anticipated by spring 2001.

• Interstate 5 Pavement Rehabilitation - A major pavement rehabilitation project is
being programmed for funding.  This rehabilitation project will employ the "long life
pavement strategy”.  The project limits are from Artesia Boulevard to Washington
Boulevard.  This project is intended to be scheduled concurrently with the Interstate 5
Ultimate HOV Project, and therefore would be broken down to phases corresponding
to the construction staging of the aforementioned I-5 Ultimate Corridor Improvement
Project.

• Interstate 605 HOV - An HOV facility extending from the Orange County line in the
south to Interstate 10 in the north.  The majority of this project was completed in
2000.  The southernmost 4 miles is scheduled to open in April 2001.

• State Route 91 HOV - Four HOV projects have been completed in Orange County:
the LA County line to Stanton Avenue (completed June 1999); Gilbert Street to
Harbor Boulevard (completed February 1999); Harbor Boulevard to State College
Boulevard (completed February 2000); and State Route 57 Interchange (completed
January 1999).
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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The following sections briefly describe the area that would be affected by the proposed
project.  Additional information and details can be found in the respective technical
studies prepared for this project.

3-1 Geology, Soil and Topography

3-1.1 Geologic Features

The project area does not contain unique geologic features or steep topography.  It is
inland, approximately 13 kilometers (8 miles) from the Pacific Ocean coastline.  No large
bodies of water, such as artificial reservoirs or natural lakes, are present in the vicinity of
the I-5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Project study area.  This section of I-5 is located
on the flat plain portion of the South Central Los Angeles Basin, approximately 3.25
kilometers (2 miles) from the Coyote Hills.

3-1.2 Soil Conditions

The soil conditions in the project area consist of sand from the surface to 9.4 meters (30.8
feet) and silty sand from 9.4 to 13.0 meters (30.8 to 42.8 feet).  Groundwater can be
found at a depth of 5.8 meters (19.0 feet).

3-1.3 Seismicity

The Norwalk Fault is approximately 1 kilometer (0.62 miles) north of the project area.
An Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone has not been identified in the project study area.
Published data show the inferred Norwalk Fault (closest to the study area and considered
potentially active, with a maximum credible seismic event of Richter Magnitude 6) as
trending along the existing I-5 route approximately 2.2 kilometers (1.4 miles) north of the
I-5/SR-91 separation then crossing I-5 approximately between Imperial Highway and
Bloomfield Avenue.

A major fault of concern, near the project area, is the Whittier-Elsinore Fault Zone
(WEFZ).  This fault is considered active and is located approximately 8 kilometers (5
miles) north of the project area.  Even though the WEFZ does not pose a surface rupture
hazard to this section of I-5, a maximum credible seismic event with a magnitude of 7.5
could cause significant ground shaking.

The potential for liquefaction, based on unconsolidated soils and the depth of ground
water in the study area is low.

3-2 Energy

Energy consumption associated with vehicular movement is almost entirely confined to
the consumption of fossil fuel (gasoline and diesel).  According to the SCAG 1998
Regional Transportation Plan, in the six-county SCAG region, an estimated 5.5 billion
gallons of gasoline and 530 million gallons of diesel fuel were consumed annually in
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1990.  By the year 2020, these figures are estimated to grow to 7.7 billion gallons of
gasoline and 740 million gallons of diesel fuel per year.

3-3 Hazardous Materials

An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was conducted to identify potential contaminant sources
that may adversely affect the project area.  Potential contaminant sources were identified
by:

• Reviewing geologic and hydrogeologic information.

• Reviewing federal and state databases that reported potential contaminant sources
within the project area.

• Reviewing the historical land use of the project area from aerial photographs,
Sanborn-Perris maps, and other sources.

• Conducting a site reconnaissance of the project area and other potential contaminant
sources.

• Reviewing publicly available files maintained by state regulatory agencies.

A review of the hydrogeologic information for the project area indicated the ground
water gradient drainage is in a southerly direction from the Coyote and Puente Hills
through the La Canada Verde Channel and the main channel of the Coyote Creek.  Earlier
published data showed groundwater depth to range from approximately 2 meters (6 feet)
to 15 meters (50 feet) below ground surface between I-605 and SR-91.

Within a 0.40-kilometer (0.25-mile) radius of the project area, the federal and state
databases identified the following:

• 9 Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) sites

• 1 Permitted as solid waste landfills, incinerators, or transfer stations

• 5 State index of properties with hazardous waste (CORTESE) sites

• 1 Large Quantity Generator Sites (RCRA) violators/enforcement site

• 1 Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System (TRIS) site

• 20 Underground Storage Tank (UST) sites

• 1 Unique county database site

• 2 Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) sites

• 20 RCRA registered small or large generators of hazardous waste

• 1 State spills list site

Between 0.41 and a 0.80-kilometer (0.26 and a 0.5-mile) radius of the project area, the
federal and state databases identified the following:

• 3 Sites currently or formally under review by US EPA (CERCLIS)

• 10 LUST

• 4 CORTESE

• 4 RCRA

• 6 TRIS
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• 35 UST

• 5 Unique county database site

• 5 ERNS

• 39 RCRA registered small or large generators of hazardous waste

• 5 State spills list sites

3-4 Water Resources

3-4.1 Surface Waters

The surface waters of the proposed project lie primarily in the San Gabriel River
Watershed.  The San Gabriel River Watershed includes portions of the San Gabriel
Mountains, the eastern half of the San Gabriel Valley, and the eastern third of the Los
Angeles Coastal Plain.  The North Fork of Coyote Creek (also referred to as the La
Canada Verde Creek) is the only drainage channel included in the project area.  The
proposed project area of Interstate 5 is currently designated by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) as an "AR" flood zone. An "AR" flood zone is an area
contained in a 100-year flood zone ("A") which is being reevaluated ("R") to remove it
from the 100-year flood zone.  Localized flooding or ponding could be a problem in low-
lying portions of the proposed improvements during periods of heavy rainfall.

3-4.2 Groundwater

The groundwaters of the proposed project are located within the Central Basin of the Los
Angeles Coastal Plain and the Santa Ana Pressure groundwater sub-basin of the Lower
Santa Ana Watershed groundwater basins.

The depth of groundwater within the project area is generally greater than 15 meters (50
feet), although the groundwater level will fluctuate depending on precipitation levels,
recharge amounts, and withdrawal levels.  A perched water table is also present, in some
areas south of the project area, due to a clay horizon.

3-4.3 Groundwater Recharge

There are two percolation basins one adjacent to the Rio Hondo River and the other
adjacent to the San Gabriel River.  The San Gabriel River is also used for groundwater
recharge using the rivers soft bottom and rubber dams.  All of these groundwater
recharge locations are outside of the project area.

3-5 Air Quality

3-5.1 Air Basin and Air Quality Issues

The study corridor is fully contained within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which
includes the urbanized portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties,
and all of Orange County.  The Basin is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the
San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  Within
the basin, the climate is Mediterranean and characterized by mild, sunny winters with
occasional rain and warm, dry summers.  There can be pronounced differences in
temperature, humidity, cloudiness, fog, rain, and sunshine over short distances.
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Prevailing wind direction is from the southwest, but from October to March, intermittent
hot dry winds known as the “Santa Ana Winds” sweep in from interior desert regions.

The combination of topography, low mean pollutant/atmosphere mixing height (resulting
from a prevalent inversion layer condition), abundant sunshine, and emissions from the
second largest urban area in the United States gives the SCAB the most severe air
pollution problem in the nation.  The SCAB is a federal non-attainment area for ozone,
carbon monoxide, and nitrogen dioxide and a moderate non-attainment area for respirable
10-micron diameter particulate matter (PM10).  The SCAB has met attainment goals for
lead and sulfur dioxide.  PM2.5 non-attainment designation is currently under review by
the EPA.  PM2.5 non-attainment demonstration is currently in process.  If the SCAB has
been declared as non-attainment for PM.25, then a target date for attainment will be set.

Despite increases in population (84 percent between 1960 and 1990), industrial activity,
and vehicle miles of travel, air quality trends have demonstrated a sustained reduction in
pollutant concentrations between 1975 and 1993.  These improved air quality levels and
improving technology are the result of effective control strategies being developed under
cooperation between the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and
SCAG, and vehicular emissions control improvements mandated by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Air Resources Board
(CARB).

3-5.2 Air Quality Regulations and Planning

Air quality has been regulated at the federal level under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA)
since 1970.  This act authorizes the EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for air pollutants of nationwide concern.  The act also requires each state to
submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) detailing the state’s strategy for achieving the
national standards.

The EPA has identified six air pollutants as being of nationwide concern: carbon
monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SOx), nitrogen oxides (NOx), ozone (O3), PM10, and lead
(Pb).  These pollutants are collectively referred to as criteria pollutants.  The pollutant
sources, effects on human health, and final deposition into the atmosphere vary
considerably.  For the I-5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement Project, CO
would be a major concern during the project’s operational phase, while PM10 would be of
major concern during the project’s construction phase.  CO is a colorless and an odorless
gas, which in high concentrations can incapacitate the red blood cells and interfere with
their ability to carry oxygen to body tissues.  Vehicular sources account for over 95
percent of the region’s CO emissions.  Particulate matter includes both liquid and solid
particles of a wide range of sizes and composition.  The principal health effect of the
airborne particulate matter is on the respiratory system, although PM10 has been
associated with carcinogenic effects.  Particulate matter in the form of fugitive dust
mainly results from demolition, excavating/grading, and the operation of earth moving
equipment.  The following sections provide a brief discussion of federal/state CAA
amendments and SCAQMD’s air quality management strategy.
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Federal Clean Air Act Planning Requirements

In November 1990, Congress enacted a series of amendments to the CAA intended to
intensify air pollution reduction efforts across the nation.  One of the primary goals of the
1990 CAA amendments was an overhaul of the planning provisions for those areas not
currently meeting the NAAQS.  The CAA identifies specific emission reduction goals,
requires both a demonstration of reasonable further progress and an attainment
demonstration, and incorporates more stringent sanctions for failure to attain or to meet
interim milestones.  The CAA requires air districts throughout the country to develop: (1)
a Federal Implementation Plan for PM10 as required by Section 189(b)(2), and (2) a post-
1966 Rate-of-Progress Plan as required in Section 182(2)(B).

California Clean Air Act Planning Requirements

The California Clean Air Act (CAL-CAA) was signed into law on September 30, 1988,
became effective on January 1, 1989, and was amended in 1992.  The CAL-CAA
initiated its own ambient air quality standards, which are far more stringent than the
NAAQS.  The CAL-CAA requires, beginning on December 31, 1994 and every three
years thereafter, that each air quality district in the state demonstrate the overall
effectiveness of its Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) to achieve a reduction in
basin-wide air pollutant emissions of five percent or more per year (15 percent or more in
a three-year period) for non-attainment pollutants or their precursors.

SCAQMD Air Quality Management Planning

The SCAQMD, working in cooperation with SCAG, recently released the 1997 AQMP;
the most current plan to outline the overall control strategy to achieving emission
reductions and air quality goals for the SCAB.  The 1997 revision of the AQMP is
designed to satisfy the planning requirements of both the federal CAA and CAL-CAA.
The 1994 AQMP is the basis for the 1997 AQMP with many of the 1994 AQMP control
measures carried into the 1997 AQMP.  A majority of the 1994 AQMP control measures
are updated in terms of the proposed adoption and implementation schedule.  As shown
in Table 3-1, the 1997 AQMP proposes the following attainment target dates.

Table 3-1: Attainment Target Dates for the SCAQMD

Pollutant Federal Standard State Standard
NO2 Currently Met Currently Met

CO 2000 2000

PM10 2006 Post-2010

OZONE 2010 Post-2010
Source: SCAQMD, 1997; PBQ&D

Similar to the 1994 AQMP, the 1997 AQMP proposes two tiers of emission reduction
measures, based on availability and readiness of technology.  Short- and intermediate-
term measures propose the application of available technology and management practices
between 1997 and the year 2005.  These measures rely on known technologies and
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proposed actions to be taken by several agencies that currently have the statutory
authority to implement such measures.  These measures are designed to satisfy the federal
CAA requirement of reasonably available control technologies (Section 172), and the
CAL-CAA requirements of Best Available Retrofit Control Technologies (BARCT).  To
ultimately achieve ambient air quality standards, additional emission reductions will be
necessary beyond the implementation of short- and intermediate-term measures.  Long-
term measures rely on the advancement of technologies and control methods that can
reasonably be expected to occur between 2000 and 2010.  These long-term measures rely
on further development and refinement of known low- and zero-emission control
technologies in addition to technological breakthroughs.

A range of strategies, approaches, and techniques are identified.  These focus on
stationary, on-road, and off-road sources.  The strategy for on-road motor vehicular
emissions is principally based on reducing mobile emissions through implementation of
transportation control measures.

To achieve its goal, the AQMP calls for extended use of market incentives, including tax
credits for companies that develop new technology for reducing vehicular emissions, as
well as rebates, tax credits, and emission-based sales taxes on vehicles in proportion to
their emissions production.

The 1989 CAL-CAA requires air quality planning districts to implement indirect source
requirements to reduce vehicle-miles traveled and increases the commuting average
vehicle ridership.  By 1999, the average vehicle ridership target is 1.5 for the commuting
public.  Also, after 1997, according to the CAL-CAA, there should be no net increase in
mobile source emissions.  The CAL-CAA aims to affect a substantial decrease in growth
in vehicle-miles traveled throughout the basin.

On-road mobile sources are to be controlled by a variety of methods, including: (a)
controls imposed by the CARB primarily regarding emissions technology, (b) measures
recommended in the Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) focusing on in-use emissions
maintenance and importation restrictions into the SCAB, (c) indirect source control
measures (trip reduction strategies of various kinds), and (d) transportation control
measures which form the foundation of the mobile source portion of the AQMP.

Transportation control measures constitute the focus of the AQMP for purposes of
evaluating this project.  TCM’s include:

• Advanced transportation technology – Smart shuttle transit and Intelligent Vehicle
Highway Systems (IVHS).

• Transportation improvements – HOV lanes, transit improvements, traffic flow
improvements, park-ride and intermodal facilities, rideshare matching services,
transportation demand management measures, and telecommunications facilities.

• Market incentives – emissions – and VMT-related fees and congestion pricing.
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3-5.3 Monitored Air Quality

Air pollutant levels in the SCAB area are monitored by a network of sampling stations
operated under the supervision of SCAQMD.  The Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road
Interchange Improvement Project study area falls within the vicinity of the following air
monitoring stations: South Los Angeles County (Long Beach), South San Gabriel Valley
(Pico Rivera), and Central Orange County (Anaheim).  The most recent three years
(1997-1999) of published air quality data for the Long Beach and Pico Rivera monitoring
stations are summarized in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2: Air Quality Summary for Study Area Monitoring Stations
South Coast LA

County
South San Gabriel

Valley**AIR
POLLUTANT

STANDARD/
EXCEEDANCE 1997 1998 1999 1997 1998 1999

Carbon
Monoxide

Max. 1-hr Concentration (ppm)
Max. 8-hr Concentration (ppm)
# Days > Federal 8-hr Std. of 3 9.5 ppm
# Days > California 1-hr Std. of >20 ppm
# Days > California 8-hr Std. of 3 9.0 ppm

9
6.7

0
0
0

8
6.6

0
0
0

7
5.4

0
0
0

9
6.2

0
0
0

7
6.1

0
0
0

7
5.6

0
0
0

Ozone Max. 1-hr Concentration (ppm)
# Days > Federal 1- hr Std. of > 0.12 ppm
# Days > California 1-hr Std. of > 0.09 ppm

0.10
0
1

0.12
0
2

0.13
1
3

0.13
6

18

0.18
10
31

0.12
0
6

Nitrogen
Dioxide

Max. 1-hr Concentration (ppm)
Annual Arithmetic Mean (ppm)
% AAM Exceeded (Federal)
# Days > California 1-hr Std. of > 0.25 ppm

0.20
0.0333

0
0

0.16
0.0339

0
0

0.15
0.0342

0
0

0.15
0.0363

0
0

0.14
0.0369

0
0

0.16*
0.0391

0
0

Sulfur Dioxide Max. 1-hr Concentration (ppm)
Annual Arithmetic Mean (ppm)
# Days > Federal 24-hr Std. of > 0.14 ppm
# Days > California 24-hr Std. > 0.04 ppm

0.04
0.0024

NA
0

0.08
0.0018

NA
0

0.05
0.0027

NA
0

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

Suspended
Particulates
(PM10)

Number of Samples
Max. 24-hr Concentration (µg/m3)
# Samples > Federal 24-hr Std. >150 µg /m3

# Samples > California 24-hr Std. >150 µg /m3

Annual Arithmetic Mean (µg /m3)

57
87

0
10

38.2

59
69

0
6

32.3

59
79

0
13

38.9

60
91

0
11

38.9

61
81

0
12

35.9

39*
122*

0*
15*

49.4*

Lead Max. Monthly Concentration (µg/m3)
# Quarters Exceeding Federal Std. >1.5 µg /m3

# Months Exceeding State Std. > = 1.5 µg /m3

0.05
0
0

0.07
0
0

0.06
0
0

0.08*
0*
0*

0.07
0
0

0.21
0
0

Sulfates Max. 24-hr Concentration (µg /m3)
# Samples > California 24-hr Std. >=25 µg /m3

11.4
0

14.5
0

13.7
0

13.1
0

12.0
0

25.6
0

Notes:

Source:

NA : Not Available
PM10: suspended particles with diameter less than approximately 10 micrometers.
µg /m3 : Micrograms per cubic meter
ppm : parts per million
AAM : annual arithmetic mean
*: Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**: PM10 measurements from Source/Receptor Area #17 – Central Orange County

South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Data, 1997-99; PBQ&D, Air Quality Report, June 1998.

As seen in Table 3-2, all pollutant measurements, except those for ozone, are within
applicable federal and state standards.  Carbon monoxide concentration trends at both
stations are similar, with eight-hour concentrations dropping from an average of 6.45
parts per million (ppm) (1997) to an average of 5.50 ppm (1999).  However, the ozone
concentration trends between the two stations are different.  The Pico Rivera station
exceeded the California ozone standard thirty one times during sample year 1998.  The
number of days that exceeded the state ozone standard at the Long Beach Station
increased by one over each of the years studied, exceeding the state standard three times
during sample year 1999.
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3-6 Noise

3-6.1 Noise Standards

Traffic noise abatement requirements of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
are based on Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 772 (23 CFR, Part 772),
“Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic and Construction Noise.”  The FHWA
standards have mitigation requirements when noise effects will substantially increase the
ambient noise levels of adjacent areas.  Also, under CEQA, a substantial increase in noise
will constitute a significant impact and must be mitigated or justification provided for not
providing mitigation.  Under FHWA regulations, noise abatement measures must be
considered when the predicted noise levels “approach or exceed” the Noise Abatement
Criteria (NAC) (Table 3-3) or when the predicted noise levels substantially exceed
existing noise levels and it is reasonable and feasible to mitigate such exceedances.
FHWA requirements are applicable to the proposed project.

Table 3-3: FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)

Activity

Category

Leq(h) for noisiest

Traffic Hour (dBA)
Description of Activity

A 57 (Exterior) Land on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need; and where
the preservation of those qualities is essential to serve its
intended purposes.

B 67 (Exterior) Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports
areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches,
libraries, and hospitals.

C 72 (Exterior) Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in
Categories A or B.

D -- Undeveloped lands.

E 52 (Interior) Residences, motels, public meeting rooms, schools,
churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

Notes: The interior noise levels (activity) apply to:

• Indoor activities for those parcels where no exterior noise-sensitive land use or activities are
      identified, and

• Those situations where the exterior activities are either remote from the highway or shielded in
      some manner so that the exterior activities will not be affected by the noise, but the interior
      activities will.
      Leq(h) is the one-hour energy equivalent sound level.

Source: FHWA, 1982

3-6.2 Caltrans Noise Policy

Caltrans noise policy (developed to carry out FHWA noise abatement objectives)
requires a determination to be made whether the proposed project will substantially
increase the ambient (existing) noise levels in adjacent areas.  If so, it may be considered
a significant environmental impact, and must be mitigated.  If noise abatement is found to
be reasonable and feasible (in accordance with established criteria), sound barriers will be
constructed.  For purposes of noise analysis, when the predicted noise level reaches
1dBA less than the NAC, it is considered to be approaching the NAC for all land use
categories.  If traffic noise impacts have been identified, noise abatement must be
considered and all reasonable and feasible noise abatement measures must be considered



Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement IS/EA 17

in the project.  A soundwall is considered feasible as a noise abatement measure if it is
predicted that it will achieve a “substantial reduction” (a minimum noise reduction of 5
dBA).

3-6.3 Existing Conditions

Existing noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road were
identified using land use maps, aerial photography, and site inspection.  Noise
measurements were recorded in October 2000, for the preparation of the Traffic Noise
Abatement Report for the Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement
Project.

According to the Traffic Noise Abatement Report, noise readings at two of the sensitive
receptor sites exceed the NAC, one is currently approaching the NAC, and one is below
the NAC.  The locations and existing noise levels can be found in Table 5-1.

3-7 Biological Resources

The project area is a highly urbanized freeway corridor with mature landscaping along
the freeway shoulder and access ramps from Firestone Boulevard and Freeway Drive.
Vegetation is limited to freeway landscaping and ruderal species and common species
including oleander, eucalyptus, bottlebrush, ivy, and maple.

The vegetation in the freeway right-of-way contains disturbed habitat.  Typical urban
species would be expected, such as starling, house sparrow, rock dove, and the house
mouse.

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Natural Diversity Database
(NDDB) was searched in an effort to identify threatened or endangered species that may
inhabit the project area.  In addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service list of endangered
or threatened species in the area was reviewed.  From these, a compilation of listed or
candidate species potentially in the study area was assembled.  This list was then
compared to results of the field surveys to determine the potential for the presence of any
listed or candidate species.  No habitat for any sensitive species was found and none are
known to inhabit the area.

3-8 Land Use

The Intestate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange is located within two Interstate 5 corridor
cities, Norwalk and Santa Fe Springs.  It is also very close to Cerritos, which is about 0.5
miles (0.8 km) south of the interchange.

The formation and subsequent growth of the corridor cities has been shaped heavily by
their central location within the Los Angeles basin coupled with their proximity to
several major regional freeway and railroad corridors.  Overall, the corridor cities are
older, substantially urbanized communities where existing development and land use
patterns have been in place for many years.  According to the local general plans,
substantial new growth in the area is no longer occurring, with the exception of
redevelopment projects in selected areas.
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3-9 Population

3-9.1 Demographics

U.S. Census data for 1980 and 1990 have been collected for several geographical units
surrounding the Interstate 5 Corridor to portray the demographic characteristics of the
project area's population.  These figures were further refined to focus on the Interstate 5
at Carmenita Road project area. Figure 3-1 shows the census tracts surrounding the
project area.  Table 3-4 shows the demographic data for the study area.

Table 3-4: Study Corridor Ethnic Composition

PERCENTAGE
*

Jurisdiction
Census

Tract WHITE BLACK
NATIVE

AMERICAN
ASIAN OTHER HISPANIC

5545.11 39.9% 6.8% 0.5% 48.0% 5.0% 13.6%
Cerritos

City 42.4% 7.4% 0.3% 45.2% 4.7% 12.5%

5041.02 29.6% 0.0% 0.0% 18.5% 51.9% 51.9%
Santa Fe Springs

City 56.8% 2.1% 0.8% 4.9% 35.5% 67.4%

5524 42.1% 1.0% 0.5% 9.3% 47.2% 67.3%
Norwalk

City 55.8% 3.3% 0.9% 12.4% 27.7% 47.9%

Los Angeles County 56.8% 11.2% 0.5% 10.8% 20.7% 37.8%

Notes: *Percentages do not add up to 100% because the "Hispanic" category overlaps with other categories.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990.

3-9.2 Median Household Income

Table 3-5 shows median household income for the various geographical units examined.
The median household income in the study area cities is just over $43,000.  Cerritos had
the highest median household income of the cities in the project area ($59,000) while
Santa Fe Springs had the lowest ($33,313).  The median household income in Norwalk
was $34,792.  Compared to Los Angeles County, with a median household income of
$34,965, the study area has a relatively high median household income.

3-9.3 Poverty Level

Table 3-5 shows poverty data for the various geographical units examined.  The
percentage of the population below the poverty level1 varies considerably among the
census tracts examined.  7.7 percent of the population in the census tracts examined were
below the poverty level in 1990.  The census tract studied in Santa Fe Springs shows the
highest level of persons living below the poverty level at 55.6 percent.  Within the study
area cities, Santa Fe Springs had the highest percentage of the population living below
the poverty level at 10.5 percent and Cerritos had the lowest at 3.9 percent.

3-9.4 Disabled

Table 3-5 shows the percentage of disabled persons2 for the various geographical units
examined.  The percentage of disabled persons in the various geographical units studied
are between 3 and 4.5 percent with the exception of census tract 5041.02, which had the
highest at 11.1 percent.  The average percentage of disabled persons for the project area
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census tracts is 6.27 percent.  This is slightly higher than the rate of disabled persons in
Los Angeles County, which is 2.6 percent.  The high average of disabled persons in the
study area is attributed to the outlier datum for census tract 5041.02.  In the study area
cities the highest percentage of disabled persons occurs in Norwalk at 4.1 percent and the
lowest occurs in Santa Fe Springs at 3.0 percent.

1 The Department of Health and Human Services prescribes the poverty thresholds used by the Census Bureau.
The thresholds are revised annually to account for changes in the cost of living as reflected in the Consumer
Price Index.  They are not adjusted for regional variations in the cost of living.  The poverty threshold varies
by household size.  In 2000, it ranged from $8,959 for a single-person household to $38,138 for a family with
9 or more persons.  The poverty level for a family of four in 2000 was $17,761.

2 According to the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) a disabled person is an individual who has
a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more of the major life activities.
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Figure 3-1: Affected Census Tracts
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Table 3-5: Study Corridor Demographic Variables

Jurisdiction Census Tract Population

Median

Household

Income
3

Below

Poverty

Level
1

Disabled
2

Cerritos 5545.11 4,446 $59,224 3.7% 3.3%

City Total4 53,240 $59,076 3.9% 3.2%

Santa Fe Springs 5041.02 27 $4,999 55.6% 11.1%

City Total4 15,520 $33,313 10.5% 3.0%

Norwalk 5524 2,499 $34,792 14.2% 4.5%

City Total4 94,279 $38,124 9.0% 4.1%

Los Angeles County 8,863,164 $34,965 14.8% 2.6%
Notes: 1

2

3

4

The Census Bureau determines poverty level based on 1989 income below the appropriate poverty threshold.
Disabled includes persons with both mobility and self-care limitations.
Median income for the City Total is the average of all the median incomes in the study area census tracts.
Total percentages are calculated from total population numbers.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990.

3-9.5 Demographic Trends

Key demographic data (percentage below poverty level and percentage white) for 1980,
1990 was collected in order to discern any significant changes in the demographic
characteristics of the geographical units during this time period.  Santa Fe Springs was
the only city to experience a drop in the number of people living below the poverty level,
about 7 percent.  Both Cerritos and Norwalk experienced increases in the number of
people living below the poverty level; Cerritos had the greatest increase at 23 percent.
Los Angeles County’s percentage of people living below the poverty level increased by
10 percent.  Cerritos also had the greatest change in percentage of white people at 35
percent, Norwalk was slightly lower at 28 percent and Los Angeles County was 18
percent.  There was no data to determine the change in the percent white people in Santa
Fe Springs.  According to 2000 Census data now available, these trends are continuing
within the project cities.  From 1990 to 2000, Cerritos experienced a 16 percent decline in
the percent white people; Norwalk experienced an 11 percent decline; and Santa Fe
Springs experienced a six percent decline.  The 2000 Census data is not available in
enough detail to be used in all demographic categories, but since the trends in percent
white people are similar from 1990 to 2000, the rest of the demographic and socio-
economic data contained in this report are still valid for the 2001 population.

3-10 Housing

City of Santa Fe Springs: Approximately 10 percent of the city’s land area is zoned
residential and all the residential areas are fully developed.  Residences are concentrated
in the western part of the city, away from the industry and oil fields to the east.  The
majority of the city’s housing stock was built during the 1950’s and consisted of single-
family homes.  Apartments and condominiums were built later on infill sites, however
single-family residential has remained the predominant housing type.  According to the
city’s general plan, the majority of the housing units near Interstate 5 are well maintained
and in good condition.  A major focus of the city’s Housing Element is to provide for the
conservation and rehabilitation of the housing stock.
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City of Norwalk: In the City of Norwalk, more than 60 percent of the housing was built
between 1950 and 1970 and almost all were single-family units.  In 1990, Norwalk's
vacancy rate was a low 3 percent and approximately 25 percent of all housing units were
overcrowded.

3-11 Economics

3-11.1 Regional Business Activities

The Interstate 5 Corridor is a major transportation corridor that extends the entire length
of the western United States from Mexico to Canada and is used for inter-regional, intra-
regional, interstate, and International travel and goods movement.  The Interstate 5
freeway serves as the backbone of the Southern California transportation network,
connecting major urban centers in the Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties.
The real estate adjacent to Interstate 5 and near the project area has traditionally been the
industrial heart of Los Angeles County.  Major activity centers along Interstate 5 just
outside the project area include downtown Los Angeles, Knott's Berry Farm, and
Disneyland.

The Interstate 5 freeway serves a large number of daily commuters and freight trucks.
Truck traffic accounts for approximately 10 percent of all traffic on Interstate 5 in the
project area.  Freight in the Interstate 5 Corridor is transported primarily by trucks on
Interstate 5, but also by rail along the adjacent Union Pacific (UP) and Burlington
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) rights-of-way.  The number of trains operating in the corridor
varies between one and four per day.  There are numerous freight facilities throughout the
Interstate 5 Corridor, particularly between Interstates 605 and 710.  Congestion and
delays on the freeway network and major arterials is costly for commerce with increases
in freight transportation time for truck traffic typically resulting in higher costs, lower
productivity, and reduced competitiveness.  This is particularly true for companies
handling time-sensitive cargos that must meet specific cargo or commercial flight
schedules.

The project is located in the Gateway subregion of the SCAG Regional Planning Area.
In 1990 this subregion had an estimated 1 million jobs, or approximately 13 percent of
the jobs in the SCAG Region (see table 3-6).  The number of jobs in this subregion is
anticipated to increase by nearly 240,000 or approximately 26 percent by 2015.

As shown in Table 3-6, the two cities in the I-5 at Carmenita study area had
approximately 85,000 jobs in 1990 or 9 percent of the jobs in the Gateway subregion.  It
is anticipated that the total number of jobs in these two cities will increase by nearly 20
percent by 2015.  Local plans for cities in the Interstate 5 Corridor generally indicate that
the project area is almost fully developed and that future development will occur through
recycling and reuse of existing parcels for purposes similar to their current uses.
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Table 3-6: Employment in the I-5 at Carmenita Project Area
Employment

Absolute Change Percent IncreaseGeographical Area
1990 2000 2015

2000 2015 2000 2015

Santa Fe Springs 58,990 62,651 74,445 3,661 15,465 6% 26%

Norwalk 26,418 27,370 31,455 952 5,037 4% 19%

City Total 85,408 90,021 105,900 4,613 15,879 5% 19%

Gateway Subregion 922,903 1,003,604 1,159,273 80,701 236,370 9% 26%

SCAG Region 7,064,633 8,220,481 9,808,269 1,155,848 2,743,636 16% 39%

3-11.2 Business Activities in the Project Area

City of Santa Fe Springs: The City of Santa Fe Springs lies at the convergence of
Interstates 5 and 605 and is traversed by the UP rail corridor.  The city is a predominately
industrial community with more than 80 percent of its nine square miles planned for
industry.  The city has extensive oil-related operations, approximately 3,500 companies,
and nearly 100,000 business residents.  According to the city's general plan, Santa Fe
Springs' regional location and proximity to major transportation corridors have been
important factors in the city's development as an industrial community.  The general plan
indicates that Santa Fe Springs' location midway between Los Angeles and Orange
counties has made it a prime spot for businesses that benefit from railroad and freeway
access.  As shown in Table 3-6, Santa Fe Springs had approximately 59,000 jobs in 1990
or 70 percent of the total jobs in the two cities studied.  The number of jobs is anticipated
to have increased by approximately 5 percent by 2000 and by slightly more than 25
percent by 2015.

All 90 acres of non-residential land next to Interstate 5 through Santa Fe Springs is
classified as freeway commercial because, according the general plan, this land is best
suited to commercial development that benefits from freeway exposure.  Freeway-
commercial development next to Interstate 5 includes auto dealerships, but also furniture
stores, restaurants, motels and other specialty-goods businesses.

Heavy industrial uses, including oil refineries and large manufacturing plants that need
space for equipment and product storage are concentrated east of the UP Railroad tracks.
Major distribution facilities are also located in this area.  Truck activities occur most
frequently during the off-peak periods.  According to the city's general plan, the city's
basic values are to foster a climate conductive to business and industrial development and
to blend the city's two worlds: the permanent residents and the people who work every
day in Santa Fe Springs.

City of Norwalk: The city of Norwalk is predominantly a single-family residential
community with commercial uses along its principal streets.  According to the city's
general plan, development patterns are strongly influenced by the transportation network
and freeways.  The Interstate 5 freeway provides regional access to and from Norwalk.
As shown in Table 3-6, Norwalk had approximately 26,400 jobs in 1990, just under 31
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percent of the total jobs in the two cities studied.  The number of jobs in Norwalk is
anticipated to have increased by nearly 5 percent by 2000 and by nearly 20 percent by
2015.

Several key business areas are centered near Interstate 5 and depend upon freeway
access.  These economic centers are described below:

Center City Area Plan: The City Center is a proposed professional office center that
will function as a civic center.  It will have a Transportation Center that will link Norwalk
to other areas in southern California, including Los Angeles International Airport (LAX).
It will have pedestrian walkways, restaurants, shops, conference facilities, residential
units and an entertainment complex in a park-like setting.  The center will integrate
business, government, and cultural and public amenities.

The City Center is expected to become the economic heart of the city and a strong
subregional retail/commercial office core.  The city's general plan states that Interstates 5
and 105, and the convergence of commuter rail lines at the Transportation Center will
stimulate additional demand for quality and easily accessible office space at the City
Center.

San Antonio Village: The Village will be comprised of a district of shops, restaurants,
offices, a senior center, senior housing, and cultural, recreational and entertainment
facilities to form a center for community activity.  The commercial district will consist
mainly of the Norwalk Town Square Shopping Center and businesses on San Antonio
Drive and Front Street.  The village will include the Norwalk Arts and Sports Complex
and the Sproul Museum in Norwalk Park.  The Interstate 5 ramps at Union Street and San
Antonio Drive/Norwalk Boulevard will provide direct access to the Village.

Firestone Boulevard: This street is and will continue to be a principal commercial
corridor in Norwalk, due to its excellent access from Interstates 605 and 5 freeways.  Due
to its high traffic volume, Firestone Boulevard attracts highway-oriented commercial uses
such as service stations, fast food restaurants, etc.  Businesses on the boulevard include
automobile dealerships and large discount retailers.  The boulevard has become a
regionally recognized center for automobile sales, large retail items and other highway-
oriented commercial uses.  According to the city's general plan, Firestone Boulevard will
continue to be an economic resource for the city.  The city will continue to encourage
highway-oriented businesses to locate along the boulevard.

Orange County Nursery Site: This 15-acre site is in a heavy-industry area at
Carmenita Road and Interstate 5.  It was used for the Orange County nursery, but is now
for sale.  The city's general plan states that due to its freeway access and visibility, the
site is conductive to intensive commercial use and could be developed as a
commercial/retail center.  The property is an important gateway to the city.  It is currently
a city redevelopment project site.
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20-Acre Site at the Intersection of Interstates 5 and 605: This 20-acre site in the
northwest quadrant of the Interstate 5/605 Interchange is used for commuter parking that
serves commuters destined for Interstates 5 and 605 and the Green Line Station, an
important transportation node in Norwalk.  According to the city's general plan, the site
could be redeveloped to a mixed-use development that would benefit from public transit
and freeway access.

3-12 Community Facilities and Services

Community facilities and services within the project study area are listed below and are
shown in Figure 2-2.

Santa Fe Springs Fire Station #3 1517 Carmenita Road, Santa Fe Springs
Industrial Medical Clinic of SFS 13030 Firestone Boulevard, Santa Fe Springs
Ramona Park 3301 East 65th Street, Norwalk

3-13 Circulation

Congestion Management Program: The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a
state-mandated program that addresses regional traffic congestion by linking
transportation, land use, and air quality decisions.  It also sets county standards for traffic
modeling, defining levels of service (LOS), and traffic data collection.  Compliance with
the requirements of the CMP became effective in June 1990 with the passage of
Proposition 111, which provided for a 9-cent increase in the gasoline tax to pay for
programs under the CMP.  Each county transportation agency (e.g., MTA in Los Angeles
County) must adopt its own CMP and annually monitor the performance of local
jurisdictions in complying with its implementation requirements.  Compliance with the
CMP is required for local jurisdictions to receive funding under Proposition 111.
Because the I-5 Corridor travels through Los Angeles County, compliance with the Los
Angeles County CMP (1999; first adopted in 1992, revised in 1993, and updated
biennially) is required.  SCAG provides regional oversight by reviewing the CMPs that
fall within its jurisdiction.  It is responsible for determining whether the CMP is
consistent with its Regional Mobility Element (RME).  The CMP, by statute, has five
elements:

• Level of Service (LOS) standards for highway segments and key roadway
intersections.

• Transit standards for frequency and routing of transit service coordination among
transit operators.

• A trip reduction and travel demand management program, promoting alternative
travel modes during peak periods.

• A program to analyze the impacts of local land use decisions on the regional
transportation system.

• A seven-year capital improvement program that supports the CMP circulation system.
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Regional Transportation Plan: The 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a
policy and planning statement on transportation issues and goals in the SCAG region.  It
is comprised of a set of long-range policies, plans, and programs intended to ensure that
the regional transportation system is compatible with federal and state mobility
objectives.  The goal of the RTP itself is to provide coordination and programming of
transportation improvements in the SCAG region.  The RTP was developed according to
requirements outlined in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
and the Transportation Equity Act of 1998.  SCAG is mandated with preparing and
updating the RTP.  Furthermore, actions by local transportation agencies must be
consistent with the RTP in order for the agencies to receive federal and state funding.  By
law, transportation projects must be included in the RTP to be eligible for funding.

The 2001 RTP is a performance-based plan aimed at providing a long-range, coordinated
approach to transportation improvements in the six-county SCAG region from 1998
through 2020.  The RTP is revised every three years to update policy direction based on
changing transportation infrastructure and financial, technological, and environmental
conditions. The RTP identifies specific performance measures necessary to meet
mobility, air quality, and other regional goals.  The RTP is intended to provide the
framework within which transportation improvement projects can be pursued to meet
regional mobility goals and demonstrate air quality conformity under a financially
constrained environment.  The RTP describes a financially constrained series of proposed
transportation policies, programs, and projects.

The RTP is based on the 20-year local plan of each county transportation agency.  This
plan identifies proposed transportation projects for which funding can be expected
through 2020.  The Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement Project is
included in the 2001 RTP and the 2000/01-2005/06 Regional Transportation
Improvement Program.

3-14 Cultural Resources

For the purposes of identifying historic and archaeological resources, an Area of Potential
Effect (APE) was established as extending one property beyond what additional right-of-
way would be needed for the project.

An Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) determined that no archaeological sites are
known to exist within, or adjacent to, the proposed project’s APE.

A Negative Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) has been prepared for the proposed
project.  The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has reviewed the HPSR and
concurs with the adequacy of the study and that no cultural resources are located within
the APE that meet the criteria for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places.

A concurrence letter was returned to the Office of Environmental Planning.  A copy of
the concurrence letter is included in Appendix D of this Final IS/EA.
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3-15 Visual

The Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement Project is located near the
center of the flat Los Angeles Coastal Plain.  Development radiates out from the freeway
with few demarcations of city boundaries.  Adjacent development is dense but land use
patterns are suburban, including low-rise single family residential, strip commercial, and
business parks.  There are no scenic vistas from the freeway or adjacent uses.  The
Interstate 5 freeway has a total of six lanes in the project area.  The freeway was
constructed in the 1950s and has a well-worn appearance due to its age and heavy use.
Traffic on Interstate 5 is continual, often congested and includes large numbers of
commuters and freight trucks.

The freeway is bordered by commercial and industrial uses in the project area.  The
Interstate 5 right-of-way is fairly open, except for some landscaping, and thus provides
good visibility to adjacent businesses.  As a result, a number of businesses that cater to a
regional clientele, such as auto dealerships, are located in this area of Interstate 5.
Billboards are prominently displayed along the freeway and, like many building logos in
the Interstate 5 corridor, attract the motorist's attention.

A defining characteristic of Interstate 5 is its seeming integration with adjacent uses in
the project area, due partly to its mostly at-grade profile and design, open right-of-way in
the commercial and industrial areas, and soundwalls and landscaping in residential areas.
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

The attached Environmental Significance Checklist (see pages 30-32) was used to focus
on the environmental impacts most likely to occur with project implementation.  A “NO”
answer in the first column of the checklist documents a ‘no-effect’ determination.  A
“YES” answer in the first column of the checklist documents the potential for effect.  An
asterisk (*) is shown on the checklist where a narrative discussion is provided to further
clarify the determination of “no significant effect”.  The analyses performed in
connection with this Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) indicates that after
mitigation the proposed improvements to the Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange
would have no significant effect on any aspect of the human or physical environment, as
defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
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ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST

YES OR NO

IF YES,

IS IT

SIGNIFICANT

PHYSICAL - Will the proposal (either directly or indirectly):

1. Appreciable changes the topography or ground surface relief features? YES NO*

2. Destroy, cover, or modify any unique geologic or physical features? NO

3.

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or locally

important mineral resource recovery site, that would be of value to the

region and the residents of the state?

NO

4.
Result in unstable earth surfaces or increase the exposure of people or

property to geologic or seismic hazards?
NO

5.
Result in or be affected by soil erosion or siltation (whether by water or

wind)?
NO

6.
Result in the increased use of fuel or energy in large amounts or in a

wasteful manner?
NO

7. Result in an increase in the rate of use of any natural resource? NO

8. Result in the substantial depletion of any nonrenewable resource? NO

9.
Violate any published federal, state or local standards pertaining to

hazardous waste, solid waste or liter controls?
NO*

10.
Modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean or any bay,

inlet or lake?
NO

11.
Encroach upon a floodplain or result in or be affected by floodwaters or

tidal waves?
NO

12.
Adversely affect the quantity or quality of surface water, groundwater, or

public water supply?
NO*

13. Result in the use of water in large amount or in a wasteful manner? NO

14. Affect wetlands or riparian vegetation? NO

15.
Violate or be inconsistent with federal, state or local water quality

standards?
NO

16.
Result in changes in air movement, moisture or temperature, or any climatic

conditions?
NO

17.
Result in an increase in air pollutant emissions, adverse effects on or

deterioration of ambient air quality?
NO*

18. Result in the creation of objectionable odors? NO

19.
Violate or be inconsistent with any federal, state or local air standards or

control plans?
NO*

20. Result in an increase in noise levels or vibration for adjoining areas? YES NO*

21. Result in any federal, state or local noise criteria being equaled or exceeded?
NO*

22. Produce new light, glare or shadows? NO
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ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST

YES OR NO

IF YES,

IS IT

SIGNIFICANT

BIOLOGICAL - Will the proposal (either directly or indirectly):

23.
Change in the diversity of species or number of any species of plants

(including trees, shrubs, grass, microflora and aquatic plants)?
NO

24.
Reduction in the numbers of or encroachment upon the critical habitat of

any unique threatened or endangered species of plants?
NO*

25.
Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or result in a barrier to

the normal replenishment of existing species?
NO*

26.
Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop or commercial timber stand,

or affect prime, unique or other farmland of state or local importance?
NO

27. Removal or deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat? NO

28.

Change in the diversity of species or number of species of animals (birds,

land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic organisms, insects

or microfauna)?

NO

29.
Reduction in the numbers of or encroachment upon the critical habitat of

any unique threatened or endangered species of animals?
NO*

30.
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan, natural community

conservation plan or other approved local, regional or state habitat plan?
NO

31.
Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a barrier to

the migration or movement of animals?
NO

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC - Will the proposal (either directly or indirectly):

32. Cause disruption of orderly planned development? NO

33.
Be inconsistent with any elements of adopted community plans, policies or

goals, or the California Urban Strategy?
NO

34. Be inconsistent with a Coastal Zone Management Plan? NO

35.
Affect the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human

population of an area?
NO

36. Affect lifestyles, or neighborhood character or stability? NO

37.
Affect minority, elderly, handicapped, transit-dependent, or other specific

interest groups?
NO*

38. Divide or disrupt an established community? NO

39.
Affect existing housing, require the acquisition of residential improvements

or the displacement of people or create a demand for additional housing?
YES NO*

40.
Affect employment, industry or commerce, or require the displacement of

businesses or farms?
YES NO*

41. Affect property values or the local tax base? YES NO*

42.
Affect any community facilities (including medical, educational, scientific,

recreational, or religious institutions, ceremonial sites or sacred shrines)?
NO

43. Affect public utilities, or police, fire, emergency or other public services? YES NO*

44.
Have substantial impact on existing transportation systems or alter present

patterns or circulation or movement of people and or goods?
YES NO*
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ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST

YES OR NO

IF YES,

IS IT

SIGNIFICANT

45. Generate additional traffic? NO

46.
Affect or be affected by existing parking facilities or result in demand for

new parking?
NO

47.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death

involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to

urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

NO

48.

Involve a substantial risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous

substances in the event of an accident or otherwise affect overall public

safety?

NO

49. Result in alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? NO

50. Support large commercial or residential development? NO

51.
Affect a significant archaeological or historic site, structure, object, or

building?
NO*

52. Affect wild or scenic rivers or natural landmarks? NO

53.

Affect any scenic resources or result in the obstruction of any scenic vista or

view open to the public, or creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to

public view?

NO*

54.
Result in substantial impacts associated with construction activities (e.g.,

noise, dust, temporary drainage, traffic detours and temporary access, etc.)?
YES NO*

55.
Result in the use of any publicly owned land from a park, recreation area, or

wildlife and wildfowl refuge?
NO

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

56.

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of

the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining

levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the

number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or

eliminate important examples of the major period of California history or

prehistory?

NO*

57.

Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the

disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals?  (A short-term impact on

the environment is one that occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period of

time while long-term impacts will endure well into the future.)

NO*

58.

Does the project have environmental effects, which are individually limited,

but cumulatively considerable?  Cumulatively considerable means that the

incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in

connection with other projects, the effects of other current projects, and the

effects of probable future projects.  It includes the effects of other projects,

which interact with this project and, together, are considerable.

NO*

59.
Does this project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial

adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
NO*
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5 DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

The discussions in this section are based on technical studies from July 1997 to
November 2000.  These studies are available for review at the Caltrans District 7 office,
120 South Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012.  The studies are:

• Land Use and Socioeconomic Technical Study

• Geotechnical Report

• Energy Analysis

• Initial Site Assessment

• Reevaluation of Initial Site Assessment

• Water Quality Report

• Air Quality

• Air Quality Report, I-5 at Carmenita

• Visual Impact Report

• Noise Study Report

• Historic Property Survey Report

• Biological Resources Report

• Draft Relocation Impact Report

• Major Investment Study Compliance Report

• Freeway Traffic Analysis Report

• Arterial and Ramp Terminal Intersections Report

5-1 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (Questions 2-8, 10, 11, 13-16, 18, 22)

The proposed project will neither directly nor indirectly: Modify any unique geological
features; Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource; Result in unstable
earth surfaces or increase the exposure of people or property to seismic hazards; Result in
or be affected by soil erosion or siltation; Result in the increased use of fuel or energy in
large amounts or in a wasteful manner; Result in an increase in the rate of use of any
natural resource; Result in the substantial depletion of any nonrenewable resource;
Modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet or lake;
Encroach upon a floodplain or result in or be affected by floodwaters or tidal waves;
Result in the use of water in a large amount or in a wasteful manner; Affect wetlands or
riparian vegetation; Violate or be inconsistent with federal, state or local water quality
standards; Result in changes in air movement, moisture or temperature, or any climatic
conditions; Result in the creation of objectionable odors; Produce new light, glare or
shadows.

5-2 TOPOGRAPHY (Question 1)

The preferred alternative would require changes to the topography immediately adjacent
to the freeway as fill slopes and retaining walls are modified and constructed and the new
overcrossing is constructed.  No unique geologic or physical features are present in the
project area.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: None required; standard-engineering practices
will be used.
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5-3 HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE (Question 9)

Of the over 25 sites reviewed, the Initial Site Assessment identified a total of 12 potential
contaminant sources which may pose an impact to the project, and should be investigated
further.  For the purposes of developing recommendations (see mitigation, below),
potential contaminant sources have been separated into two groups: (1) properties subject
to full or partial acquisition and (2) properties that are not subject to acquisition but may
affect the project area due to the possible off-site migration of contaminants to within the
project limits.  Details on these sites may be found in the Initial Site Assessment (June
1998) and the Reevaluation of the Initial Site Assessment (October 2000) and are
tabulated in Appendix E.

Regional groundwater contamination may affect the project area and during construction
of the proposed improvements, oil and gas wells could be encountered.  If the wells were
not originally abandoned properly according to California codes and regulations, they
could leak oil and/or gas and become an environmental or explosive hazard.

Lead contamination from past vehicle emissions may be encountered during construction
in unpaved areas of existing Caltrans or local city rights-of-way or rights-of-way that will
be acquired by Caltrans.

During construction, solid wastes generated may be classified as decomposable material
that must be removed from the construction area or non-decomposable material that may
remain within embankment areas.  Decomposable material can include vegetation from
clearing and grubbing operations and scrape lumber.  Non-decomposable material can
include broken asphalt pavements, concrete, brick and rock.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: Once the preferred alternative has been
identified, site-specific recommendations will be developed (for properties subject to
acquisition) for additional data collection and Phase II sampling.  In addition, because
there are properties that are not subject to acquisition, but are also potential contaminant
sources that could affect the project, it is probable that some level of Phase II site
investigation work (i.e., soil and groundwater sampling) will be required within the
project's right-of-way limits to evaluate potential impacts to the project from these off-
site sources.  However, it is recommended that the project be better defined prior to
conducting intrusive investigations in order to maximize cost effectiveness.

All hazardous or solid wastes and debris encountered or generated during construction
will be properly disposed in accordance with all federal, state and local laws and
regulations.  Site remediation and waste disposal will be done in conformance with all
state and federal regulations.

Project construction will be conducted with a contingency plan in place in the event that
unidentified storage tanks, hazardous materials, petroleum hydrocarbons or hazardous or
solid wastes are unexpectedly encountered during construction.  This contingency plan
will address underground storage tank decommissioning, field screening and materials
testing methods, mitigation and contaminant management requirements, and health and
safety requirements for construction workers.
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In addition, all structures that would be demolished as a part of construction will undergo
an evaluation for the presence of asbestos-containing materials and lead based paint prior
to demolition.  The exact number and locations of acquisitions will be identified during
final design.

Decomposable solid waste materials generated during construction will be placed in
dumpsites that the contractor is obligated by contract specification to provide.  All
dumpsites must be approved prior to construction

Because of the regional groundwater condition, it may be appropriate to perform some
level of systematic groundwater sampling within the project area where groundwater will
be encountered during construction.  Such sampling could be performed in conjunction
with other Phase II efforts recommended within the project area due to possible
contamination from identified off-site sources.

Any wells encountered will need to be researched through the California Department of
Oil and Gas to determine if they were abandoned properly.  If not, the wells will need to
be re-abandoned according to the State of California codes and regulations.

A Phase II lead investigation should be conducted to determine whether special
provisions would be required during construction for the identification, handling, and
disposition of lead contaminated soils.

5-4 WATER QUALITY (Question 12)

Construction of this project should not have an impact on groundwater.  Storm water run-
off during both construction and project operation should not be significantly different
from present conditions.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: For both short-term (construction) and long-term
(operational) water quality impacts, temporary, as well as permanent Best Management
Practices (BMPs) will be identified during the project’s final design stage, when there is
sufficient engineering details available to warrant competent analysis.  Caltrans is
committed to implementing cost-effective temporary and permanent BMPs as identified
during final design.

5-5 AIR POLLUTANTS (Question 17)

A second Air Quality Report was prepared to focus on the specific impacts of the
proposed I-5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement.  This report evaluated the two
Build Alternatives compared to the No-Build Alternative.  The implementation of any of
the Build Alternatives would not significantly increase emission levels within the project
area because it improves the Interchange Level of Service, traffic flow and reduces delay
hence improves the air quality.  Microscale analysis was conducted at I-5 and Carmenita
Road.  None of the build alternatives are projected to cause or contribute to any new
violation or increase the frequency or severity of existing violations of the air quality
standards in the project area.
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A qualitative evaluation of construction emissions was conducted based on available
information.  Construction vehicles, haul trucks, earth-moving vehicles and earth-moving
activities, would generate construction-related fugitive dust.  In addition, disruption of
traffic during construction could result in short term elevated concentrations of carbon
monoxide (CO).  The effects anticipated would be similar for the two build alternatives.
These short-term impacts are not considered significant; however, measures to reduce
these short-term impacts are listed under Impacts Associated with Construction (5-18).

According to the second Air Quality Report, the proposed project does not require a
quantitative CO hotspot analysis because it satisfied all four of conditions required by the
CO-Protocol Methodologies for the qualitative analysis.  The proposed project would not
contribute to new localized CO violations or increase the severity/frequency of existing
violations in the area affected by the project.

FHWA currently requires qualitative PM10 analysis for all non-exempt projects, in PM10

non-attainment areas that must have localized impact analysis.  This project is located in
PM10 non-attainment area, so a qualitative PM10 analysis is required.  PM10 is not
monitored at the South San Gabriel Valley Monitoring Station.  The qualitative analysis
used the PM10 Air Quality Summaries for years 1997-1999 published by the Air
Resources Board, SCAQMD for Central LA, South Coastal LA County and Central
Orange County Monitoring Stations.  These stations are the closest to the project area that
monitor PM10.  The summaries for Central LA, South Coastal LA County and Central
Orange County Monitoring Stations showed no monitored violations of the federal
standards during the three year period.  The annual geometric mean ranges between 29.9
and 43.4 µg/m3.  This project maintains same traffic volumes, it is unlikely to cause or
experience a localized PM10 problem.  This project is not a significant contributor to
localized PM10 emissions because it does not add capacity.  There is no reason to believe
that this project will contribute in a hot spot fashion to any known violations. Regional
conformity already accounts for PM10 emissions from regional Vehicles Miles Traveled
(VMT).  This project does not cause or contribute to any new localized PM10 violations
or increase the frequency or severity of any existing PM10 violations in the area
substantially affected by the project.

Conformity Statement

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAAs) of 1990 require that transportation projects
conform to state or federal Air Quality Plans.  The proposed project is identified in the
federally approved (October 6, 2000), 2000/01-2005/06 RTIP prepared by SCAG.  The
Air Quality Report is in accordance with all applicable SIPS and is consistent with the
2001 RTP.  There has been no significant change in the design concept or scope from that
described in the RTP and RTIP. This project conforms to the requirements of the federal
CAAA's of 1990.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: None Required
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5-6 NOISE LEVELS (Questions 20 & 21)

Noise impacts are determined by comparing noise levels for existing conditions with
future predicted noise levels for the project.  The key to this analysis is the predicted
future year data.  The traffic data used for this analysis was derived from studies supplied
by Caltrans Los Angeles Regional Transportation Study (LARTS) branch.  It should be
noted that peak hour traffic on portions of I-5 show reduced speeds.  The peak noise
occurs when traffic is in free-flow at Level of Service (LOS) C.  According to the
Highway Capacity Manual, this corresponds to approximately 1500 vehicles per lane per
hour (V/L/H) travelling at sixty (60) miles per hour (MPH).

A representative receptor analysis (Noise Study) was done using the worst case traffic
volumes for each scenario and computing the noise levels at the specific receptor
locations, including the effects of any existing barriers that may affect these levels.
Based on the studies accomplished so far, Caltrans intends to incorporate noise abatement
measures in the form of a barrier from 100 meters south of Dinard Ave to the Shoemaker
overcrossing along the new right-of-way line on the northbound side of Interstate 5.  The
wall will be 16 feet (4.88 meters) high and 1805 feet (550 meters) long.  Calculations
based on preliminary design data indicate that the barrier will reduce noise levels by 15
dBA for 10 residences at a total reasonable cost allowance of $470,000.  If during final
design conditions have substantially changed, noise barriers might not be provided. The
final decision of the noise barriers will be made upon completion of the project design
and the public involvement processes.

Table 5-1: Noise Analysis Summary

Predicted Noise Levels in dBA for the Year 2020

Barrier Height Alternatives

8' 10' 12' 14' 16'Site

Location

Existing Noise

Levels

dBA
Exterior/Interior

Wall

Location
No Wall dBA
Exterior/Interior (2.44m) (3.05m) (3.66m) (4.26m) (4.9m)

Dynasty Suits 73.0/43.4 EP 76.7/47.1 - 73.5 73.1 72.9 -

Motel 6 65.6/45.5
Carmenita

Road
70.1/50.0 66.5 - - 66.4 -

Best Western

Inn
66.2/46.7

Firestone
Boulevard

68.4/48.9 67.2 - - 66.9 -

1N at 14627

Painter Ave.
68.52 82.7 73.8 72.2 70.7 69.4 (68.4)

2N at 14658

Maryton Ave.
67.92

R/W from
Sta. 43+75

to
Sta. 49+00 82.9 73.6 72.0 70.5 69.4 (68.4)

(xx) – Values in parenthesis are Caltrans recommended wall height.
Note 1: Interior noise readings were taken only at motels.
Note 2: Noise levels behind existing 12-foot high soundwall.
Source: Noise Study Report, May 2001
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MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: Noise barriers currently exist at one location
within the project area.  Construction of the new interchange will require the removal of
this noise barrier; A 16 foot (4.9 meter) soundwall will be built along the new right-of-
way line to replace it as noise abatement (Figure 5-1).

Figure 5-1: Soundwall and Noise Sensitive Receptor Locations

Existing Soundwall to be Removed

Existing Soundwall to be Removed

LEQ(h)=68dBA

LEQ(h)+69dBA
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5-7 BIOLOGICAL EFFECTS (Questions 23, 24, 25 &  29)

5-7.1 Endangered Species

A review of the project was conducted to identify potential impacts to natural resources.
This consisted of evaluating the project in light of findings from a search of the
California Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) and existing resources found on the
USGS Quad Maps and aerial photographs.  The project is located in a highly urbanized
and disturbed area.  The NDDB indicates that no sensitive species are known to occur in
the vicinity of the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE).

5-7.2 Vegetation

The area impacted by the proposed project consists of mature urban forest landscape
originally installed by Caltrans or local cities.  The construction of the proposed
interchange and associated fill slopes and retaining walls would require the removal of
these resources.  The preservation of existing landscaping would be beneficial, but would
probably not be feasible.  Replacement plantings of shrubs, trees, vines and groundcovers
will be required.

5-7.3 Nesting Birds

Removal of vegetation should be scheduled between September 1 and April 30 to avoid
impacts to nesting birds.  If this is not possible, a pre-construction survey will need to be
conducted.  If nesting birds are found, vegetation removal in the vicinity of the nest will
have to be delayed until the birds have left the area.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: Construction will be scheduled according to the
constraints stated above.

Caltrans, with assistance from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, has developed a policy
to combat the introduction of invasive species into native ecosystems.  This policy states
that the Districts are encouraged to:
1. Use regionally appropriate native plant materials whenever possible, and
2. Avoid the use of non-native plant materials in areas near natural open space or

wildlands, which may escape and colonize or hybridize with native species.
A list of exotic invasive species that should not be used as highway landscaping due to
potential adverse effects on native ecosystems has also been developed (APPENDIX I).

This office policy should be followed when developing the landscaping palette for this
project.

5-8 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT (Questions 26-28, 30 & 31)

The proposed project will neither directly nor indirectly: Result in the reduction in
acreage of any agricultural crop or commercial timber stand, or affect prime, unique or
other farmland of state or local importance; Removal or deterioration of existing fish or
wildlife habitat; Change in the diversity of species or number of species of animals
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(birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic organisms, insects or
microfauna); Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan or other local, regional or state habitat plan; Introduce new species of
animals into an area, or result in a barrier to the migration or movement of animals.

5-9 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT (Questions 32-36, 38, 42, 43,

45-50, 52 & 55)

The proposed project will neither directly nor indirectly: Cause disruption of orderly
planned development; Be inconsistent with any elements of adopted community plans,
policies or goals, or the California Urban Strategy; Be inconsistent with a Coastal Zone
Management Plan; Affect the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human
population of an area; Affect lifestyles, or neighborhood character or stability; Affect any
community facilities; Affect public utilities, or police, fire, emergency or other public
services; Generate additional traffic; Affect or be affected by existing parking facilities or
result in demand for new parking; Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands; Involve a substantial
risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances in the event of an accident or
otherwise affect public safety; Result in alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic;
Support large commercial or residential development; Affect wild or scenic rivers or
natural landmarks; Result in the use of any publicly owned land from a park, recreation
area, or wildlife and wildfowl refuge.

5-10 EFFECTS ON MINORITIES AND SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS

(Question 37)

No adverse effects would occur as a result of the proposed project on minority groups,
the elderly, handicapped, transit-dependent, or other special interest groups.

In addition, Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in

Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by President Clinton on
February 11, 1994, requires federal agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps
to identify and address "disproportionately high and adverse effects" of federal projects
on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest
extent practicable and permitted by law.  No disproportionately high and adverse impacts
to minority or low-income populations have been identified.  Caltrans will provide
standard compensation and relocation assistance (see Appendix B) under 42 USC 4601.

5-11 DISPLACEMENT AND EFFECTS ON HOUSING (Question 39)

21 single-family residential acquisitions required for the construction of the preferred
alternative.  These full acquisitions would occur along the northbound side of Interstate 5,
north of Carmenita Road.  No multi-family units would be acquired.  A table listing
properties impacted due to right-of-way acquisition can be found in APPENDIX F.

The displacement and consequent loss of 21 housing units would be negligible as
compared to the 3,700 housing units Norwalk is expected to gain over the period from
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1990 to 2015.  Furthermore, this displacement represents a loss of 0.03 percent of the
future housing supply in Norwalk in 2015.  Thus, none of the build alternatives would
displace a large number of housing units in Norwalk.

It is not anticipated that any of the build alternatives would displace affordable housing
units or housing that serves special needs groups.  The housing units that would be
displaced are not specifically designated as affordable or special needs housing.  The 21
units that would be displaced are located in Norwalk census tract 5524.  Over 60 percent
of the units to be acquired are owner-occupied.  Median housing values are lower than
the citywide figures in census tract 5524. The displaced units could be overcrowded
because overcrowding occurs in 19 percent of the units in census tract 5524.

Construction of the project alternatives would generate new employment during the
construction phase; however, this employment would not create a demand for a large
number of new housing units.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: The proposed project is not expected to result in
residential relocation problems.  According to the Draft Relocation Impact Report,
sufficient and adequate housing is available and exists within the affected community.
An extensive search will be conducted and its results will be included in the Final
Relocation Impact Report.  The available housing stock appears to fulfill the
requirements for residence types and for the estimated sales price range for the residential
units that will be displaced by the proposed project.

The proposed project would not displace a large number of housing units, and therefore
measures to minimize harm to the housing stock are not required.  However, public
agencies responsible for the acquisitions would be required to provide relocation
assistance to displaced residents and compensate the property owners for the sale of the
property in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1974, revised effective January 1, 1991 (Public Law 91-646
& 49 CFR Part 24).  This law establishes a uniform policy for the fair and equitable
treatment of residents, as well as businesses, displaced as a direct result of programs or
projects undertaken by a public entity.  The Relocation Assistance Act will be
administered in a manner, which is consistent with the fair housing requirements and
assures all persons their rights under Title VIII of the act of April 11, 1968 (Public Law
90-284), commonly known as the Civil Rights Act of 1968 and Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.  As part of the relocation assistance, efforts will be made to find
suitable replacement housing within the community if the tenant desires to remain (see
Appendix B).

5-12 COMMERCIAL DISPLACEMENT (Question 40)

The preferred alternative would displace approximately 97 businesses.  A combined total
of approximately 579,000 square feet of commercial, office, industrial, and light
industrial space will be acquired, and an estimated 1560 commercial, office, industrial,
and light industrial jobs will be displaced.  A table listing properties impacted due to
right-of-way acquisition can be found in APPENDIX F.  It is anticipated that these
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businesses and employees can be relocated in the surrounding area.  It is also anticipated
that portions of some of the larger properties can be redeveloped after the project is
completed.  Some of the relocated businesses and employees may be relocated to these
redeveloped properties.  Although it is anticipated that the businesses can be relocated to
other sites, the loss of the building space and the job displacement would be an adverse
impact on the businesses, employees, and communities.

Table 5-2: Business Relocations and Employee Displacement
Alternative Number of Business Relocations Number of Employees Displaced

1 67 1353

3 104 1610

3A 97 1475

Approximately 15 parcels within the project area may be subject to partial acquisition.  4
of these partial acquisitions may require cut-and-reface work to be performed on the
existing buildings on the property.  6 of the partial acquisitions will reduce the front or
side yard to a depth less than that required by the City of Santa Fe Springs’ zoning
ordinances.  The City’s ordinances provide the City with latitude to consider a smaller
than required yard to be conforming.  Properties that the City will not consider
conforming in the after condition will require cut-and-reface work to be performed on
existing buildings to comply with the yard setback requirement.  It is anticipated that
these decisions will be made on a case by case basis as project design refinements are
finalized.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: Public agencies responsible for the acquisition of
commercial property are required to provide relocation assistance to displaced businesses
and compensate the property owners for the sale of the property in accordance with the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1974,
revised effective January 1, 1991, (Public Law 91-646 & 49 CFR Part 24).  This law
establishes a uniform policy for the fair and equitable treatment of residents, as well as
businesses, displaced as a direct result of programs or projects undertaken by a public
entity.  As part of the relocation assistance, efforts will be made to find suitable
replacement business locations within the community if the business owner desires to
remain (see Appendix B).

Replacement business locations will be investigated in areas as close to the displacement
area as possible.  Whenever possible, the fundamental characteristics of the displaced
businesses would be maintained, including size, configuration, rent (and/or acquisition
price), type of construction, age of building, physical condition and other amenities and
special needs pertaining to the operation of the business.

In cases where the City will not consider a reduced yard setback as conforming, the State
will pay damages to the property owner for the cut-and-reface work needed to provide the
setback.  If the cost of damages to a property approach the cost to fully acquire the
property, or the after condition of an altered building would preclude it from being used
in its present capacity, the state may fully acquire the property and relocate the business.
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In some cases, excess property resulting from full acquisitions could be used as
mitigation for partial acquisition of adjacent properties, to replace parking, for example.
In cases where this type of mitigation would be used, the Department’s Right-of-way
appraisal unit must determine the value of the property to be relinquished as mitigation
prior to project construction.

5-13 PROPERTY VALUES (Question 41)

The full acquisitions would result in a loss of local property and sales tax revenues in
Santa Fe Springs and Norwalk.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: No measures are directly available for losses in
property and sales tax revenues.  However, if excess property is resold and subsequently
redeveloped, a portion of these losses would be recovered.

5-14 PUBLIC UTILIES AND SERVICES (Question 43)

The construction of the proposed project could have an adverse effect on fire protection
services during construction, particularly at Fire Station #3.  This would be avoided by
notifying Los Angeles County Fire Department when closures, if any, would occur.
There would be no adverse effects on utilities although some may need to be relocated
temporarily or permanently for construction of the proposed project.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: To minimize the impact of possible closures of
Carmenita Road Overcrossing, the contractor will be required to notify the proper local
fire and police departments prior to the closure.  Caltrans will maintain continuing
coordination with fire and police agencies throughout the construction period.

Prior to construction, verification of Superior Rights of the cities of Norwalk and Santa
Fe Springs will be determined by Caltrans.  If it is determined that the cities of Norwalk
and Santa Fe Springs do have Superior Rights to that of Caltrans, the cost of utility
relocation will be funded 100% by the State.

5-15 TRAFFIC MOVEMENT (Question 44)

During construction, a temporary impact will exist due to the temporary closure of
freeway access ramps and local streets.  Every effort will be made to ease the potential
for significant construction delays. Once construction is completed additional occupants
will be able to utilize the facility and a reduction in congestion should occur.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: To minimize impacts due to temporary ramp and
local street closures during construction, a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) must be
implemented.

5-16 ARCHAEOLOGICAL/HISTORIC SITES (Question 51)

An Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) determined that no archaeological sites are
known to exist within, or adjacent to, the project area.
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A Negative Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) has been prepared for the proposed
project.  The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has reviewed the HPSR has
concurred with the adequacy of the study and that no cultural resources are located within
the APE that meet the criteria for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places.

A concurrence letter was returned to the Office of Environmental Planning.  A copy of
the concurrence letter is included in APPENDIX D of this Final IS/EA.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: None required

5-17 VISUAL EFFECTS (Question 53)

There are no significant scenic resources or views in the study area.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: None required

5-18 IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH CONSTRUCTION (Question 54)

Impacts associated with construction will occur, but these inconveniences (i.e., delays in
traffic, additional noise and dust) are temporary and not significant.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM:

Construction Air Quality: To minimize the amount of construction dust generated,
and because the project is in a PM10 non-attainment area; some or all of the particulate
control measures related to construction activities from SCAQMD Rule 403 will be
followed for this project:

Site Preparation:

• Minimize land disturbances

• Use watering trucks to minimize dust

• Cover trucks when hauling dirt

• Stabilize the surface of dirt piles, if not removed immediately

• Use windbreaks to prevent accidental dust migration

• Limit vehicular paths and stabilize temporary roads

• Pave all unpaved construction roads and parking areas to road grade for a length no
less than 15.25 meters (50 feet) where such roads and parking areas exit the
construction site to prevent dirt from washing onto paved roadways.

During Construction:

• Cover trucks when transferring or hauling materials

• Use dust suppressants on traveled paths that are not paved

• Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities

• Minimize dirt track-out by washing or cleaning trucks before leaving the construction
site (an alternative to this strategy is to pave a few hundred feet of the exit road, just
before entering the public road).
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Post Construction:

• Revegetate any disturbed land not used for the project

• Remove unused material expeditiously

• Remove dirt piles promptly

• Revegetate all vehicular paths created during construction to avoid future off-road
vehicular activities.

Construction Noise: The project will be required to comply with the Noise
Ordinances of the cities of Santa Fe Springs and Norwalk.  In general these noise
ordinances regulate the hours of the day when construction activity is allowed.

Noise control measures during construction will be required to satisfy the applicable
noise ordinances, and thereby reduce short term construction noise impacts on existing
noise sensitive land uses.  Measures to protect existing residential areas will be re-
evaluated in greater detail when the preliminary design is prepared.  Impacts to local
residents cannot be accurately determined without a detailed construction plan and a
project schedule.  General mitigation measures are recommended for use as guidelines in
developing a construction plan that takes into consideration the adverse impacts to the
surrounding noise environment.  These general measures are presented below.

1. Design Considerations - During the early stages of construction plan
development, natural and artificial barriers, such as ground elevation changes and
existing buildings can be considered for use as shielding against construction
noise.  Strategic placement of stationary equipment, such as compressors and
generators, could also reduce impacts at the sensitive receptors.

2. Construction of sound barrier walls during initial stages – A sound wall will
be constructed to replace an existing sound wall as part of the project for long-
term traffic noise abatement.  The replacement sound wall should be constructed
before the start of freeway reconstruction to reduce the impacts of construction
noise.

3. Alternative Construction Methods - Certain phases of highway construction
work such as pile driving (if required) may produce noise levels in excess of
acceptable limits, even when feasible noise reduction methods are used.  Using
alternate methods of construction, such as vibration or hydraulic insertion of piles
or drilled holes for cast-in-place piles could reduce these impacts.

4. Source Control - Compliance with Caltrans Standard Specifications, "Sound
Control Requirements", will be followed.  The contractor will be required to
comply with all local sound control and noise level rules, regulations and
ordinances that apply to any work performed pursuant to the contract.  Each
internal combustion engine, used for any purpose on the job or related to the job,
will be required to be equipped with a muffler of a type recommended by the
manufacturer.  No internal combustion engine will be operated without such a
muffler.
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5. Time and Activity Constraints - The majority of noisier activities involving
large machinery could be limited to daylight hours when most people normally
affected are either not present or engaged in less noise sensitive activities.
Nighttime construction would require more restrictive noise control measures.
Given the vehicular demands that are placed on the freeway on a daily basis, it
may not be possible to accommodate this measure, except for selected off-
mainline locations.

6. Community Relations - Community meetings will be held with the area
residents to explain the construction work, time involved, and the control
measures that will be taken to reduce the impact of the construction noise.
Providing advance notice of noise-producing activities can often reduce
community sensitivity to such noise.

5-19 QUALITY OF THE ENVIRONMENT EFFECTS (Question 56)

The proposed project would not adversely affect fish and wildlife populations, plant
communities, or rare or endangered species.  The proposed project is not expected to
eliminate examples of California history or prehistory.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: None required

5-20 SHORT-TERM EFFECTS AND LONG-TERM GOALS (Question 57)

The project would have short-term construction impacts; however, the project is intended
to meet the long-term environmental goals of improving traffic flow conditions and
improving air quality.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: None required

5-21 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS (Question 58)

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130, states that "cumulative impacts shall be discussed
when they are significant.  The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity
of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as
great detail as is provided of the effects attributable to the project alone."  As stated in
Section 15355 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines:

“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number
of separate projects.

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment,
which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probably future projects.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
projects taking place over a period of time.



Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement IS/EA 47

In accordance with NEPA 40 CFR 1508.7, cumulative effects “which result from the
incremental consequences of an action when added to other past and reasonably
foreseeable future actions” shall be discussed.

CEQA and NEPA provide for various methods to achieve an adequate discussion of
cumulative impacts.  In this case, the following documents were used to describe the
expected environmental impacts under future build-out conditions:

• Los Angeles County General Plan

• City of Norwalk General Plan

• City of Santa Fe Springs General Plan

• SCAG Regional Transportation Plan
The city and county plans were reviewed to determine if the Interstate 5 at Carmenita
improvements were already included in the analysis.  If not, the Interstate 5 at Carmenita
impacts were added to the forecasted impacts to determine the likelihood that cumulative
impacts would occur.

Geology and Soils: Seismic hazards are experienced throughout Southern California,
including in the project area.  With or without the Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road project,
people would be exposed to such hazards as fault displacement/ground rupture, seismic
groundshaking, liquefaction, differential settlement, subsidence, and landslides.  The
project would not increase or decrease these hazards, nor would it introduce additional
population into an area where these hazards exist.  Thus, the project would not contribute
to cumulative geology or soils impacts.

Land Use and Socioeconomic: The proposed Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road
improvements are consistent with all of the aforementioned plans, and would not
contribute to land use impacts not addressed in those plans.

The project would provide short-term employment opportunities (construction) and
contribute to an overall increased economic activity in the long term by improving
accessibility to and from the project area.

The disruption of traffic on the freeway that would result from project construction is a
temporary occurrence and would not contribute to a cumulative impact.  Impacts related
to relocation of utilities would be temporary, and not substantial on either an individual
or cumulative basis.

Biological Resources: The project area is urbanized and contains very little natural
habitat.  While impacts to these resources will be minimal, they will be replaced with
similar urban forest landscaping, thus a cumulative impact would not occur.

Archaeological/Historical Resources: No archaeological or historic resources will be
affected by the Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Project and therefore the
project would not contribute to a cumulative effect.

Hydrology: Project impacts to the capacity of the Coyote Creek or the North Fork
Coyote Creek would not result in water surface level changes greater than the 0.3-meter
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(one foot) threshold established by the Federal Emergency Management Agency,
therefore the project would not contribute to a cumulative effect.

Traffic and Transportation: By design, the Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange
project should have beneficial traffic and transportation impacts and would not contribute
to cumulative adverse effects.

Air Quality: As a result of congestion relief that would result from the project, Interstate
5 at Carmenita Road Interchange improvements would have a beneficial impact on air
quality and would not contribute to cumulative adverse effects.

Noise: The noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to the Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road
Interchange Project would continue to be exposed to adverse freeway noise impacts.
Noise impacts related to the proposed project would contribute to the existing and
growing urban noise impacts.  The only feasible form of noise abatement in the limited
right-of-way width available along Interstate 5 in the project area is soundwalls.
Soundwalls are proposed as part of this project and would mitigate noise impacts related
to Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvements.

Water Quality: The Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement Project
would result in very minimal increases in impervious areas and in the quantity of runoff.
Surface waters occasionally experience degradation of water quality, related to urban
runoff.  The proposed project improvements would result in small contributions to the
urban runoff.  The cumulative impact to surface water quality would continue to degrade
the water quality in the storm drains.  The greatest threat to groundwater quality in the
area is the potential intrusion of agricultural runoff and leaching.  The Interstate 5 at
Carmenita Road Interchange project would not contribute to either of these cumulative
groundwater impacts.

Hazardous Materials: The Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange project will result
in the clean up of hazardous materials within the project area.  This would result in a
beneficial impact to the environment and not contribute to an adverse cumulative effect.

Visual Resources: Visual changes would occur due to the Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road
Interchange improvements.  The area as it exists does not have a strong visual character.
The proposed project would not cause adverse visual impacts within the area, nor would
it contribute to a cumulative effect on visual resources.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: None required

5-22 SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS ON HUMAN BEINGS (Question 59)

The project would result in temporary construction impacts related to noise, air quality,
and local traffic disruption as discussed in previous sections.  These effects would be
temporary and would not cause substantial negative effects on human beings.

MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM: None required
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6 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

6-1 Scoping Process

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) regulations do not require an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment
to include formal scoping procedures.  However, in light of the connectivity of this
project, its relationship to the I-5 Corridor MIS project, and its regional significance as a
project unto itself, efforts were undertaken to ensure that the concerns of the corridor
cities and other parties were known, and incorporated into the project development
process.

A formal scoping process was conducted for this project.  Letters informing elected
officials and government agencies of the scoping process were sent on January 31, 2000.

Comments were received during this scoping period until March 6, 2000.  Comments
were received during this scoping period from members of the public, the City of
Norwalk, California Public Utilities Commission, South Coast Air Quality Management
District, and the City of Santa Fe Springs.  Issues raised in these comments included the
following (sections that address issues):

• Right-of-way issues (5-11 & 5-12)

• Single Point Urban Interchange alternatives (2)

• Types of exhibits for the public hearing

• Circulation patterns and their effect on the railroad (2)

• Need for railroad grade separation (1-4)

• Proposed changes to railroad and truck access

• Air quality impacts (3-5 & 5-5)

• Modification and relocation of municipal infrastructure

6-2 Public Comment Period for the IS/EA

This IS/EA is being circulated for public comment for a period of 45 days.  A public
hearing and workshop will be offered at the Norwalk Arts and Sports Complex.  Notice
of this hearing/workshop will be placed in appropriate local newspapers.  Copies of this
IS/EA document can be reviewed or purchased at the offices of Caltrans District 7.
Copies will also be available at the city halls and libraries in Norwalk and Santa Fe
Springs.

Comments on this document should be submitted in writing before August 16, 2001 and
should be sent to the attention of:

Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Division of Environmental Planning
Caltrans, District 7
120 South Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA  90012



Interstate 5 at Carmenita Road Interchange Improvement IS/EA 50

6-2.1 Public Hearing

A public Hearing was held on August 2, 2001 at the Norwalk Art and Sports Complex, in
the City of Norwalk.  This meeting was held to give the public an opportunity to become
familiar, ask questions and make comments on the various aspects of the proposed
project.  As a part of the public circulation process, letters to elected officials,
government agencies, and other interested parties were sent out on June 27, 2001.
Additionally, Public Notice June 27 and July 25, 2001s were published in the Los
Angeles Times Orange County Edition (June 27 and July 25, 2001), the Orange County
Register (June 27 and July 25, 2001), the Southeast Cities Tribune (June 29 and July 27,
2001), the Long Beach Press Telegram (June 27 and July 25, 2001), and La Opinion
(June 27 and July 25, 2001).  At the Public Hearing eleven (11) people made comments
or asked questions.  A copy of the transcript from the Public Hearing can be found in
APPENDIX K.  General issues of the comments and questions made at the Public
Hearing consisted of:

• Turning radiuses and slopes of realigned surface streets

• Funding issues

• Project time frame

• Degree of right-of-way impacts

• Relocation of machinery

• Loss of income due to business relocation

• Appraisal process

• Right-of-way acquisition time frame

• Construction staging

• Impacts due to changes to access

6-2.2 Written Comments Received During Public Circulation

A total of 15 comment letters were received during the public review period.  Copies of
the letters and the responses to the comments raised are provided on the following pages.
Comments were received from the following:

• City of Cerritos

• The I-5 Consortium Cities Joint Powers Authority (2)

• Los Angeles County Fire Department

• City of Norwalk

• City of Santa Fe Springs

• Southern California Association of Governments

• CHOC Thrift Store

• Liberty Vegetable Oil Company

• Caroline Moraga

• Thomsen Engineering

• Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP

• Holland & Knight, LLP

• Palmieri, Tyler, Wiener, Wilhelm & Waldron, LLP

• Sullivan, Workman & Dee, LLP
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6-2.3 Public Notice of the Public Hearing

Figure 6-1: Notice of Public Hearing
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7 LIST OF PREPARERS

The following people were principally responsible for preparing the IS/EA or significant
background papers:

Ron Kosinski, Chief Environmental Planner
Jinous Saleh, Senior Environmental Planner
Garrett Damrath, Associate Environmental Planner
George Ghebranious, Senior Environmental Planner
Steve Chan, Senior Transportation Engineer
Jamal El-Jamal, Senior Environmental Planner
Fouad Abdelkerim, Associate Transportation Engineer
Gustavo Ortega, Senior Engineering Geologist
Diane Kane, Associate Environmental Planner (Architectural Historian)
Gary Iverson, Associate Environmental Planner (Archeologist)
Karl Price, Environmental Planner (Natural Sciences Specialist)
Lorna Foster, Right-of-way Agent
Laleh Modrek, Transportation Engineer
Cesar Perez, Senior Transportation Engineer, FHWA
Robert Cady, Senior Transportation Engineer, FHWA
Claudia Harbert, Architectural Historian
Arnold Parmar, Transportation Engineer
Kelly Ewing, Architectural Historian
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8 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

A total of 15 comment letters were received during the public review period.  Copies of
the letters and the responses to the comments raised are provided on the following pages.
Comments were received from the following:

• City of Cerritos

• The I-5 Consortium Cities Joint Powers Authority (2)

• Los Angeles County Fire Department

• City of Norwalk

• City of Santa Fe Springs

• Southern California Association of Governments

• CHOC Thrift Store

• Liberty Vegetable Oil Company

• Caroline Moraga

• Thomsen Engineering

• Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, LLP

• Holland & Knight, LLP

• Palmieri, Tyler, Wiener, Wilhelm & Waldron, LLP

• Sullivan, Workman & Dee, LLP
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