Chapter 4 — California Environmental Quality
Act Evaluation

4.1 Determining Significance under CEQA

The proposed project is a joint project by Caltrans and FHWA and is subject to State and
federal environmental review requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has been
prepared in compliance with both CEQA and NEPA. Caltrans is the lead agency under CEQA
and the FHWA is the lead agency under NEPA.

One of the primary differences between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is
determined. Under NEPA, significance is used to determine whether an EIS, or some lower
level of documentation, will be required. NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared when the
proposed federal action (project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect the quality
of the human environment.” The determination of significance is based on context and
intensity. Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not be of sufficient
magnitude to be determined significant under NEPA. Under NEPA, once a decision is made
regarding the need for an EIS, it is the magnitude of the impact that is evaluated and no
judgment of its individual significance is deemed important for the text. NEPA does not require
that a determination of significant impacts be stated in the environmental documents.

CEQA, on the other hand, does require Caltrans to identify each “significant effect on the
environment” resulting from the project and ways to mitigate each significant effect. If the
project may have a significant effect on any environmental resource, then an EIR must be
prepared. Each and every significant effect on the environment must be disclosed in the EIR
and mitigated if feasible. In addition, the CEQA Guidelines list a number of mandatory findings
of significance, which also require the preparation of an EIR. There are no types of actions
under NEPA that parallel the findings of mandatory significance of CEQA. This chapter
discusses the effects of this project and CEQA significance.

4.2 Less than Significant Effects of the Proposed Project

The following impacts would have a less than significant effect on the environment based on
implementation of design measures and/or routine monitoring efforts during construction:

o Air Quality e Hydrology and Water Quality

e Energy e Land Use

e Farmlands/Agricultural Lands e Parks and Recreational Facilities
e Floodplains e Pedestrian and Bicycle

¢ Geology and Soils o Traffic and Transportation

e Growth o Utilities and Emergency Services

For a full discussion of environmental consequences for the above issues, please see related
sections in Chapter 3.
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4.3 Less than Significant Impacts with Mitigation and/or
Minimization

The following resources have specific mitigation and/or minimization measures to reduce or
avoid impacts that could occur during construction (cultural and paleontological resources, and
hazardous materials) or operations (noise). These measures would reduce potential impacts
to less than significant levels under CEQA, as described below.

4.3.1 Cultural Resources

As detailed in Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, no substantial change to any historical
resource would occur. There is a potential for currently unknown sites to be located during
project construction. If unanticipated discoveries are made, consultation with the SHPO would
occur, as appropriate. This coordination, combined with implementation of proposed
mitigation and minimization measures identified in Section 3.8 of this Final EIR/EIS, ensures
that there would not be significant cultural resources impacts to historical resources.

4.3.2 Paleontological Resources

As detailed in Section 3.11, Paleontology, direct impacts to paleontological resources could
occur when mass grading cuts extend into geological deposits containing fossils. Although the
precise types, depths, and locations of various construction activities are not known at this
time, unearthing of paleontological resources is anticipated.

If anticipated discoveries occur, implementation of proposed mitigation measures identified in
Section 3.11 of this Final EIR/EIS would reduce paleontological resources impacts to less than
significant levels.

4.3.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As detailed in Section 3.13, Hazardous Waste/Materials, construction of the proposed project
has the potential to disturb soils and other materials containing hazardous materials, such as
aerially deposited lead, petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, herbicides, and other
contamination due to historic uses in and around the project areas.

Wherever possible, the I-5 NCC Project would use the existing I-5 alignment to avoid and/or
minimize impacts from hazards and hazardous materials. Where avoidance is not possible,
the project incorporates measures to avoid potential disturbances of contamination areas, as
described in Section 3.13 of this Final EIR/EIS. Compliance with the applicable regulations
pertaining to the safe handling and removal of hazardous waste/materials would reduce
impacts pertaining to emission and handling of hazardous waste/materials within
one guarter-mile of a school to less than significant levels.
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4.3.4 Noise

Determination for noise impact under CEQA is based on a comparison between the existing
noise levels and the build noise levels without soundwalls, as identified in Section 3.15, Noise.
CEQA differs from NEPA in the assessment of the noise. Under CEQA, the assessment entails
looking at the setting of the noise impact and then how large or perceptible a noise increase
would be in the given area under future build and no-build conditions.

For the purposes of Section 4.3.4 and Section 3.15, a Noise Sensitive Area (NSA)/Receptor
Site is an area involving regular human use or activities that would be susceptible to adverse
impacts due to highway traffic-generated noise. NSAs typically include residences, churches,
schools, parklands, or hospitals, and may include individual sites, groups of sites, or an entire
community. Individual analysis sites within the NSA are called Noise Receptor Sites. For the
purposes of analysis, a single-family residence (SFR), multi-family residence (MFR), mobile
home (MH), school (SCH), hotel or motel (HM), office, church (CHR), and recreational area
(REC), are development types that are identified as units. Several units may be represented
by a receptor.

A significant environmental effect under CEQA generally is defined as a substantial or
potentially substantial adverse change in the physical environment. The increase in traffic
noise caused by a project is the primary factor considered by Caltrans in assessing the
significance of noise impacts under CEQA. Key considerations when determining a significant
traffic noise impact under CEQA include whether there is an increase between existing and
projected noise levels, the uniqueness of the setting, the sensitive nature of the noise
receptors, the magnitude of the noise increase, the number of noise receptors affected, and
the absolute noise level. The CEQA noise analysis is different from, but related to, the NEPA
23 CFR 772 analysis discussed in Chapter 3, which is centered on noise abatement criteria.
Although the conclusions may vary, the decibel data addressed in this chapter are the same
as those addressed in Chapter 3, and remain the same as those disclosed in the Draft
EIR/EIS.

The Noise Study Report assesses the potential noise impacts associated with the I-5 NCC
Project. Noise impacts are presented in Section 3.15, where tables for each segment show
the existing traffic noise levels and predicted noise levels for all alternatives, including the
future no-build. Leq is used per the Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis guidance and is the
equivalent steady-state sound level, which in a stated period of time contains the same
acoustic energy as the time-varying sound level.

The noise measurement sites, or representative noise receptors, are locations where noise
measurements are taken in order to determine existing noise levels and to verify or calibrate
computer noise models. Locations that are expected to receive the greatest noise impacts,
such as the first row of houses from the noise source, are generally chosen. These sites are
chosen as being representative of similar sensitive sites in the area. Noise measurements
were conducted in frequent outdoor human-use areas and indoor classroom locations. All
noise measurement sites were selected so that there would be no unusual noises from sources
such as dogs, pool pumps, or children that could affect the measured noise levels. To the
extent feasible, sites that were free of major obstructions or noise contamination were selected.
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The proposed build alternatives would increase noise levels between 1 dBA and 5 dBA from
existing conditions in most locations of the I-5 North Coast Corridor by 2030,* with some areas
potentially experiencing an increase as high as a 12 dBA change. Changes of 3 dBA or less
are generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear and the difference in noise
would not be expected to be perceptible. Changes of 5 dBA, however, are readily perceptible.
The relationship between noise level change and perceived change is summarized as follows,
based on the Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement (November 2009).

e 0 -3 dBA change: Barely perceptible

o 5 dBA change: Readily perceptible

e 10 dBA change: Twice as loud

The recommended soundwalls in Section 3.15 would not mitigate the noise impact to a level
below CEQA significance for each individual soundwall.

The noise receptors identified along the I-5 NCC Project have been divided into 22 segments;
information discussing noise impacts along these segments is provided below.

Segment 1 (La Jolla Village Drive to Genesee Avenue) — The 13 units, located within an
existing, noisy and urban environment along this segment of the I-5 corridor, are represented by
seven noise receptors. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise receptors at
Segment 1 would experience a projected noise level increase between 3 dBA and 4 dBA. A
3 dBA increase is barely perceptible to the human ear. A 4 dBA increase is perceptible to the
human ear. Only two of the seven noise receptors within this segment would experience a
projected noise level increase of 4 dBA with the build alternatives. The remaining five noise
receptors would experience a projected noise level increase of only 3 dBA. The increase
between existing noise levels and the build alternatives would not result in a significant noise
impact under CEQA and no mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not
significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 1 are currently
loud and would remain loud.

Segment 2 (Genesee Avenue to Carmel Mountain Road) — There are five noise receptors, which
represent 30 units, located within this segment of the I-5 corridor. This segment is an existing,
noisy and urban environment. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise
receptors at Segment 2 would experience a projected noise level increase of between 1 dBA
and 2 dBA. This range of a 1 to 2 dBA increase between existing noise levels and the build
alternative is barely perceptible to the human ear. Therefore, under CEQA, no significant noise
impact would occur as a result of the project and no mitigation is required. The build alternatives
would not significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 2 are
currently loud and would remain loud,

Segment 3 (Carmel Mountain Road to Carmel Valley Road) — There are 16 noise receptors,
which represent 47 units, located within this segment of the I-5 corridor. This segment consists
of an existing, dense residential environment. Based on the build alternatives (without a
soundwall), noise receptors at Segment 3 would experience a projected noise level increase
between 1 and 4 dBA. A 3 dBA increase is barely perceptible to the human ear. A 4 dBA
increase is perceptible to the human ear. One noise receptor (R3.10A, representing three
units) would experience a noise reduction of 2 dBA. Only 4 of the 16 noise receptors would

' The Noise Study uses year 2030, but the traffic discussion in Section 3.6 clarified that the use of 2030 traffic
analysis is equally relevant through 2042 based on the Series 10, 11 and 12 analysis; that is the basis for
determining the traffic volume for the noise level.
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experience a projected noise level increase of 4 dBA; therefore, most of the noise receptors (11
of 16) would experience a projected noise level increase of 1 dBA to 3 dBA. This range ofa 1to
3 dBA increase between existing noise levels and the build alternative would be barely
perceptible to the human ear. A 4 dBA increase is perceptible to the human ear. Under CEQA,
no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no mitigation is required.
The build alternatives would not significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels
along Segment 3 are currently loud and would remain loud.

Segment 4 (Carmel Valley Road to Del Mar Heights Road) — There are 25 noise receptors,
which represent 111 units, located within this segment of the I-5 corridor. This segment is an
existing, noisy, dense residential environment. Based on the build alternatives (without a
soundwall), noise receptors at Segment 4 would experience a projected noise level increase
between 0 dBA and 3 dBA. A 3 dBA increase is barely perceptible to the human ear. A 4 dBA
increase is perceptible to the human ear. One noise receptor (R4.9, representing four units)
would experience a noise reduction of 1 dBA. The increase between existing noise levels and
the build alternatives would not result in a significant noise impact under CEQA and no
mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not significantly contribute to the existing
noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 4 are currently loud and would remain loud.

Segment 5 (Del Mar Heights Road to Via de la Valle Undercrossing) — The 135 units along this
segment of the I-5 corridor, represented by 29 noise receptors, are located within an existing
noisy, and primarily residential and urban environment. Based on the build alternatives
(without a soundwall), noise receptors at Segment 5 would experience a projected noise level
increase between 0 dBA and 6 dBA. However, only one of the noise receptors (R5.14, with
two represented units) would experience a projected noise level increase of 6 dBA. The
projected future noise level at this receptor is 68 dBA, which is consistent with other noise
receptors in the vicinity. The other 28 noise receptors would experience a projected noise level
increase between 0 dBA and 5 dBA. This range between existing noise levels and the build
alternative would be between barely perceptible to readily perceptible to the human ear.
Therefore, under CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project and
no mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not significantly contribute to the
existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 5 are currently loud and would remain loud.

Segment 6 (Via de la Valle Undercrossing to Lomas Santa Fe Drive) — The 135 units,
represented by 34 noise receptors, are located within an existing noisy, residential and urban
environment along this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a
soundwall), noise receptors at Segment 6 would experience a projected noise level increase
between 0 dBA and 10 dBA. However, only one noise receptor would experience a projected
noise level increase of 10 dBA (R6.5, with one represented unit); one noise receptor would
experience a projected noise level increase of 9 dBA (R6.4, with six represented units); one
noise receptor would experience a projected noise level increase of 8 dBA (R6.6, with five
represented units); and one noise receptor would experience a projected noise level increase
of 7 dBA (R6.7, with five represented units). These receptors, representing 17 units, would
perceive noise increases that are considered above readily perceptible to two times as loud as
the current condition. Receptors R6.6 and R6.7 would experience a potentially significant
impact under CEQA due to the combination of: the location of these receptors; the adjacent
receptors noise levels; the number of units represented; the resulting potential absolute noise
level between 69 and 71 dBA; and a 7 to 8 dBA projected noise level increase. There are no
soundwalls planned for these receptors due to the retention of the coastal view. A soundwall
(S603A) is planned for the potentially significant impact to these noise receptors R6.4 and
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R6.5 due to the combination of: the location of these receptors; the adjacent receptors noise
levels; number of units represented; the resulting potential absolute noise level between 69
and 80 dBA; and a 7 to 10 dBA projected noise level increase. One noise receptor (R6.11,
representing seven frontage units) would experience a noise reduction of 1 dBA. The
remaining 29 receptors, representing 111 units, would experience a noise increase change
between 0 and 6 dBA. Three noise receptors would experience a projected noise level
increase of 6 dBA (R6.9A, with four represented units; R6.21, with three represented units;
and R6.23, representing a school). The remaining 26 noise receptors, representing 103 units,
would experience a projected noise level increase between 0 dBA and 5 dBA. This range of a
0 dBA to 5 dBA increase between existing noise levels and the build alternative would be
barely perceptible to readily perceptible to the human ear.

The noise receptors where sound levels would increase by between 6 and 9 dBA would
experience a difference that is readily perceptible, but less than twice as loud. The resulting
absolute noise level would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the general noisy
conditions along this segment of the I-5 North Coast Corridor. For this segment overall, under
CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project after the proposed
mitigation and no additional mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not
significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 6 are currently
loud and would remain loud.

Segment 7 (Lomas Santa Fe Drive to Manchester Avenue) — The 67 units, represented by
33 noise receptors, are located within an existing, noisy, and urban environment along this
segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise
receptors at Segment 7 would experience a projected noise level increase between 0 dBA and
4 dBA. A 3 dBA increase is barely perceptible to the human ear. A 4 dBA increase is
perceptible to the human ear. Only 2 of the 33 noise receptors would experience a projected
noise level increase of 4 dBA; therefore, the vast majority of the noise receptors (31 of 33)
would experience a noise increase of 0 dBA to 3 dBA. The increase between existing noise
levels and the build alternatives would not result in a significant noise impact under CEQA. The
build alternatives would not significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Therefore,
under CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no
mitigation is required.

Segment 8 (Manchester Drive to Birmingham Drive) — The 152 units, represented by 32 noise
receptors, are located within an existing, noisy, urban, and residential environment along this
segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise
receptors at Segment 8 would experience a projected noise level increase between 0 and
11 dBA. The 11 dBA projected noise level increase at one noise receptor (R8.7, representing
four units) is unique in this segment with a projected noise increase considered over two times as
loud as existing noise levels. A soundwall (S635) is planned for the potentially significant impact
of noise receptor R8.7 due to the combination of: the location of this receptor; the adjacent
receptors noise levels; the number of units represented; and an 11 dBA projected noise level
increase. One noise receptor (R8.19, representing six units) would experience a noise reduction
of two dBA. The other 30 noise receptors (representing 142 units) would experience a projected
noise level increase between 0 dBA and 6 dBA (only 3 noise receptors increasing at 6 dBA: R8.1,
R8.5, and R8.6, representing 4, 12, and 8 units respectively). Seven of these 22 noise receptors
would experience a projected noise level increase of 0 dBA. Most of the noise receptors (28 of
32) would experience a projected noise level increase of 0 dBA to 4 dBA. A 3 dBA increase is
barely perceptible to the human ear. A 4 dBA increase is perceptible to the human ear.
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The resulting absolute noise level would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the
general noisy conditions along this segment of the I-5 North Coast Corridor. For this segment
overall, under CEQA, a less than significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project
after the proposed mitigation and no additional mitigation is required. The build alternatives
would not significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 8 are
currently loud and would remain loud.

Segment 9 (Birmingham Drive to Santa Fe Drive) — The 67 units, represented by 19 noise
receptors, are located within an existing, noisy, urban, and residential environment along this
segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise
receptors at Segment 9 would experience a projected noise level increase between 2 dBA and
10 dBA. Ten of the 19 noise receptors would experience a projected noise level increase of
5 dBA or less. One noise receptor (R9.14, representing six units) would experience a
substantial projected noise level increase of 10 dBA. A 10 dBA increase is considered two
times as loud as the existing noise level. In the context of its baseline setting, however, R9.14
would change from a slightly noisy level (57 dBA) to a noisy level (67 dBA) in an overall
corridor that is already noisy. Other noise receptors (R9.2, R9.3, R9.4, R9.4A, R9.15, and
R9.15A; representing a total of 28 units) would experience an increase of between 7 to 9 dBA,
which would be a readily perceptible increase, but less than two times as loud to the human
ear. There are no soundwalls planned for these receptors due to the economic cost of
building a soundwall that would cause a perceptible noise reduction. These receptors would
experience a potentially significant impact under CEQA due to the combination of: the location
of these receptors; the adjacent receptors noise levels; the number of units represented; the
resulting potential absolute noise level between 66 and 77 dBA; and a 7 to 10 dBA projected
noise level increase. The remaining eight receptors, representing 28 units, are expected to
experience a projected noise level increase of 2 dBA to 6 dBA, which is barely perceptible to
above readily perceptible to the human ear.

The resulting absolute noise level at the noise receptors that would experience a projected
noise level increase of 7 to 10 dBA, would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the
general noisy conditions along this segment of the 1-5 North Coast Corridor. For this segment
overall, under CEQA, a potentially significant noise impact may occur at noise receptors R9.2,
R9.3, R9.4, R9.4A, R9.14, R9.15, and R9.15A as a result of the project. Noise levels along
Segment 9 are currently loud and would remain loud.

Segment 10 (Santa Fe Drive to Encinitas Boulevard) — The 86 units, represented by 24 noise
receptors, are located within an existing dense, residential environment along this segment of
the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise receptors at
Segment 10 would experience a projected noise level increase between 0 and 8 dBA. The
8 dBA increase at 1 noise receptor (R10.6, representing 10 units) is unique, because the other
23 noise receptors (representing 76 units) would experience a projected noise level increase
between 0 dBA and 5 dBA. The receptor representing 10 units would perceive noise increases
that are considered between readily perceptible and two times as loud to the human ear. This is
a potentially significant impact at noise receptor R10.6 due to the combination of: the location of
these receptors; the adjacent receptors noise levels; the number of units represented; the
resulting potential absolute noise level between 76 dBA; and an 8 dBA projected noise level
increase. There are no soundwalls planned for receptor R10.6 due to the economic cost of the
soundwall when compared to the benefit received by the represented units. The remaining 23
receptors, representing 76 units, would experience a noise increase change between 0 and 5
dBA. This range of a 0 dBA to 5 dBA increase between existing noise levels and the build
alternative would be barely perceptible to readily perceptible to the human ear.
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The resulting absolute noise level would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the
general noisy conditions along this segment of the 1-5 North Coast Corridor. For this segment
overall, under CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no
mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not significantly contribute to the existing
noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 10 are currently loud and would remain loud.

Segment 11 (Encinitas Boulevard to Leucadia Boulevard) — The 132 units, represented by 40
noise receptors, are located within an existing urban, and primarily residential, environment
along this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall),
noise receptors at Segment 11 would experience a projected noise level increase between
land 7 dBA. However, only one noise receptor (R11.27, representing two units), would
experience the projected noise level increase of 7 dBA. A 7 dBA increase is considered
between readily perceptible and two times as loud to the human ear. This receptor,
representing two units, would perceive noise increases that are considered above readily
perceptible to two times as loud. A soundwall (S686A) is planned for the potentially significant
impact of this noise receptor (R11.27) due to the combination of: the location of these
receptors; the adjacent receptors’ noise levels; the number of units represented; the resulting
potential absolute noise level of 77 dBA; and a 7 dBA projected noise level increase. The
remaining 39 receptors, representing 130 units, would experience a noise increase change
between 0 and 6 dBA. Three noise receptors would experience a projected noise level
increase of 6 dBA (R11.29, R11.31, and R11.32, representing one, three, and two units,
respectively). A 6 dBA increase is considered readily perceptible increase to the human ear.
All other 36 noise receptors would experience a projected noise level increase between 0 dBA
and 5 dBA. The range of 5 dBA to 6 dBA increase between existing noise levels and the build
alternative is readily perceptible to the human ear. The range of a 0 dBA to 3 dBA increase
between existing noise levels and the build alternative would be barely perceptible to the
human ear.

For the noise receptor that would experience a projected noise level increase of 7 dBA, the
resulting absolute noise level would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the
general noisy conditions along this segment of the 1-5 North Coast Corridor. For the segment
overall, under CEQA, mitigation is being incorporated into the project to lessen the
environmental impacts and no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project
and no additional mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not significantly
contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 11 are currently loud and
would remain loud.

Segment 12 (Leucadia Boulevard to La Costa Avenue) — The 104 units, represented by
52 noise receptors, are located within an existing urban, and primarily residential, environment
along this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall),
noise receptors at Segment 12 would experience a projected noise level increase between
1 dBA and 6 dBA. However, only three noise receptors would experience a projected noise
level increase of 6 dBA (R12.34, R12.46, and R12.48, representing one, three, and one units,
respectively) and nine noise receptors would experience a projected noise level increase of
5dBA. A 5 to 6 dBA increase is considered readily perceptible increase to the human ear.
One noise receptor (R12.40, representing two units) would experience a noise reduction of
1 dBA. All other 39 noise receptors (representing 97 units) would experience a projected
noise level increase between 0 dBA and 4 dBA. A 3 dBA increase is barely perceptible to the
human ear. A 4 dBA increase is perceptible to the human ear. Under CEQA, no significant
noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no mitigation is required. The build
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alternatives would not significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along
Segment 12 are currently loud and would remain loud.

Segment 13 (La Costa Avenue to Poinsettia Lane) — The 161 units, represented by 30 noise
receptors, are located within an existing dense, and primarily residential, environment along
this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise
receptors at Segment 13 would experience a projected noise level increase between 1 dBA
and 7 dBA. However, the 7 dBA increase at 1 noise receptor (R13.8, representing four units)
is unigque, because the other 29 noise receptors would experience a projected noise level
increase between 1 dBA and 5 dBA. Receptor R13.8 would perceive noise increases that are
considered between readily perceptible and two times as loud. A soundwall is not planned for
the potentially significant impact of noise receptor R13.8. In the context of its baseline setting,
R13.8 would change from an urban quiet level (51 dBA) to a slightly noisy level (61 dBA) in an
overall corridor that is already noisy. However, receptor R13.8 is potentially significant under
CEQA due to the combination of: the location of these receptors; the adjacent receptors’ noise
levels; the number of units represented; and a 7 dBA projected noise level increase. One
noise receptor (R13.20, representing one unit) would experience a noise reduction of 1 dBA.
The remaining 28 receptors, representing 96 units, would experience a noise increase
between 0 and 6 dBA. This range of a 1 dBA to 6 dBA increase between existing noise levels
and the build alternatives would be between barely perceptible and readily perceptible to the
human ear.

The resulting absolute noise level would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the
general noisy conditions along this segment of the 1-5 North Coast Corridor. For the segment
overall, under CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no
additional mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not significantly contribute to the
existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 13 are currently loud and would remain
loud.

Segment 14 (Poinsettia Lane to Palomar Airport Road) — The 170 units, represented by
31 noise receptors, are located within an existing dense, and primarily residential, environment
along this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall),
noise receptors at Segment 14 would experience a projected noise level increase between
1 dBA and 8 dBA. However, the 8 dBA increase at 1 noise receptor (R14.6 representing
16 units) is unique, because the other 30 noise receptors would experience a projected noise
level increase between 1 dBA and 4 dBA. An 8 dBA increase is considered between a readily
perceptible increase and two times as loud to the human ear. A soundwall is not planned for
the potentially significant impact of this noise receptor R14.6 due to the economic cost of
building a soundwall that would cause a perceptible reduction. Receptor R14.6 is potentially
significant under CEQA due to the combination of: the location of these receptors; the adjacent
receptors noise levels; the number of units represented; and an 8 dBA projected noise level
increase. The remaining 30 receptors representing 154 units would experience a noise
increase change between 0 and 6 dBA. This range of a 1 dBA to 3 dBA increase between
existing noise levels and the build alternative would be barely perceptible to the human ear.
The range from 4 dBA to 6 dBA is readily perceptible to the human ear.

The resulting absolute noise level would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the
general noisy conditions along this segment of the 1-5 North Coast Corridor. For the segment
overall, under CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no
additional mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not significantly contribute to the
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existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 14 are currently loud and would remain
loud.

Segment 15 (Palomar Airport Road to Cannon Road) — The two units, represented by two
noise receptors (R15.1 and R15.2), are located north of Cannon Road and within an existing
noisy, urban environment along this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build
alternatives (without a soundwall), noise receptors at Segment 15 would experience a
projected noise level increase between 2 dBA and 3 dBA. This range of a 2 dBA to 3 dBA
increase between existing noise levels and the build alternative would be barely perceptible to
the human ear. Therefore, under CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of
the project and no mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not significantly
contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 15 are currently loud and
would remain loud.

Segment 16 (Cannon Road to Tamarack Avenue) — The 82 units, represented by 21 noise
receptors, are located within an existing noisy, and primarily residential and urban
environment, along this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a
soundwall), noise receptors at Segment 16 would experience a projected noise level increase
between 1 dBA and 5 dBA. However, only one of the noise receptors (R16.1, representing
three units) would experience the projected noise level increase of 5 dBA. Twenty noise
receptors would experience a projected noise level increase between 1 dBA and 4 dBA. A
3 dBA increase is barely perceptible to the human ear. A 4 dBA increase is perceptible to the
human ear. Therefore, under CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the
project and no mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not significantly contribute
to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 16 are currently loud and would
remain loud.

Segment 17 (Tamarack Avenue to Carlsbad Village Drive) — The 195 units, represented by
35 noise receptors, are located within an existing dense, urban, and primarily residential
environment along this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a
soundwall), noise receptors at Segment 17 would experience a projected noise level increase
between 1 dBA and 7 dBA. Two noise receptors (R17.11 and R17.13, representing 10 and
1 units, respectively) would experience a projected noise increase of 7 dBA, to levels
consistent with the loudness of the corridor. Receptors R17.11 would perceive noise
increases that are considered above readily perceptible. A soundwall (S603) is planned for
the potentially significant impact of this noise receptor due to the combination of: the location
of these receptors; the adjacent receptors’ noise levels; the number of units represented; the
resulting potential absolute noise level between 71 dBA; and a 7 dBA projected noise level
increase. One noise receptor (R17.19, representing 21 units) would experience a noise
reduction of 1 dBA. The remaining 29 receptors (representing 97 units) would experience a
noise increase between 0 and 6 dBA. Four noise receptors would experience an increase of
6 dBA (R17.12, R17.14, R17.15 and R17.16, representing four, one, one, and one units,
respectively). A 6 dBA increase is considered a readily perceptible increase. A soundwall
(S810) is, however, planned for noise receptor R17.12 (Holiday Park) due to the combination
of uniqueness of the outdoor recreational use, resulting potential absolute noise level of
72dBA, and a 6 dBA projected noise level increase. All other 29 noise receptors
(representing 177) units would experience a projected noise level increase between 1 dBA
and 5 dBA. This range of a 1 dBA to 5 dBA increase between existing noise levels and the
build alternative would range from barely perceptible to readily perceptible to the human ear.
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For noise receptors that would experience a projected noise level increase of six dBA, the
noise level increase would be over readily perceptible. However, the resulting absolute noise
level would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the general noisy conditions along
this segment of the 1-5 North Coast Corridor. Under CEQA and for the segment overall, other
than the mitigation requirement to construct a soundwall (S810) for noise receptors R17.11
through R17.13, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no
additional mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not significantly contribute to the
existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 17 are currently loud and would remain
loud.

Segment 18 (Carlsbad Village Drive to Vista Way [SR-78]) — The 95 units, represented by 30
noise receptors, are located within an existing urban, and primarily residential, environment
along this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall),
noise receptors at Segment 18 would experience a projected noise level increase between
2 dBA and 12 dBA. One receptor (R18.22, representing three units) would experience an
increase of 12 dBA. Receptor R18.22 would experience a potentially significant impact under
CEQA. This potentially significant impact is based on the location, magnitude of noise
increase of 12 dBA, and a predicted absolute noise level of 82 dBA. A 12 dBA increase is
perceived over two times as loud to the human ear. A 14-ft-high soundwall (S821) is planned
for this noise receptor (residence located at 1148 Knowles Avenue in Carlsbad) to mitigate the
potential noise impacts at this noise receptor.

There are two receptors that would experience an increase of nine dBA (R18.7, representing
one unit, and R18.8, representing six units). A 9 dBA increase is perceived as almost two
times as loud to the human ear. There are five receptors that would experience an increase of
8 dBA: R18.2, representing five units; R18.11, representing one unit; R18.19, representing two
units; R18.20, representing one unit; and R18.24, representing one unit. There are 13
receptors that would experience an increase of 7 dBA: R18.1, representing 3 units; R18.1A,
representing 1 unit; R18.2, representing 5 units; R18.3, representing 8 units; R18.4,
representing 1 unit; R18.5, representing 1 unit; R18.6, representing 1 unit; R18.7, representing
1 unit; R18.7A, representing 1 unit; R18.8, representing 1 unit; R18.9, representing 1 unit;
R18.5, representing 34 units; and R18.27, representing 1 unit. A 7 and 8 dBA increase is
considered between a readily perceptible increase and two times as loud to the human ear.
The remaining 9 receptors, representing 16 units, would experience a noise increase change
between 0 and 6 dBA.

There is no soundwall planned for receptor R18.1 due to the economic cost of the soundwall
when compared to the benefit received by the represented units. Receptor 18.1, representing
three units, is potentially significant under CEQA due to the combination of: the location of
these receptors; the adjacent receptors noise levels; the number of units represented; the
resulting potential absolute noise level of 73 dBA; and a 7 dBA projected noise level increase.
A soundwall is not planned for the potentially significant impact at noise receptors R18.8,
R18.9, and R18.27 due to the economic cost of building a soundwall that would cause a
perceptible reduction. Receptors R18.8, and R18.9 are potentially significant under CEQA due
to the combination of: the location of these receptors; the adjacent receptors noise levels;
number of units represented; and a 7 dBA projected noise level increase.

Soundwalls (S821, S822, S826, and S827) are planned for the potentially significant impact for
noise receptors R18.1A, R18.2, R18.2A, R18.3, R18.4, R18.5, R18.6, R18.7, R18.7A, R18.8,
R18.9, R18.11, R18.17, R18.18, R18.19, R18.20, R18.22, R18.24, R18.25, and R18.27 due to
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the combination of: the location of these receptors; the adjacent receptors noise levels; the
number of units represented; the resulting potential absolute noise level between 65 and
82 dBA; and a 7 to 12 dBA projected noise level increase.

For this segment overall, under CEQA, a potentially significant noise impact may occur for
these noise receptors as a result of the project. The build alternatives would not significantly
contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 18 are currently loud and
would remain loud.

Segment 19 (Vista Way [SR-78] to Oceanside Boulevard) — The 178 units, represented by 54
noise receptors, are located within an existing urban, and primarily residential, environment
along this segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall),
noise receptors at Segment 19 would experience a projected noise level increase between
0 dBA and 9 dBA. An existing soundwall at varying heights at three noise receptors (R19.6A,
R19.7, and R19.8, representing 12 units) would be partially removed and replaced with a new
soundwall as a project feature at these noise receptors.

One noise receptor (R19.44, representing 3 units) would experience a projected noise level
increase of 9 dBA; 6 noise receptors would experience a projected noise level increase of
8 dBA (R19.7 with 5 units, R19.8 with 4 units, R19.15 with 5 units, R19.26 with 4 units, R19.27
with 8 units, and R19.43 with 2 units); and 10 noise receptors would experience a projected
noise level increase of 7 dBA (R19.1 with 1 unit, R19.2 with 1 unit, R19.12 with 2 units,
R19.13 with 1 unit, R19.14 with 3 units, R19.25 with 1 unit, R19.28 with 2 units, R19.35 with
4 units, R19.36 with 1 unit, and R19.45 with 6 units). A 9 dBA increase is considered to be
almost two times as loud to the human ear; while 7 and 8 dBA increases are considered
between readily perceptible and two times as loud to the human ear. These 17 receptors
(representing 53 units) would perceive noise increases that are considered above readily
perceptible to two times as loud.

The remaining 37 receptors (representing 125 units) would experience a noise change
between less than 0 and 6 dBA. One noise receptor (R19.37, representing five units) would
experience a noise reduction of 3 dBA. Two noise receptors (R19.49 and R19.50,
representing one unit each) would experience a noise reduction of 2 dBA. Three noise
receptors would experience a projected noise level increase of six dBA (R19.30, R19.39, and
R19.40, representing three, three, and two units, respectively). A six dBA increase is
considered a readily perceptible increase. Although these increases may be perceptible, this
is a noisy corridor that would remain noisy. Thirty-four noise receptors along Segment 19
would experience a projected noise level increase between 1 dBA and 5 dBA, and this range
of increase between existing noise levels and the build alternative would be between barely
perceptible and readily perceptible to the human ear.

Soundwalls (S841, S835, S836, S845, and S846) are planned for the potentially significant
impact to these noise receptors R19.1, R19.2, R19.12, R19.13, R19.14, R19.15, R19.25,
R19.26, R19.27, R19.28, R19.35, R19.36, R19.43, R19.44, and R19.45; due to the
combination of: the location of these receptors; the adjacent receptors noise levels; the
number of units represented; the resulting potential absolute noise level between 75 and
82 dBA; and a 7 to 9 dBA projected noise level increase.

There are no soundwalls planned for R19.7 and R19.8 due to the economic cost of the
soundwall when compared to the benefit received by the represented units. However the
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existing soundwall would be replaced for these receptors. Receptors 19.7and 19.8 are
potentially significant under CEQA due to the combination of: the location of these receptors;
the adjacent receptors noise levels; the number of units represented; the resulting potential
absolute noise level between 74 and 75 dBA; and an 8 dBA projected noise level increase.

The resulting absolute noise level would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the
general noisy conditions along this segment of the 1-5 North Coast Corridor. For this segment
overall, under CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur for these noise receptors as a
result of the project and no additional mitigation is required. The build alternatives would not
significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 19 are
currently loud and would remain loud.

Segment 20 (Oceanside Boulevard to Mission Avenue) — The 123 units, represented by
27 noise receptors, are located within an existing urban environment along this segment of the
I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise receptors at
Segment 20 would experience a projected noise level increase between 0 dBA and 8 dBA. An
8 dBA increase is considered to be between a readily perceptible increase and two times as
loud to the human ear. However, only one noise receptor (R20.2, representing three units at
Ron Ortega Recreation Park) would experience a potentially significant impact under CEQA.
Because of the uniqueness of recreational use, a projected noise level increase of 8 dBA, and
resulting potential absolute noise level of 77 dBA, a soundwall (S862) would be constructed at
Ron Ortega Recreation Park. One noise receptor (R20.4, representing one unit) would
experience a noise reduction of 3 dBA. Another noise receptor (R20.26, representing one
unit) would experience a noise reduction of 6 dBA. The remaining 25 noise receptors,
representing 119 units, would experience a projected noise level increase between 0 dBA and
4 dBA. This range of a decreasing noise level to a four dBA increase between existing noise
levels and the build alternative would be barely perceptible to readily perceptible to the human
ear.

The resulting absolute noise level would be consistent with the other noise receptors and the
general noisy conditions along this segment of the I-5 North Coast Corridor. Therefore, under
CEQA, no significant noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no additional
mitigation is required for these 27 noise receptors. The build alternatives would not
significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along Segment 20 are
currently loud and would remain loud.

Segment 21 (Mission Avenue to SR-76) — The 60 units, represented by 21 noise receptors,
are located within an existing developed and urban environment along this segment of the I-5
corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise receptors at Segment 21
would experience a projected noise level increase between 1 dBA and 6 dBA, and a noise
reduction of 4 dBA at receptor R21.5, representing 2 units. Only 1 of the 21 noise receptors
would experience a projected noise level increase of 6 dBA (R21.39, representing one unit).
This 6 dBA increase between existing noise levels and the build alternative would be readily
perceptible to the human ear. The remaining 19 noise receptors, representing 118 units,
would experience a projected noise level increase between 1 dBA and 5 dBA, which is barely
perceptible to readily perceptible to the human ear. Therefore, under CEQA, no significant
noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no mitigation is required. The build
alternatives would not significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along
Segment 21 are currently loud and would remain loud.
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Segment 22 (SR-76 to Wire Mountain Road) — The 54 units, represented by 15 noise receptors,
are located within an existing noisy, urban and primarily residential environment along this
segment of the I-5 corridor. Based on the build alternatives (without a soundwall), noise
receptors at Segment 22 would experience a projected noise level increase between 0 dBA and
3 dBA. This range of a 0 dBA to 3 dBA increase between existing noise levels and the build
alternative would barely be perceptible to the human ear. Therefore, under CEQA, no significant
noise impact would occur as a result of the project and no mitigation is required. The build
alternatives would not significantly contribute to the existing noise levels. Noise levels along
Segment 22 are currently loud and would remain loud.

Corridor Noise Impacts CEQA Finding

At the 27-mile project level, the project includes soundwalls for a number of noise receptors
(see Section 3.15) that are not required under a CEQA analysis. These soundwalls or other
noise mitigation elements were incorporated into the project. The mitigation incorporated into
the project for both CEQA and NEPA would effectively provide noise mitigation for a large
number of locales and receptors along the I-5 NCC Project.

At the project segment level, for 20 of the 22 segments analyzed, soundwalls have been
incorporated into the project and they would effectively provide noise mitigation. Two
segments of the 27-mile project have been determined to be significant after mitigation.
Segment 9 identifies receptors R9.2, R9.3, R9.4, R9.4A, R9.14, R9.15, and R9.15A that would
be significantly impacted as a result of the project; there are no soundwalls planned for these
receptors due to the economic cost of building a soundwall that would result in a perceptible
noise reduction. Segment 18 identifies receptors R18.1, R18.8, R18.9, and R18.27 that
would be significantly impacted as a result of the project. A soundwall is not planned for these
receptors due to the economic cost of building a soundwall that would result in a perceptible
reduction.

At the individual receptor level, soundwalls and/or other mitigation alternatives have been
incorporated into the project and they would effectively provide noise mitigation. As to those
individual receptors that would not receive noise mitigation (receptors R6.6, R6.7, R10.6,
R13.8, and R14.6), there are specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits
of the project which outweigh the potentially significant effects on the environment.

The receptors identified in Table 4.1, Receptors Identified as Potentially Significant, are within
the corridor and may be considered potentially significant impacts. Mitigation was considered
for these receptors upon balancing, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological,
or other benefits of the proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when
determining whether to approve these soundwalls for mitigation. In addition, soundwalls
proposed off Caltrans right-of-way are subject to the approval of the property owner. The
following receptors were identified as potentially significant and many are eligible for a
soundwall as identified in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1: Receptors Identified as Potentially Significant

Receptor # Soundwall # Location

R6.4 S603A 804 Ilda Avenue

R6.5 S603A 828 lda Avenue

R6.6 -- 708 Castro Street

R6.7 -- 709 lda Avenue

R8.7 S635 2433 Caminito Ocean Cove

R9.2 -- 1815 MacKinnon Avenue

R9.3 -- 1725 MacKinnon Avenue

R9.4 -- 1633 MacKinnon Avenue

R9.4A -- 1606 MacKinnon Avenue

R9.14 -- 1551 Villa Cardiff Drive

R9.15 -- 1511 Villa Cardiff Drive

R9.15A -- 1511 Villa Cardiff Drive

R10.6 -- 611 Stratford Drive

R11.27 S686A Saxony Condominiums - Park

R13.8 -- 7452 Neptune Drive

R14.6 _ Poinsettia Station Apartment

) Homes - Embarcadero Lane

R17.11 S810 3300 Eureka Place

R17.12 S810 Holiday Park

R17.13 S810 1144 Pine Avenue

R18.1 -- 1192 Laguna Drive

R18.1A 5822 1239 Knowles Avenue

R18.2 S822 1220 Knowles Avenue

R18.2A 5822 Park - Pio Pico Drive

R18.3* S822 1255 Cynthia Lane

R18.4*" S822 Buena Vista Elementary School
Buena Vista Elementary School -

R18.5 SE2Z Baseball Field

R18.6* 5822 1291 Las Flores Drive

R18.7 S822 1277 Las Flores Drive

R18.7A S826 1288 Las Flores Drive

R18.8* -- 2351 Pio Pico Drive

R18.9 -- 2347 Pio Pico Drive

R18.11 S827 2380 Jefferson Street

R18.17 S821 2443 Tuttle Street

R18.18 S821 1111 Buena Vista Way

R18.19" S821 2501 Davis Avenue

R18.20 S821 2530 Davis Avenue

R18.22 S821 1148 Knowles Avenue
1088 Laguna Dr - Carlsbad

Rl Sl Retirement Community

R18.25 s821 108_8 Laguna Dr - Ca_rlsbad
Retirement Community

R18.27 -- 1022 Grand Avenue

R19.1 S836 1504 Kelly Street

R19.2 S836 1501 Krim Place

R19.7 Existing Soundwall | 163 5067 Street

Replaced
R19.8 ST SoUTeEisE] 1601 Lopez Street
Replaced
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Table 4.1 (cont): Receptors Identified as Potentially Significant

Receptor # Soundwall # Location
R19.12 S846 1504 California Street
R19.13 S846 1516 California Street
R19.14 S846 1463 Belleare Street
R19.15 S846 1431 Belleare Street
19.25 S845 1246 Laguna Street
19.26 S845 1426 Moreno Street
19.27 S845 1464 Moreno Street
19.28 S845 1474 Moreno Street
19.35 S841 1637 Griffin Street
19.36 S841 1256 Alderney Court
19.43 S835 1250 Kirmar Place
19.44 S835 1250 Kirmar Place
19.45 S835 1824 Moreno Street
R20.2 S863 Ron Ortega Recreation Park

Construction Impacts

Construction activities, including utility relocations, would likely generate a temporary, short
term increase in noise. Because this increase would be temporary and limited to the
immediate area surrounding construction and utility relocations activities, it would be a less
than significant impact. A combination of attenuation techniques with equipment noise control
and administrative measures would be selected to minimize noise disturbances during
construction and utility relocation activities. See Section 3.15 for additional details.

4.3.5 Biological Resources

Natural Communities

As described in Section 3.17, the proposed project would result in impacts to riparian, wetland,
and eelgrass habitat for natural communities. Impacts to all upland communities would range
from 1295.16 ac under the 10+4 Barrier alternative to 1244.92 ac under the refined 8+4 Buffer
alternative (Preferred Alternative). The 10+4 Buffer alternative and 8+4 Barrier alternative
would result in impacts to 1269.07 ac and 1281.79 ac, respectively.

Impacts to 18.43 ac to 25.55 ac of riparian and wetland habitat, depending on the selected
alternative, would be considered significant. Impacts to sensitive upland habitats would total
between 63.72 ac and 69.43 ac, depending on the selected alternative, and would also be
considered significant.

In addition, permanent impacts to eelgrass for each of the alternatives range from 0.08 ac
impacted by the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative to 0.24 ac impacted by the 10+4 Barrier
alternative. Temporary impacts to eelgrass would range from 0.22 ac for the refined 8+4
Buffer alternative to 0.37 ac for the 10+4 Barrier alternative. Impacts to eelgrass would be
considered significant.

Mitigation provided as part of the I-5 NCC Project REMP would reduce these significant
impacts to less than significant levels. Additional details regarding mitigation are provided in
Section 3.17.
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Wetlands and Other Waters

As described in Section 3.18 of this document, net impacts to wetlands and other waters of the
U.S. would range from 11.61 ac under the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative (Preferred Alternative)
to 17.17 ac of USACE resources under the 10+4 Barrier alternative. Net impacts to State
jurisdictional wetlands would range from 15.92 ac under the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative to
23.03 ac under the 10+4 Barrier alternative. Impacts to jurisdictional waters would be
considered significant under CEQA.

Mitigation provided as part of the I-5 NCC Project REMP would reduce these significant
impacts to less than significant levels. Additional details regarding mitigation are provided in
Sections 3.17 and 3.18. Information about the REMP’s relationship to regional lagoon
restoration also is addressed therein, and in Section 3.25.

Plant, Animal, and Threatened and Endangered Species

The North Coast Corridor contains a number of sensitive (including threatened and
endangered) plant and animal species, whose ranges and numbers have been reduced due to
past disturbance by urban development and related infrastructure, including I-5.

As discussed in detail in Sections 3.19 and 3.20 of this Final EIR/EIS, the proposed project
could generate impacts to certain sensitive plant and animal species. Because of the status of
such sensitive species, the 1-5 NCC Project would take precautions to avoid construction-
period impacts. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for the proposed project
specify that seed would be collected or plants would be salvaged to the extent practicable in
the impact areas. Habitat removals would be minimized and mitigated, as discussed in
Sections 3.17 through 3.22 of this document. Implementation of these measures would
reduce impacts to sensitive plant and animal species to less than significant levels.

As discussed in detail in Section 3.21 of this Final EIR/EIS, the proposed project could
generate impacts to certain species, including designated critical habitat for the least Bell's
vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, tidewater goby, and the California gnatcatcher.
Sensitive bird species that forage and nest within the lagoons at certain times of the year could
experience adverse effects on breeding behaviors. Potential temporary impacts could occur to
steelhead trout habitat within the San Luis Rey River. Designated critical habitat for several
threatened or endangered bird species (i.e., least Bell’'s vireo and coastal California
gnatcatcher) would be removed. In all cases, the I-5 NCC Project would minimize and/or
mitigate for impacts to sensitive wildlife, wildlife movement, and/or nursery sites. Avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures identified in Sections 3.17 through 3.22 would reduce
impacts to these species to less than significant levels.

Conformance with Local Policies, Ordinances, and Conservation Plans

Conformance of the 1-5 NCC Project with local policies and ordinances addressing biological
resources is discussed in Section 3.1 and detailed in Table 3.1.1. The analysis and mitigation
relevant to the applicable protected resources are provided in Sections 3.17 through 3.22 of
this Final EIR/EIS. Although Caltrans and FHWA are not signatory agencies to the local HCP,
MSCP, and/or MHCP efforts, Caltrans has coordinated with the cities and wildlife agencies to
ensure that potential impacts to species or habitats protected under local conservation plans
would be minimized and/or mitigated to less than significant levels (see discussion of the
project REMP in Section 3.17 of this Final EIR/EIS). Additionally, the project REMP, which
addresses impacts and mitigation requirements for a number of transportation improvements
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(highway, rail, local street, etc.) throughout the North Coast Corridor, provides a regional
approach similar to the MSCP/MHCP plans.

Conclusion

As detailed above, measures to avoid or substantially lessen impacts have been incorporated
into the project. These measures would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. The
measures are incorporated into the ECR, which comprises a program for reporting on or
monitoring implementation of the measures, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d).

4.4 Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects

Impacts to Visual/Aesthetics (for all four build alternatives) and Community Character and
Cohesion (for the 10+4 barrier alternative) would remain significant after mitigation identified in
Chapter 3.

4.4.1 Visual/Aesthetics

I-5 already constitutes a transportation feature within the viewscape for viewers who see it
from community locations to the east or west. The portion of I-5 that is designated as scenic
highway is not affected. I-5 does not extend over large blocks of land in an east-west direction
(which would support increased visibility) but is a relatively narrow visual element in a much
larger viewscape. A scenic vista is being enhanced by the project, just north of Manchester
Avenue on the west side. Given the varying topography of the North Coast Corridor and the
amount of other built elements, I-5 is not the predominant visual feature, which generally
would be expected to be the Pacific Ocean, or nearby hillsides.

Visually, when considered in the context of (1) most community views being focused toward
the ocean, as well as (2) existing North Coast Corridor development density, (3) existing
topographic or manmade features that intervene between the viewer and I-5 throughout most
of the North Coast Corridor communities, and (4) the presence of the existing eight-lane
facility, I-5 improvements are not expected to substantially change the visual experience of the
larger communities surrounding it.

Viewers along the corridor would continue to be exposed to a mix of open vistas, including
views of the ocean and lagoons, and views that are blocked by development or changed due
to implementation of project landscaping (similar to existing conditions). Specific to ocean
views, view impacts from the project to the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would be
avoided or minimized as a matter of project design. These resources are typically most visible
across or below the corridor's large lagoon and river bridges, and these views would be
maintained.

As described in Section 3.7, however, all four build alternatives would result in highly adverse
changes to the existing visual environment along the I-5 right-of-way, primarily related to
construction of retaining walls and potential sound barriers. While impacts to visual resources
would be similar for all four build alternatives, the 10+4 Barrier alternative would result in the
greatest change to the existing visual environment because this alternative would require the
greatest amount of additional pavement. Conversely, the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative
(Preferred Alternative) would result in the least amount of change to the existing visual
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environment, because it would require the least amount of additional pavement. The increase
in build elements could be considered to substantially degrade the existing visual character of
the I-5 right-of-way. Potentially significant CEQA impacts to I-5 views range from moderate
visual impact to high visual impact.

No new source of substantial light or glare would be generated, since the project addresses
the widening of an existing facility; impacts would be less than significant.

Conclusion

As detailed in Section 3.7, measures to avoid or substantially lessen impacts have been
incorporated into the project. These measures are incorporated into the ECR, which
comprises a program for reporting on or monitoring implementation of the measures, pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d). Nonetheless, impacts would remain significant.
Additional measures or alternatives that would reduce impacts to below a level of significance
would be infeasible due to the nature of widening an existing interstate in a scenic area.

4.4.2 Community Character and Cohesion

The 10+4 Barrier alternative would displace a 47-unit apartment complex in northern Carlsbad
within an area identified as exhibiting traits of elevated community cohesion: namely, a
relatively high concentration of linguistically isolated Spanish-speaking households, as well as
a high proportion of minority populations. As discussed in Section 3.4, displaced residents
living in these 47 units may be difficult to relocate within a similar community as the availability
of apartments within Carlsbad with similar rental rates is not adequate. If relocation is not
feasible in Carlsbad and up to 47 families are relocated outside of the community, this may
adversely impact community cohesion in the area, which would be considered a significant
impact. The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative, which has been identified as the Preferred
Alternative, would avoid impacts to this apartment complex. If the 10+4 Barrier alternative is
ultimately selected for implementation, findings regarding the infeasibility of the 8+4 Buffer
alternative would be required.

4.5 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

Implementation of the project would involve a commitment of natural, physical, human, and
fiscal resources. Land used in the construction of the proposed facilities is considered an
irreversible commitment during the time period that the land would be used for the highway
facility. Although the land can be converted to another use if a greater need arises for use of
the land or if the facilities are no longer needed, at present, there is no reason to believe such
a conversion would ever be necessary or desirable. The following land uses and
environmental resources would be committed: wetlands, sensitive species, natural
communities, farmlands, residences, business locations, floodplains, cultural resources, and
visual resources. Please refer to relevant sections of Chapter 3 of this Final EIR/EIS, as well
as Section 3.24, for additional discussion.

Although such resources are generally not retrievable, their commitment is based on the
concept that individuals in the immediate area, region, and State would benefit from the
improved quality of the transportation system. These benefits would consist of improved
accessibility and safety, savings in time and fuel, and the provision of a dependable
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transportation system; these benefits are expected to outweigh the commitment of these
resources.

4.6 Climate Change

Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind patterns, and
other elements of the earth's climate system. An ever-increasing body of scientific research
attributes these climatological changes to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, particularly those
generated from the production and use of fossil fuels.

While climate change has been a concern for several decades, the establishment of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) by the United Nations and World
Meteorological Organization in 1988, has led to increased efforts devoted to GHG emissions
reduction and climate change research and policy. These efforts are primarily concerned with
the emissions of GHGs generated by human activity including carbon dioxide (CO,), methane
(CH,), nitrous oxide (N,O), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SFg),
HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane).

In the U.S., the main source of GHG emissions is electricity generation, followed by
transportation. In California, however, transportation sources (including passenger cars, light
duty trucks, other trucks, buses, and motorcycles make up the largest source (second to
electricity generation) of GHG emitting sources. The dominant GHG emitted is CO,, mostly
from fossil fuel combustion.

There are typically two terms used when discussing the impacts of climate change.
“Greenhouse Gas Mitigation” is a term for reducing GHG emissions in order to reduce or
“mitigate” the impacts of climate change. “Adaptation,” refers to the effort of planning for and
adapting to impacts resulting from climate change (such as adjusting transportation design
standards to withstand more intense storms and higher sea levels).?

There are four primary strategies for reducing GHG emissions from transportation sources:
(1) improving the transportation system and operational efficiencies, (2) reducing the growth of
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), (3) transitioning to lower GHG emitting fuels, and (4) improving
vehicle technologies. To be most effective all four strategies should be pursued cooperatively.
The following Section 4.6.1, Regulatory Setting, outlines State and federal efforts to
comprehensively reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources.

4.6.1 Regulatory Setting

State

With the passage of several pieces of legislation including State Senate and Assembly Bills
(SBs, ABs) and Executive Orders (EOs), California launched an innovative and pro-active
approach to dealing with GHG emissions and climate.

AB 1493, Pavley, Vehicular Emissions: Greenhouse Gases, 2002: requires the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) to develop and implement regulations to reduce automobile and

2 http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/
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light truck GHG emissions. These stricter emissions standards were designed to apply to
automobiles and light trucks beginning with the 2009-model year. In June 2009, the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Administrator granted a Clean Air Act
waiver of preemption to California. This waiver allowed California to implement its own GHG
emission standards for motor vehicles beginning with model year 2009. California agencies
will be working with federal agencies to conduct joint rulemaking to reduce GHG emissions for
passenger cars model years 2017-2025.

EO S-3-05 (signed on June 1, 2005, by former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger): the goal of
this EO is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to: (1) year 2000 levels by 2010, (2) year
1990 levels by 2020, and (3) 80 percent below the year 1990 levels by the year 2050. In
2006, this goal was further reinforced with the passage of AB 32.

AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, Nufiez and Pavley: sets the same overall
GHG emissions reduction goals as outlined in EO S-3-05, while further mandating that CARB
create a scoping plan (which includes market mechanisms) and implement rules to achieve
“real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.”

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), Chapter 728, 2008 Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection: requires CARB to set regional emissions reduction targets from passenger
vehicles. The Metropolitan Planning Organization for each region must then develop a
“Sustainable Communities Strategy” (SCS) that integrates transportation, land use, and
housing policies to plan for achievement of the emissions target for their region.

Senate Bill 391 (SB 391), Chapter 913, 2009: requires the State’s long-range transportation
plan to meet California’s climate change goals under AB 32.

EO S-20-06 (signed on October 18, 2006 by former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger):
further directs State agencies to begin implementing AB 32, including the recommendations
made by California’s Climate Action Team.

EO S-01-07 (signed on January 18, 2007 by former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger): set
forth the low carbon fuel standard for California. Under this EO, the carbon intensity of
California’s transportation fuels is to be reduced by at least 10 percent by the year 2020.

SB 97, Chapter 185, 2007: required the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to
develop recommended amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for addressing GHG emissions.
The amendments became effective on March 18, 2010.

Caltrans Director’s Policy 30 (DP-30) Climate Change (approved June 22, 2012): is intended
to establish a Caltrans policy that will ensure coordinated efforts to incorporate climate change
into Caltrans decisions and activities. This policy contributes to Caltrans’ stewardship goal to
preserve and enhance California’s resources and assets.

Federal

Although climate change and GHG reduction is a concern at the federal level; currently there are
no regulations or legislation that have been enacted specifically addressing GHG emissions
reductions and climate change at the project level. Neither the USEPA nor the FHWA has
promulgated explicit guidance or methodology to conduct project-level GHG analysis. As stated
on FHWA's climate change website (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/climate/index.htm), climate
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change considerations should be integrated throughout the transportation decision-making
process—from planning through project development and delivery. Addressing climate change
mitigation and adaptation up front in the planning process will facilitate decision-making and
improve efficiency at the program level, and will inform the analysis and stewardship needs of
project level decision-making. Climate change considerations can easily be integrated into
many planning factors, such as supporting economic vitality and global efficiency, increasing
safety and mobility, enhancing the environment, promoting energy conservation, and
improving the quality of life.

The four strategies outlined by FHWA to lessen climate change impacts correlate with efforts
that the State is undertaking to deal with transportation and climate change; these strategies
include improved transportation system efficiency, cleaner fuels, cleaner vehicles, and a
reduction in travel activity.

Climate change and its associated effects are being addressed through various efforts at the
federal level to improve fuel economy and energy efficiency, such as the “National Clean Car
Program” and EO 13514 - Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy and Economic
Performance.

EO 13514 is focused on reducing GHGs internally in federal agency missions, programs and
operations, but also direct federal agencies to participate in the Interagency Climate Change
Adaptation Task Force, which is engaged in developing a national strategy for adaptation to
climate change.

On April 2, 2007, in Massachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497 (2007), the Supreme Court found
that GHGs are air pollutants covered by the Clean Air Act and that the USEPA has the
authority to regulate GHG. The Court held that the USEPA Administrator must determine
whether or not emissions of GHGs from new motor vehicles cause or contribute to air pollution
which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare, or whether the
science is too uncertain to make a reasoned decision.

On December 7, 2009, the USEPA Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding GHGs
under section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act:
o Endangerment Finding: The Administrator found that the current and projected
concentrations of the six key well-mixed GHGs—carbon dioxide (CO,), methane
(CHy,), nitrous oxide (N.O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and
sulfur hexafluoride (SFg)—in the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of
current and future generations.

e Cause or Contribute Finding: The Administrator found that the combined emissions
of these well-mixed GHGs from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines
contribute to the GHG pollution which threatens public health and welfare.

Although these findings did not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other
entities, this action was a prerequisite to finalizing the USEPA’s Proposed Greenhouse Gas
Emission Standards for Light-Duty Vehicles, which was published on September 15, 2009.°
On May 7, 2010 the final Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards and
Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards was published in the Federal Register.

| % http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/regulations.htm#1-1
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USEPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) are taking
coordinated steps to enable the production of a new generation of clean vehicles with reduced
GHG emissions and improved fuel efficiency from on-road vehicles and engines. These next
steps include developing the first-ever GHG regulations for heavy-duty engines and vehicles,
as well as additional light-duty vehicle GHG regulations. These steps were outlined by
President Obama in a Presidential Memorandum on May 21, 2010.

The final combined USEPA and NHTSA standards that make up the first phase of this national
program apply to passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles,
covering model years 2012 through 2016. The standards require these vehicles to meet an
estimated combined average emissions level of 250 grams of carbon dioxide (CO;) per mile,
(the equivalent to 35.5 miles per gallon [MPG] if the automobile industry were to meet this CO,
level solely through fuel economy improvements). Together, these standards will cut GHG
emissions by an estimated 960 million metric tons and 1.8 billion barrels of oil over the lifetime
of the vehicles sold under the program (model years 2012-2016).

On November 16, 2011, USEPA and NHTSA issued their joint proposal to extend this national
program of coordinated GHG and fuel economy standards to model years 2017 through 2025
passenger vehicles.

4.6.2 Project Analysis

Transportation, particularly motor vehicles, is a large source of GHG emissions.
Transportation (including cars, trucks, trains, planes, and ships) is estimated to be responsible
for 38 percent of California GHG emissions in 2009.°

An individual transportation project does not generate enough GHG emissions to significantly
influence global climate change. Rather, global climate change is a cumulative impact. This
means that a project may contribute to a potential impact through its incremental change in
emissions when combined with the contributions of all other sources of GHG.® In assessing
cumulative impacts, it must be determined if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively
considerable” (CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(h)(1) and 15130). To make this
determination the incremental impacts of the project must be compared with the effects of
past, current, and probable future projects.

The AB 32 Scoping Plan mandated by AB 32 contains the main strategies California will use to
reduce GHG emissions. As part of its supporting documentation for the Draft Scoping Plan,
CARB released the GHG inventory for California (forecast last updated: October 28, 2010).
The forecast is an estimate of the emissions expected to occur in the year 2020 if none of the
foreseeable measures included in the Scoping Plan were implemented. The base year used
for forecasting emissions is the average of statewide emissions in the GHG inventory for 2006,
2007, and 2008.

* http://epa.gov/otag/climate/requlations.htm

® http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/pubs/reports/ghg_inventory 00-09_report.pdf

® This approach is supported by the AEP: Recommendations by the Association of Environmental Professionals on
How to Analyze GHG Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents (March 5, 2007), as well as
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (Chapter 6: The CEQA Guide, April 2011) and the US Forest
Service (Climate Change Considerations in Project Level NEPA Analysis, July 13, 2009).
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Source: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm
Figure 4-1: California Greenhouse Gas Inventory

Caltrans has created and is implementing the “Climate Action Program” that was published in
December 2006’ and has taken an active role in directly addressing GHG emission reductions,
mainly through two of the primary GHG reducing strategies mentioned at the beginning of this
section: (1) improving the transportation system and operational efficiencies and (2) reducing
the growth of VMT.

One of the main strategies in the Caltrans’ Climate Action Program to reduce GHG emissions
is to make California’s transportation system more efficient. The highest levels of carbon
dioxide from mobile sources, such as automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (0-25 mph)
and speeds over 55 mph; the most severe emissions occur from 0-25 mph (see Figure 4-2).
To the extent that a project relieves congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel
times in high congestion travel corridors GHG emissions, particularly CO,, may be reduced.

Figure 4-2: Possible Effect of Traffic Operation Strategies in Reducing
On-Road CO, Emission®

" Caltrans Climate Action Program is located at the following web address:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/offices/ogm/key reports files/State Wide Strategy/Caltrans Climate Action Program.pdf

® Traffic Congestion and Greenhouse Gases: Matthew Barth and Kanok Boriboonsomsin (TR News 268 May-June
2010) <http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/trnews/trnews268.pdf>
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In Chapter 1 of this document, it is written that the purpose of the proposed project is to
maintain or improve the existing and future traffic operations in the I-5 North Coast Corridor in
order to improve the safe and efficient regional movement of people and goods for the
planning design year of 2030.° The proposed HOV/Managed Lanes project is designed to
reduce congestion and/or vehicle time delays, as evidenced in Section 1.3.2 of this document,
by better matching traffic demand with a transportation system that can efficiently handle traffic
volumes. This project includes two DARs that provide access for HOV/Managed Lanes users
directly on to the HOV/Managed Lanes. Multimodal and TDM elements have been
incorporated into each build alternative (Section 2.2.3).

Travel time and congestion are indicators of the efficiency of the system. In 2006, it took an
average of 23—-25 minutes to drive the 27 miles in either direction on I-5 between Harbor Drive
at the north end of the corridor and La Jolla Village Drive at the south end. During the peak
periods in 2006, average southbound travel time increased to 32 minutes in the afternoon
(PM peak hour) and 35 minutes in the morning (AM peak hour). Northbound average travel
time increased to 30 minutes during the afternoon peak period (PM peak hour). The corridor
also experiences consistent southbound weekend congestion, resulting in a corridor travel
time of up to 30 minutes, approximately 6 minutes longer than free-flow travel times, which is
approximately 24 minutes. The peak-period congestion and travel-time degradation are
compounded by the multi-purpose trip nature of this highway that serves not only high
volumes of commute trips, but also recreational, regional, interregional, and short-distance
local trips.

By 2030, traffic studies show that with no improvements to I-5, congestion is predicted to
expand significantly as compared to 2006 conditions, to the extent that the entire length of the
corridor in both directions is projected to experience severe congestion and traffic delay during
the peak periods (Series 10 traffic model, 2030). In addition, if no improvements are made to
I-5, forecasts indicate that the projected increases in average daily traffic will extend the time
duration of congestion in both the northbound and southbound directions. In 2006, congestion
lasted on average five hours in both the northbound and southbound directions. Without
project improvements, as early as 2030, travel time is projected to increase to 53 to
54 minutes in the AM peak period and 40 to 48 minutes in the PM peak period. The period of
time for which drivers would experience this congestion also would increase for both AM and
PM peak travel periods, from five hours in 2006 to six hours in the future. By 2030, if no
improvements are made to I-5, congested travel hours would more than double, with
northbound congestion forecast to extend to 9-10 hours and southbound congestion to extend
to 13 hours.

Caltrans uses VMT data to analyze the existing and future predicted demand on a particular
transportation facility, corridor, or system, to assess the present use of and the predicted
future needs for the facility, corridor, or system. This same factor (VMT) is also used to
assess the current and future emissions generated from motor vehicles burning fossil fuels,
and is generally viewed as a direct relationship: an increase in VMT equals increased air
emissions. It should be noted, however, that freeway VMT is only one component of the air
guality analysis; vehicle speeds and associated changes in VMT on local roadways are also
important factors.

° The GHG analysis uses year 2030, but the traffic discussion in Section 3.6 clarified that the use of 2030 traffic
analysis is equally relevant through 2042 based on the Series 10, 11 and12 analysis.

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 4-25



Chapter 4 — California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation

INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

Studies conducted for the I-5 NCC Project show the corridor would experience significant
growth in travel demand, with the growth of VMT occurring regardless of whether highway
capacity improvements are made. In other words, the planned improvements to I-5 would not
significantly induce travel on the highway; rather, they would make already occurring travel
more efficient and reliable. Forecasts show, that with no improvements, VMT would increase
by between 20.1 percent (Series 11 traffic model, 2030) and 29.6 percent (Series 12 traffic
model, 2040). These percentages indicate that without any improvements, the highway would
be unprepared to meet future traffic demand.

However, the results are different with the addition of the proposed four HOV/Managed Lanes
(managed for carpools, vanpools, transit, and paying single-occupancy vehicles [SOVs]). With
these lanes, the travel forecasts project only an additional 4.0 percent (Series 10 and
Series 11 traffic models, 2030) to 5.9 percent (Series 12 traffic model, 2040).

Policies, plans, and programs to reduce transportation emissions are evaluated on a regional
and State level, with San Diego County regional policies being implemented through the
regional transportation planning and the Regional Transportation Program (RTP) made up of
proposed improvement projects, such as the I-5 NCC Project. The improvements proposed in
the 1-5 NCC Project are intended to not only implement the regional transportation planning,
but also to implement key strategies for reducing GHG emissions by improving the
transportation system and operational efficiencies, and reducing the growth of VMT. The
purpose of the transportation improvements proposed in the I-5 NCC Project are to efficiently
move more people, and not necessarily more vehicles, to maintain or improve the existing and
future traffic operations in the 1-5 North Coast Corridor in order to improve the safe and
efficient regional movement of people and goods for the planning design year of 2050, which
would therefore reduce regional VMT growth. Specifically, the 8+4 Barrier/Buffer alternatives
include only new HOV lanes, with no new general purpose lanes. If determined to be a
regional goal in the future, these lanes could be converted to be used only by transit operators.

The composition of transportation projects in San Diego County and the design of the
transportation network in the 2050 RTP are heavily influenced by the GHG goals set in SB 375
and targets set in CARB for cars and light trucks. SANDAG has determined that the best way
to meet the GHG reductions is to provide the general public and those who move goods with
convenient multimodal travel options that maximize productivity and reduce the costs and time
associated with travel. The I-5 NCC Project would assist in the achievement of this goal by
providing incentives for people to carpool and use the HOV/Managed Lanes to help reduce
overall growth in VMT. There would be community and regional enhancements that encourage
bicycle and pedestrian travel and the project design would accommodate a future BRT. In
accordance with SB 375, the building blocks of the SCS include the following:

o A land use pattern that accommodates the region’s future employment and housing

needs, and that protects sensitive habitats and resource areas.

e A transportation network of public transit and Express Lanes, and highways, local
streets, bikeways, and walkways built and maintained with available funds.

¢ Managing demands on the transportation system (also known as transportation
demand management [TDM]) in a way that reduces or eliminates traffic congestion
during peak periods of demand.
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e Managing the transportation system (also known as transportation system
management [TSM]) through measures that maximize the efficiency of the
transportation network.

e Innovative pricing policies and other measures designed to reduce VMT and traffic
congestion during peak periods of demand.

The 2050 RTP and SCS guide the San Diego region toward a more sustainable future by
focusing housing and job growth in urbanized areas, protecting sensitive habitat and open
space, and investing in a transportation network that provides residents and workers with
transportation options that will help reduce GHG emissions. It is anticipated that with each
RTP (every four years) there will be new opportunities to help reduce GHG emissions. The
region-wide 2050 RTP/SCS reduces energy consumption and GHG emissions with the
following key achievements:

e Meets state GHG reduction mandates.

e Funds $2.7 billion for regional and local bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs.

e Provides 156 new miles of trolley service and a new trolley tunnel in downtown San
Diego.

e Expands and speeds up COASTER service in the North Coast Corridor.

e More than doubles the transit service miles and increases transit frequency in key
corridors.

o Creates 130 miles of Express Lanes to facilitate carpools, vanpools, and premium bus
service and creates new carpool and telework incentive programs to reduce solo
driving.

o Doubles the number of homes and jobs within one-half mile of transit.

The 2050 RTP includes a network that integrates many modes of transportation, with a mix of
projects and a wide variety of transportation choices distributed across the region. This
multimodal network is expected to promote a substantial increase in carpooling, demands for
public transit, and bicycling and walking for work trips both during peak hours and at other
times. The 2050 RTP contains the largest investment in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
of any San Diego RTP to date. These investments are expected to dramatically increase
bicycle and walking trips (a 120 percent increase, compared with the No Build Alternative).
Carpooling—expressed as a percentage of all modes of transportation used to get to work—is
expected to increase by 48 percent. The implementation of the I-5 NCC Project is a highway
component of this plan and supports the bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.

The 2050 RTP’s transportation infrastructure, including the I-5 NCC Project improvements, will
also help reduce congestion for autos, trucks, and public transit. The percentage of peak-
period auto travel occurring during congested periods is projected to drop from 27.7 percent
with no improvements to 17.2 percent under the 2050 RTP. Similarly, congested conditions for
peak-period transit travel are projected to drop by nearly half (from 9.1 percent to 5.1 percent)
under the 2050 RTP. The number of hours of delay per day for trucks will also be cut in half
(from 32,300 hours to 16,000 hours) with the implementation of the 2050 RTP.

This project is included in the 2007 FSTIP as amended in 2009 and 2011, and included in
SANDAG’s 2050 Regional RTP/SCS and the 2012 RTIP. Traffic conditions projected for 2030
in the 2010 Draft EIR/EIS are consistent with current projections (see discussion of this topic in
Sections 1.3.2 and 3.6 of this Final EIR/EIS).

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 4-27



Chapter 4 — California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation

INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

4.6.3 Quantitative Analysis

To estimate the potential beneficial or negative effect of the proposed project on San Diego
regional GHG levels, the CARB EMFAC 2007 vehicle emissions model for the SDAB was
used to calculate CO, emissions for the San Diego metropolitan area with and without the
proposed project.

In order to determine regional GHG emissions, the I-5 Northcoast Series 11 GHG Regional
Effects travel demand models were utilized for the build and no build scenarios. Regional fuel
consumption and CO, emissions were modeled with and without the build scenario for each
respective time horizon.

The results of the regional fuel consumption and CO, emissions models are shown in
| Table 4.2.

|  Table 4.2: Average Difference in Regional CO, Emissions

Alternative 2006 2030 2030 2030
Existing No Build 10+4 w/DARs 8+4 w/DARSs

Model Year 2006 2030 2030 2030
Fuel Consumption 4,139,840 | 5.866,570 5,829,250 5,830,190
(gallons/day)
Efficiency Fuel Savings N/A N/A 37.320 36,380
(gallons/day)
Diesel Fuel Consumption 497,950 655,770 657,040 657,150
(gallons/day)
Efficiency Fuel Savings N/A N/A 1,270 11,380
(gallons/day)
Regional CO, Annual
Average Emissions 44,940 64,260 63,910 63,920
(tons/day)
Efficiency CO, Savings N/A N/A 350 340
(tons/day)

Compared to the No Build alternative, implementation of the 10+4 Barrier/Buffer alternatives is
estimated to reduce 2030 CO, emissions in the San Diego Region by up to 350 tons per day.
Compared to the No Build alternative, implementation of the 8+4 Barrier/Buffer alternatives is
estimated to reduce 2030 CO, emissions in the San Diego Region by up to 340 tons per day.
These decreases would be due to the decreased congestion along the corridor and improved
travel times along the corridor. Therefore, it is concluded that regional transportation efficiency
would be increased and overall CO, emission would be reduced.

Currently, the emissions modeling software is limited to generating output only for freeway
mainlines, and not local streets. Therefore, the above analysis does not reflect any reduction
in GHG emissions that could result from reduced queue lengths at ramp meters and
intersections. Because the proposed project would reduce delay at these locations, there is
the potential for further reduction in GHG emissions from vehicles spending less time idling.

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 4-28



Chapter 4 — California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation

INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

4.6.4 Construction Emissions

GHG emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those produced during
construction and those produced during operations. Construction GHG emissions include
emissions produced as a result of material processing, emissions produced by on-site
construction equipment, and emissions arising from traffic delays due to construction. These
emissions will be produced at different levels throughout the construction phase; their
frequency and occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans and specifications and
by implementing better traffic management during construction phases. In addition, with
innovations such as longer pavement lives, improved traffic management plans, and changes
in materials, the GHG emissions produced during construction can be mitigated to some
degree by longer intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation events.

| Air Quality measures to minimize emissions for construction equipment include:

e Use low-emission on-site mobile construction equipment where feasible.

e Maintain equipment in tune per manufacturer's specifications.

e Retard diesel engine injection timing by two to four degrees unless not recommended
by manufacturer (due to lower emission output in-place).

e Use reformulated, low-emission diesel fuel.

e Substitute electric and gasoline-powered equipment for diesel-powered equipment
where feasible.
Use catalytic converters on gasoline-powered equipment.

¢ Do not leave inactive construction equipment idling for prolonged periods.

Traffic and Transportation measures to minimize energy consumption and GHG emissions
include the following:

e Construction phasing plan to identify sequence of construction and to help minimize
traffic delays.

o Traffic delays controlled to the extent feasible during periods of many simultaneous
construction operations.

e Comprehensive TMP to further minimize delays during construction. TMP is designed
to increase driver awareness, ease congestion, and minimize delay during
construction. Components include:

o Public Awareness Program including changeable message signs, public service
announcements via media, and 800 number.

o Traffic Operations Strategies Program, which includes ongoing evaluation of
traffic operations and provides incident response during construction, CHP
construction zone speed reduction enforcement, and alternate route strategies.

Construction of the proposed project would result in GHG emissions, which are primarily
associated with use of off-road construction equipment and vehicles, with a smaller
contribution from on-road construction and worker vehicles. The numbers reported in
Table 4.3 below are estimated annual GHG construction emissions using Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality District (SMAQMD) Road Construction Model - Version 6.3.2 to
calculate emissions for the proposed bridge construction and roadway widening. Assumptions
are made by the model for the relative mix of CO,, CH,4, and N,O emissions from diesel fuel
used in off-road and on-road vehicles as reported in the California Climate Action registry’s
(CCAR) General Reporting Protocol.
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Table 4.3: Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions

Improvement Tons CO, MT CO,E
Bridge Construction 399 365
Roadway Widening 1,938 1,764
TOTAL 2,337 2,129

Source: Dudek Draft Greenhouse Gas Assessment, October 2011
COE = Carbon Dioxide Equivalent; MT = metric tons.

When considered on a global scale and amortized over the life of the proposed improvements,
the projected construction emissions are relatively minor. In addition, as previously stated, the
I-5 NCC Project improvements are included in the 2050 RTP/SCS transportation network
improvements phased project list; therefore, the I-5 NCC Project improvements and
associated emissions were analyzed in the 2050 RTP/SCS EIR. The 2050 RTP/SCS EIR
estimated annual construction emissions from construction activities, including worker vehicle
trips, transport of materials to and from the construction site, and operation of construction
equipment.

Conclusion

While construction would result in a slight increase in GHG emissions during construction, the
project would result in a decrease in operational GHG emissions when comparing the future
build to the future no-build conditions. Operational improvements are projected to result in a
decrease of approximately 124,000 tons per year of CO,, relative to construction emissions of
less than 3,000 tons per year. As a result, the net impact would be beneficial and, therefore,
less than significant. Caltrans is firmly committed to implementing measures to help reduce
GHG emissions. These measures are outlined in the following section.

4.6.5 AB 32 Compliance

Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’'s Climate Action Team as CARB
works to implement the Governor's EOs S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the targets set
forth in AB 32. Many of the strategies Caltrans is using to help meet the targets in AB 32
come from the California Strategic Growth Plan, which is updated each year. Former
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s Strategic Growth Plan calls for a $222 billion infrastructure
improvement program to fortify the State’'s transportation system, education, housing, and
waterways, including $100.7 billion in transportation funding during the next decade The
Strategic Growth Plan targets a significant decrease in traffic congestion below today’s level
and a corresponding reduction in GHG emissions. The Strategic Growth Plan proposes to do
this while accommodating growth in population and the economy. A suite of investment
options has been created that combined together yield the promised reduction in congestion.
The Strategic Growth Plan relies on a complete systems approach to attain CO, reduction
goals: system monitoring and evaluation, maintenance and preservation, smart land use and
demand management, and operational improvements as depicted in Figure 4-3.
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Figure 4-3: The Mobility Pyramid

Caltrans is supporting efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled by planning and implementing
smart land use strategies: job/housing proximity, developing transit-oriented communities, and
high density housing along transit corridors. Caltrans works closely with local jurisdictions on
planning activities but does not have local land use planning authority. Caltrans also assists
efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel
economy in new cars, as well as, light- and heavy-duty trucks; Caltrans is doing this by
supporting ongoing research efforts at universities, by supporting legislative efforts to increase
fuel economy, and by its participation on the Climate Action Team. It is important to note,
however, that the control of the fuel economy standards is held by the USEPA and CARB.

Table 4.4 summarizes Caltrans’ and Statewide efforts for implementation in order to reduce
GHG emissions. For more detailed information about each strategy, please see Climate
Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006); it is available at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf.
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| Table 4.4: Climate Change Strategies

Partnership Estimated CO, Savings

Strategy Program Method/Process (MMT)
Lead Agency 2010 2020
Review and seek to
Intergovernmental Local o Not Not
Review Caltrans Governments g:lct;s;\;zlgevelopment Estimated Estimated

Local and regional
Planning Grants Caltrans agencies & other
stakeholders

Competitive selection Not Not
process Estimated Estimated

Smart Land Use

Reglonal Plans_and Reglor_]al Caltrans Regl_ona_ll plans and 0.975 78
Blueprint Planning Agencies application process
Operational :
. . State ITS; Congestion
Improvements & ITS | Strategic Growth Plan Caltrans Regions Management Plan 0.007 2.17
Deployment
Mainstream Energy Office of Policy Analysis Policy establishment, Not Not
& GHG into Plans & Research; Division of Interdepartmental effort guidelines, technical . .
) ; ) ; Estimated | Estimated
and Projects Environmental Analysis assistance
Interdepartmental, California Analvtical report. data
Educational & Office of Policy Environmental Protection Agency colle>c/:tion Sblic’ation Not Not
Information Program | Analysis & Research (CalEPA), CARB, California P ’ Estimated | Estimated

Energy Commission workshops, outreach

Fleet Greening & Fleet Replacement 0.0065
. ing 8 Division of Equipment Department of General Services B20 0.0045 0.45
Fuel Diversification B100 0.0225

Non-vehicular

Energy Conservation Energy Conservation

Conservation Green Action Team o 0.117 0.34
Program Opportunities
Measures
. 2.5% limestone cement mix
| Portland Cement Office of Rigid Pavement Cemen_t and Construction 25% fly ash cement mix 1.2 42
Industries . 0.36 3.6
> 50% fly ash/slag mix
Office of Goods CalEPA; CARB; Busmess_, Goods Movement Action Not Not
Goods Movement Transportation, and Housing . .
Movement i Plan Estimated Estimated
Agency; MPOs
| TOTAL | 2.72 18.18

MMT = million metric tons
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The following measures are also included in the project (as described in Chapter 2 of this Final
EIR/EIS) to reduce the GHG emissions and potential climate change impacts from the project:
1. Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol are working with regional agencies to
implement ITS to help manage the efficiency of the existing I-5 highway system. ITS
commonly consists of electronics, communications, or information processing used
singly or in combination to improve the efficiency or safety of a surface transportation
system.

2. Park-and-ride facility installation or enhancement by Caltrans. In addition, Caltrans,
SANDAG, patrticipating corporations, and local governments are providing ridesharing
services and park and ride facilities to help manage the growth in demand for highway
capacity.

3. Landscaping reduces surface warming, and through photosynthesis, decreases CO.,.
The project proposes extensive landscaping within I-5 right-of-way (road edge and
median, as appropriate), including shrubs and trees. This would help offset tons of CO,
per year.

4. Use of energy efficient lighting, such as LED traffic signals. LED bulbs cost $60 to $70
apiece but last five to six years, compared to the one-year average lifespan of the
incandescent bulbs previously used. The LED bulbs themselves consume 10 percent of
the electricity of traditional lights, which would also help reduce CO, emissions.°

5. According to Caltrans Standard Specifications, the contractor must comply with all of the
local Air Pollution Control District's (APCD) rules, ordinances, and regulations in regards
to air quality restrictions. Specifically, as noted in Section 3.14 of this Final EIR/EIS,
inactive construction equipment would not be allowed to idle for prolonged periods.

4.6.6 Adaptation Strategies

“Adaptation strategies” refer to how Caltrans and others can plan for the effects of climate
change on the State’s transportation infrastructure and strengthen or protect the facilities from
damage. Climate change is expected to produce increased variability in precipitation, rising
temperatures, rising sea levels, variability in storm surges and intensity, and the frequency and
intensity of wildfires. These changes may affect the transportation infrastructure in various
ways, such as damage to roadbeds by longer periods of intense heat; increasing storm damage
from flooding and erosion; and inundation from rising sea levels. These effects will vary by
location and may, in the most extreme cases, require that a facility be relocated or redesigned.
There may also be economic and strategic ramifications as a result of these types of impacts to
the transportation infrastructure.

At the federal level, the Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, co-chaired by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ), the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), released its interagency report on
October 14, 2010 outlining recommendations to President Obama for how federal agency

1% Knoxville Business Journal, “LED Lights Pay for Themselves,” May 19, 2008 at
http://www.knoxnews.com/news/2008/may/19/led-traffic-lights-pay-themselves/.
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policies and programs can better prepare the United States to respond to the effects of climate
change. The Progress Report of the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force
recommends that the federal government implement actions to expand and strengthen the
nation’s capacity to better understand, prepare for, and respond to climate change.

Climate change adaptation must also involve the natural environment as well. Efforts are
underway on a Statewide-level to develop strategies to cope with impacts to habitat and
biodiversity through planning and conservation. The results of these efforts will help California
agencies plan and implement mitigation strategies for programs and projects.

| On November 14, 2008, former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed EO S-13-08 which
directed a number of State agencies to address California’s vulnerability to sea level rise caused
by climate change. This EO set in motion several agencies and actions to address the concern
of sea level rise.

The California Natural Resources Agency (Resources Agency) was directed to coordinate with
local, regional, State, and federal public and private entities to develop the California Climate
Adaptation Strategy (December 2009),"* which summarizes the best known science on climate
change impacts to California, assesses California's vulnerability to the identified impacts and
then outlines solutions that can be implemented within and across State agencies to promote
resiliency.

The strategy outline is in direct response to EO S-13-08, which specifically asked the Resources
Agency to identify how State agencies can respond to rising temperatures, changing
precipitation patterns, sea level rise, and extreme natural events. Numerous other State
agencies were involved in the creation of the Adaptation Strategy document, including the
California Environmental Protection Agency; Business, Transportation and Housing; Health and
Human Services; and the Department of Agriculture. The document is broken down into
strategies for different sectors that include: Public Health; Biodiversity and Habitat; Ocean and
Coastal Resources; Water Management; Agriculture; Forestry; and Transportation and Energy
Infrastructure. As data continue to be developed and collected, the State's adaptation strategy
will be updated to reflect current findings.

The Resources Agency was also directed to request the National Academy of Science to
prepare a Sea Level Rise Assessment Report by December 2010 to advise how California
should plan for future sea level rise. The reportis to include:

o relative sea level rise projections for California, Oregon, and Washington taking into
account coastal erosion rates, tidal impacts, El Nifio and La Nifia events, storm surge,
and land subsidence rates;

¢ the range of uncertainty in selected sea level rise projections;

a synthesis of existing information on projected sea level rise impacts to State
infrastructure (such as roads, public facilities, and beaches), natural areas, and coastal
and marine ecosystems; and

e adiscussion of future research needs regarding sea level rise.

1 http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CNRA-1000-2009-027/CNRA-1000-2009-027-F.PDF

12 Pre-publication copies of the report, Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past,
Present, and Future, were made available from the National Academies Press on June 22, 2012. For more
information, please see http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record id=13389.
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Prior to the release of the final Sea Level Rise Assessment Report, all State agencies that are
planning to construct projects in areas vulnerable to future sea level rise were directed to
consider a range of sea level rise scenarios for the years 2050 and 2100 in order to assess
project vulnerability and, to the extent feasible, reduce expected risks and increase resiliency to
sea level rise. Sea level rise estimates should also be used in conjunction with information
regarding local uplift and subsidence, coastal erosion rates, predicted higher high water levels,
storm surge, and storm wave data.

Interim guidance has been released by The Coastal Ocean Climate Action Team (CO-CAT) as
well as Caltrans as a method to initiate action and discussion of potential risks to the states
infrastructure due to projected sea level rise.

All projects that have filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) as of the date of the EO S-13-08,
and/or are programmed for construction funding through 2013, or are routine maintenance
projects may, but are not required to, consider these planning guidelines.

EO S-13-08 also directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency to prepare a
report to assess vulnerability of transportation systems to sea level rise affecting safety,
maintenance, and operational improvements of the system and economy of the State. Caltrans
continues to work on assessing the transportation system vulnerability to climate change,
including the effect of sea level rise.

Currently, Caltrans is working to assess which transportation facilities are at greatest risk from
climate change effects. However, without statewide planning scenarios for relative sea level
rise and other climate change effects, Caltrans has not been able to determine what change, if
any, may be made to its design standards for its transportation facilities. Once statewide
planning scenarios become available, Caltrans will be able review its current design standards
to determine what changes, if any, may be warranted in order to protect the transportation
system from sea level rise.

Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term planning and risk
management to address vulnerabilities in the transportation system from increased precipitation
and flooding; the increased frequency and intensity of storms and wildfires; rising temperatures;
and rising sea levels. Caltrans is an active participant in the efforts being conducted in
response to EO S-13-08 and is mobilizing to be able to respond to the National Academy of
Science Sea Level Rise Assessment Report.

The NOP for this project was filed prior to this EO (October 20, 2004), and if approved, will be in
final design (rather than construction) through 2013. Although exempt from this requirement,
sea level rise review relative to I-5 crossings of coastal lagoons and their primary tributaries was
completed.

The following screening criteria were considered:

Project design life, 20+ years

Redundancy/alternative routes

Anticipated travel delays

Good movement/interstate commerce

Evacuations/emergencies

Traveler safety, in delaying the project to incorporate sea level rise design
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Expenditure of public funds

Scope of project

Interconnectivity issues with local streets and roads

Environmental constraints, i.e., increase in project footprint into environmentally
sensitive areas

The Ocean Protection Council adopted Statewide sea level rise values (Table 4.5), and a sea
level rise interim guidance document in March 2011. Caltrans participated in the development
of this first set of Statewide scenarios. This common set of values allows all State agencies to
plan for sea level rise with the same assumptions. This document would be revised when the
NAS releases their final sea level rise values, but in the interim, provided a standardized set of
assumptions to use when projecting potential sea level rise effects.

Table 4.5: Sea Level Rise Projections Using 2000 Baseline

Year Rise Average of Models | Range of Models
2030 -- 71in 5-8in
2050 -- 14 in 10-17in
Low 23in 17-27in
2070 Medium 24 in 18-29in
High 27 in 20-32in
Low 40in 31-50in
2100 Medium 47 in 37-60.in
High 55in 43-69 in

For dates after 2050, Table 4.5 includes three different values for sea level rise; based on low,
medium, and high GHG emission scenarios. These values are based on the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change emission scenarios as follows: B1 for low projections, A2 for medium
projects, and A1F1 for high projections.

The projected values show narrow ranges of rise for the relative short term and increasing
ranges for time frames farther into the future. The scenarios predict fairly consistent values in
the short term, but increasingly wide ranges of value in the longer term due to increasing
uncertainty. These projections vary depending upon how quickly the international community
reduces GHG emissions. There is no specific probability of occurrence for any of the projected
scenarios—they represent different possible global climate conditions and the amount of
projected sea level rise for the respective conditions.

Predicted Consequences of Sea Level Rise on the I-5 NCC Project: Section 3.9 of this Final
EIR/EIS discusses lagoon and creek crossing hydrology/hydraulics, including the impacts
anticipated during the 100-year flood event and projections of sea level rise for 2100.
Preliminary design studies indicate ample freeboard to accommodate the 100-year flood event
and projected 2100 sea level rise at all water crossings except Carmel Creek. At that location,
there would be a deficiency of 0.7 foot of freeboard during a 100-year flood event. This
represents a temporary build up of water east of I-5, however, and freeway access would be
anticipated to be maintained.
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Application of the Screening Criteria to the I-5 NCC Project: In considering the screening
criteria listed above, the project design life is expected to be approximately 40 years (to 2050).
I-5 is a critical route for commercial goods movement.

In the (unexpected) event that a tidal event inundates the freeway, there are several alternative
routes to I-5 in this area. El Camino Real, less than a mile east of the freeway, is a parallel
north-south route. Further east, 1-15 is connected to I-5 by several local streets, as well as the
SR-56, SR-76, and SR-78 freeways. These facilities could also serve as evacuation routes, if
needed. The ITS elements of the existing facility and those proposed as part of the I-5 NCC
Project, would improve real time responses to emergency situations. The anticipated travel
delay from an event would be minor to moderate, lasting from a few hours to possibly a few days.

The addition of a new structure and raising the freeway approaches to the new structure would
add millions to the project and ongoing additional maintenance for this area also would be
incurred to support the raised approaches to the structure. It would also necessitate
reconstructing portions of Carmel Valley Road west and east of the project, Sorrento Valley
Road to the west, and possibly reconstructing the connections of EI Camino Real and SR-56 to
Carmel Valley Road. In addition to the above design and cost consideration, the redesign
would increase the project footprint in the Carmel Valley area. The project would likely
encroach into the habitat of CVREP to the west and Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon to the west. It
could also impact existing businesses immediately east of the freeway.

Further delays to implementing the project would cause longer travel times, increase congestion
and possibly lead to additional accidents.

Adaptation Strategies

Adaptation strategies to reduce the deficiency include removing existing sediment under the
existing bridge at Carmel Valley Creek and temporary freeway closures. Alternative routes exist
so that traffic could be rerouted during periods of minor to moderate inundation. Based on the
results from the screening criteria discussion, the adaptation strategies are considered
appropriate for the risk level identified.

4.7 Mitigation Measures for Significant Impacts under CEQA

Supporting documentation of all CEQA resource evaluation is provided in Chapter 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS. Discussion of all impact avoidance, minimization, and/or compensation measures is
under the appropriate topic headings in Chapter 3. Implementation of these measures would
reduce significant impacts to below a level of significance under CEQA for Cultural Resources,
Paleontological Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Noise, and Biological Resources
(including Natural Communities; Wetlands and Other Waters; Plant, Animal, and Threatened
and Endangered Species; and Conformance with Local Policies, Ordinances, and Conservation
Plans). Significant project-level impacts to community character and cohesion would remain
significant for the 10+4 Barrier alternative. Project-level and cumulative impacts to visual
resources would remain significant and unmitigable under any of the build alternatives. All other
project-related direct and cumulative effects would be reduced to below a level of significance
through proposed design minimization, as described in Chapter 3 and Section 4.6 above. The
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures are incorporated into the ECR, which
comprises a program for reporting on or monitoring implementation of the measures, pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d).
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Chapter 5 — Comments and Coordination

Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public agencies is an
essential part of the environmental process. The input and advice helps to determine the scope
of environmental documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts, mitigation measures,
and related environmental requirements. Projects as large as the I-5 NCC Project benefit from
federal, State, and local agency consultation and public participation. This participation has
been accomplished through a variety of formal and informal methods, including: scoping
meetings, project development team meetings, interagency coordination meetings, public
meetings on the Draft and Supplemental Draft environmental documents, a Major Investment
Study, and direct coordination with individuals regarding proposed project features as well as
potential property impacts. Numerous community meetings with service groups, homeowners
associations, and business organizations have helped gain an understanding of the public
concerns as the project is developed. This chapter summarizes the results of Caltrans’ and
FHWA's efforts to fully identify, address, and resolve project-related issues through early and
continuing coordination.

51 Project Scoping Process

In 2001, Caltrans held preliminary public scoping meetings, prior to environmental analysis, to
introduce the project concept. These preliminary public scoping meetings were held on the
following dates and locations:

March 27, 2001 in Carlsbad

April 17, 2001 in Encinitas

May 16, 2001 in Del Mar

June 21, 2001 in Oceanside

Notice of Intent

On January 12, 2004, a Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register in
accordance with NEPA, to advise the public that the environmental document would be
prepared and to provide supplementary information about the proposed action and alternatives.
Comments and suggestions were invited from all interested parties. The NOI was issued on
January 5, 2004, for a 30-day review period. A copy of the NOI is included as Figure 5-1.1,
below.

Comments on the NOI were received from the following:

o USEPA (concerns focused on establishment of purpose and need; impacts to water
resources, biological resources, and air quality; impacts to cultural resources; impacts to
environmental justice communities; and analysis of cumulative impacts)

o USFWS (requested in-depth discussion on a range of reasonable project alternatives
that avoid or lessen significant effects of the proposed project; address consistency with
habitat conservation plans; address edge-effects; address construction and operational
noise levels; and discuss BMPS)

The formal scoping meetings were held in 2004 at the following locations:
e January 7, Carlsbad Library - George and Patricia Gowland Meeting Room - 1775 Dove
Lane
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January 13, Oceanside High School - Multi Purpose Room - 100 S. Horn Street

January 27, Encinitas Community Center - Room 142B - 1140 Oakcrest Park Drive
February 10, Solana Beach City Hall - Council Chambers - 635 South Coast
Highway 101

February 17, Del Mar City Hall - Council Chambers Room 1050 Camino Del Mar

March 2 San Diego - Westfield Shopping Town UTC - Forum Hall behind Wells Fargo
Bank

Notice of Preparation

On October 20, 2004, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was filed with the State Clearninghouse
and San Diego County Clerk, and distributed to appropriate State and local agencies and
organizations. The review period for the NOP was from October 20 to December 14, 2004.
Copies of the NOP are included as Figures 5-1.2a and 5-1.2b, below.

Comments on the NOP were received from the following:

USFWS (requested an in-depth alternatives analysis; identification and consideration of
listed and sensitive wildlife species and other biological resources within and adjacent to
the project area, as well as associated impact avoidance; discussion of the project’s
consistency with applicable habitat conservation plans; identification and discussion of
edge effects and applicable best management practices)

CCC (requested an in-depth alternatives analysis, specifically other modal alternatives,
and to focus on impact avoidance and restoration to sensitive resources)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW; previously California Department of
Fish and Game) (requested in-depth discussion on a range of reasonable project
alternatives that avoid or lessen significant effects of the proposed project; address
consistency with habitat conservation plans; address edge-effects; address construction
and operational noise levels; and discuss BMPS)

City of San Diego Councilman Scott E. Peters (requested examination of alternative
routing for the proposed LOSSAN rail expansion project)

City of San Diego (requested that a waste management plan be prepared for the project
prior to demolition or grading in consultation with the City of San Diego Environmental
Services Department and consideration of recycled water use for landscaping irrigation)
City of Del Mar (concerned with wetland and traffic impacts; requested traffic
improvements/modifications at various intersections)

City of Solana Beach (requested analysis of four additional alternatives and study and
installation of sound attenuation during environmental review, planning, and design)

City of Carlsbad (requested natification of the availability of the Draft EIR)

San Dieguito Lagoon Committee (requested in-depth analysis of wetland, floodway, and
floodplain impacts; a mitigation program for potential impacts; and discussion of project
alternatives)

NAHC (requested various actions to identify and mitigate project-related impacts on
cultural resources)

Willow Design, Inc. (proposed a conceptual study of two independent “side-by-side”
freeways)

Faye Detsky-Weil (concerned with increased traffic and decreasing quality of life, lack of
transit alternatives, and right-of-way takes)

Morton Printz (requested an extension of the public comment period)
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Additional Project Outreach

Two newsletters were sent out and/or made available to the public. The first edition was mailed
directly to more than 100,000 addresses within one mi east or west of the freeway. A postcard
was also sent out to the same area informing residents that the second edition of the newsletter,
along with additional project information, was available on the project web site at
www.keepsandiegomoving.com. The project web site has been frequently updated providing
accurate and timely information to anyone who is interested. Additional non-traditional outreach
occurred by posting Scoping Meeting flyers in Spanish/English language at various
establishments including: libraries, Mexican markets, churches, schools, chambers of
commerce, city halls, senior centers, community centers, Boys & Girls Club, Headstart Center.
Representatives from the Environmental and Public Information branches also attended
Farmers Markets and Food Court locations along the corridor to discuss the project and
upcoming scoping meetings with interested freeway users. Please see Section 8.1 Community
Outreach, of the Community Impact Assessment for a more thorough list of outreach efforts.

Prior to formal scoping activities described in Section 5.1, above, community interaction was
sought through informational meetings between December 1997 and January 1998 as part of
the North Coast Transportation Study that served as the MIS developed in partnership with
SANDAG. After completion of the MIS and the PSR (PDS) in 2000, four informational meetings
were held between March and June 2001 in Del Mar, Solana Beach, Carlsbad, and Oceanside.
In October 2000, representatives from SANDAG, city staff, and private citizens met with
Caltrans project team members to begin the process of identifying opportunities for
enhancement features to integrate natural and cultural resources into freeway improvements.
Basic functions of the study were identified as intended to “enhance visual characteristics” and
“preserve community character.” The team developed 71 enhancement strategies to support
these functions that were presented to elected officials of each city. As part of community
enhancement planning, public input was solicited at the following meetings:

e In San Diego on April 19, 2006 at the Sycamore Ridge School
In Encinitas on August 23, 2005 at the Paul Ecke Central Elementary School
In Encinitas on August 24, 2005 at Encinitas City Hall
In Encinitas on August 25, 2005 at Cardiff Elementary School
In Carlsbad on May 2, 2006 at the City of Carlsbad
In Oceanside on June 20, 2006 at the City of Oceanside

Since 2004, Caltrans Project Management for the I-5 NCC Project has attended meetings,
conducted surveys, presented handouts/mailers, and given presentation to local communities
and planning groups; homeowners associations; chambers of commerce; city council meetings;
and local politician sponsored meetings in an effort to update interested parties and the public
on the status of the project. These meetings allowed communities to review project information
on proposed the 10+4 and 8+4 alternatives and provide informal public input.

In 2004, additional project outreach was held on the following dates and locations:
e January 7, 2004 in Carlsbad

January 13, 2004 in Oceanside

January 27, 2004 in Encinitas

February 10, 2004 in Solana Beach

February 17, 2004 in Del Mar

March 2, 2004 in San Diego
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The following concerns were identified:

Purpose, need, and location for potential widening

Private property impacts

Community cohesiveness

Traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle

Noise

Growth

Parks and views, including the sewer treatment plant

Resource impacts: biological resources (including lagoons), air quality, and water quality
Cumulative impacts

As noted above, meetings were held from January 2005 to October 2006 with Caltrans,
SANDAG, and/or council and staff members of the cities to identify development opportunities
and constraints for the project as part of the 1-5 North Coast Community Enhancement Plan.
These meeting were held on:

e February 22, 2005, and January 12, 2006, with the City of San Diego

e January 18, 2005, and October 10, 2006, with the City of Del Mar

o February 4, 2005, and July 6, 2006, with the City of Solana Beach

e February 2, 2005, June 22, 2005, March 21, 2006, and July 10, 2006, with the City of

Encinitas

e January 21, 2005, November 22, 2005, January 31, 2006, and July 6, 2006, with the City
of Carlsbhad

e March 2, 2005, May 15, 2006, July 6, 2006, and December 19, 2006, with the City of
Oceanside

In addition, monthly traffic working meetings occurred from February 2005 to January 2007
between Caltrans staff, city engineers, and planning personnel.

5.2 Hearings on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS

In 2010, five public hearings were held in the open-house format to present details about the
proposed project design, the alternatives being considered, and findings from the environmental
studies, as identified in the Draft EIR/EIS prepared for the project. The hearings were held on
the following dates and locations:

e July 27, 2010 at the Encinitas Community and Senior Center in Encinitas
August 3, 2010 at the Westfield University Town Center Forum Hall in San Diego
August 17, 2010 at the Faraday Center in Carlsbad
August 24, 2010 at Skyline Elementary School in Solana Beach
September 9, 2010 at the Oceanside High School Multipurpose Room in Oceanside

Following public circulation and review of the Draft EIR/EIS, numerous comments were received
from members of the public and public agency representatives requesting:
e Updates on studies by others regarding North County lagoons that were in draft form or
being implemented when the Draft EIR/EIS was released
o Clarification of specific impact and avoidance/minimization/mitigation measures related
to lagoons crossed by the I-5 right-of-way
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A Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS was prepared and circulated in August through October 2012.
The document focused on lagoon bridge optimization studies completed between 2010 and
2012, and refined lagoon bridge design based on those studies. Issues related to regional and
community enhancements, water quality and sea level rise review were also refined in the
document. A public hearing on that document was held in the open-house format on
September 19, 2012 at the Encinitas Community and Senior Center.

Verbal and written comments were submitted at the hearings, and were also received during the
public review period of the Draft EIR/EIS (a total of 5,332 comments) and Supplemental EIR/EIS
(a total of 337 comments), and are addressed in full in this Final EIR/EIS.

5.3 Project Development Team Meetings

An I-5 NCC Project PDT was assembled by Caltrans and FHWA in 2000 to serve as the technical
advisory committee and internal decision-making body for the project. The PDT consists of both
Caltrans staff representatives from Program Management and the various technical divisions
(such as Environmental Planning, Design, Right of Way, etc.), FHWA, and representatives from
other interested agencies. The PDT met (and continues to meet) monthly during the course of
project development as issues arise requiring technical direction or resolution.

Agencies participating in the PDT include:
e USEPA

USFWS

USACE

NOAA/NMFS

CDFW

CcCcC

RWQCB

SANDAG

Caltrans, SANDAG, and the Cities of San Diego, Del Mar, Solana Beach, Encinitas, Carlsbad,
and Oceanside also worked closely as partners in the development of the proposed project.

Cooperating Agencies

There is a need for early coordination and cooperation with federal, State, and local agencies.
According to CEQ 40 CFR 1508.5, "cooperating agency" means any federal agency, other than
a lead agency, that has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental
impact involved in a proposed project or project alternative. Upon request of the lead agency,
any federal agency with jurisdiction by law shall be a cooperating agency. Any other federal
agency with special expertise with respect to any environmental issue may be a cooperating
agency. An agency may request to be designated as a cooperating agency. Table 5.1 below
identifies the cooperating agencies coordination, particularly focused on the NEPA-Section 404
Integration Process discussed in more detail in Section 5.4.

On April 27, 2004 FHWA invited USEPA, USFWS, USACE, and NOAA/NMFS to become
cooperating agencies. On May 20, 2004 USEPA declined invitation to participate as a
cooperating agency, since USEPA is participating via the NEPA 404 MOU process (see
Section 5.4). FHWA received agreement to participate as a cooperating agency from USFWS,
USACE, and NOAA/NMFS.
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On May 3, 2010 FHWA sent an invitation and subsequently received agreement to participate
as a cooperating agency from the U.S. Coast Guard. In a letter dated December 13, 2012
(Figure 5-3.1), the U.S. Coast Guard notified Caltrans that bridges proposed over the following
waterways would meet the criteria for Advance Approval of bridges pursuant to 33 CFR 115.70,
and no individual Coast Guard permits would be needed for them because these waterways are
not navigated by anything larger than small motorboats: San Diego River, Los Pefiasquitos
Lagoon and River, San Dieguito Lagoon, San Elijo Lagoon, Batiquitos Lagoon, and Agua
Hedionda Lagoon. The letter also stated that the I-5 bridge crossings of the following
waterways are located on reaches of the waterways considered to be non-navigable and
therefore, under the provisions of the Coast Guard Authorization Act of 1982, do not require
Coast Guard involvement for bridge permit purposes: Buena Vista Lagoon, San Luis Rey River,
Carmel Valley Creek, and Loma Alta Creek.

5.4 NEPA — Section 404 Integration Process

On December 10, 2004, Caltrans signed an interagency MOU committing to integrate NEPA
and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act in transportation planning, programming, and
implementation stages for federal aid surface transportation projects requiring a Permit under
Section 404. Under the MOU process, the FHWA, USFWS, NOAA/NMFS, USACE, and USEPA
were asked to concur on the following two checkpoints: (1) Purpose and Need Statement, and
(2) identification of the range of alternatives and consideration of the criteria used to select and
analyze the range of alternatives to be studied in the EIR/EIS. The Preliminary LEDPA
Determination and Conceptual Mitigation Plan were identified as issues to be discussed for
concurrence after document circulation.

The consolidation of these processes provide for more timely decision making while improving
the overall quality of those decisions. Caltrans coordination efforts included inviting for
consultation non-signatory State regulatory agencies: the CDFW, CCC staff, and the RWQCB to
implement the MOU. Letters concurring on the project purpose and need, screening criteria,
and the range of alternatives under study were received from USFWS, NOAA/NMFS, USACE,
and USEPA (Figures 5-4.1 through 5-4.12). Table 5.1 provides the dates of the NEPA/404
meetings held during the project development process.

As anticipated, concurrence regarding the LEDPA Determination and Conceptual Mitigation
Plan was the subject of coordination following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS. Refinement of
the 8+4 Buffer alternative (identified as the locally preferred alternative, or LPA, in 2011, and
currently identified as the Preferred Alternative) was integral to these discussions. Letters of
concurrence on the Preliminary LEDPA and the Conceptual Mitigation Plan (Resource
Enhancement and Mitigation Program [REMP]) were received from USFWS, NOAA/NMFS,
USACE, and USEPA (Figures 5-4.13 through 5-4.16) on the dates indicated in Table 5.1.
Coordination efforts related to lagoon bridge optimization studies and resolution of project-
related issues between November 2010 and release of this Final EIR/EIS are included in
Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1: NEPA/404 Consultation and Coordination

Date Topic(s)

11/12/2003 Kickoff Meeting

03/03/2004 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need

04/20/2004 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, and
Project Alternatives

05/20/2004 Receiveq USEPA Iette_r that decline_d FHV_VA’s i_nvita_tion to participate as a
cooperating agency, since USEPA is participating via the NEPA 404 MOU process
Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project

07/28/2004 Alternatives, Lagoon Restoration, and list of proposed projects with independent
utility and logical termini (I-5 / SR-56 and I-5 / Lomas Santa Fe Drive)

09/28/2004 Me(_eting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, and
Project Alternatives

11/02/2004 Megting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, and
Project Alternatives

December

and January
2005

Concurrence with Purpose and Need: USACE 1/19/2005; USEPA 1/10/2004[sic];
USFWS 1/3/2005; NOAA 12/17/2004

Field Review. Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, and Project

01/20/2005 :

Alternatives

Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project
03/23/2005 : . ;

Alternatives, and Biological resources

Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project
04/27/2005 Alternatives, Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan and Proposed projects with

independent utility and logical termini (-5 HOV Extension and I-5 / Genesee
Avenue Interchange projects)

May and June
2005

Concurrence with Screening Criteria: USACE 6/29/2005; USFWS 5/25/2005;
USEPA 5/23/2005; NOAA 5/19/2005

Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project

09/13/2005 Alternatives, Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan
Concurrence with I-5 / Genesee Avenue Interchange Improvements Project as
October 2005 | independent from the 1-5 NCC Project: USFWS 11/1/2005; USACE 10/26/2005;
USEPA 10/26/2005; NOAA 10/21/2005
Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project
11/15/2005 . . A
Alternatives, Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan
Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project
11/15/2005 : . P
Alternatives, Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan
01/19/2006 Meeting discussed: Lagoon Restoration and Coastal Habitat
03/30/2006 Meeting Fjlscussed: Lagoon restoration, Opportunities and Constraints for future
community enhancements
Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project
06/06/2006 g . 2 :
Alternatives, Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan and Proposed projects
08/01/2006 Meetlng_ discussed: Geotechnical investigation, Coastal access, and lagoon
restoration
Audust 2006 Concurrence with Range of Alternatives: USEPA (not dated); USFWS 8/24/2006;
9 USACE 8/21/2006; NOAA 8/7/2006
09/21/2006 Meeting discussed: San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive
Conservation Plan - Habitat Enhancement and Restoration Proposals
06/06/2007 Meeting discussed: Lagoon restoration, proposed projects with independent utility
and logical termini (1-805 DAR with HOV Extension), and CMIA discussion
Concurrence with 1-805 DAR with HOV Extension as independent from the I-5 NCC
July 2007 Project; NOAA 7/10/07; USFWS 6/6/2007; Verbal at meeting 5/22/08 USEPA and

USACE
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Table 5.1 (cont.): NEPA/404 Consultation and Coordination

Date

Topic(s)

05/22/2008

Meeting discussed: I-5 NCC Project status, status of other projects along I-5,
coordination with mass transit and not to preclude LOSSAN, lagoons, and wildlife
corridors

09/23/2010

Field review of the North Coast Corridor by Caltrans and EPA staff

10/28/2010

Dr. Michael Josselyn presented a summary of findings based on Phase 2 lagoon
bridge optimization studies (Wetland Enhancement Opportunities Using the
Hydrodynamic Approach by Optimization of Bridges Over San Diego Region
Coastal Lagoons). Caltrans provided an update on the project and NEPA/404
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) process

11/23/2010

Caltrans and EPA coordination regarding the Draft EIR/EIS

12/07/2010

Caltrans and EPA additional coordination regarding the Draft EIR/EIS

01/26/2011

Caltrans provided updates on the NEPA/404 MOU process and project Public
Works Plan (PWP), and an overview of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
Discussion of the project Mitigation Plan. Caltrans requested concurrence on details
of Encinitas Boulevard interchange improvements

03/30/2011

Discussion regarding scope of Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS (SDEIR/EIS) and the
locally preferred alternative (LPA)

04/27/2011

Caltrans provided an update on the NEPA/404 MOU process and PWP, as well as
an overview of the RTP. Discussion of the Mitigation Plan. Caltrans requested
concurrence on details of the Encinitas Boulevard interchange improvements

06/01/2011

Concurrence reached on I-5/Encinitas Boulevard interchange improvements;
update on NEPA/404 MOU process. Review of I-5 bridges, mitigation summary
table information for 10+4 w/barrier and 8+4 w/buffer design alternatives, and a
sample format for lagoon bridge summary analysis (using Agua Hedionda Lagoon
Bridge). Discussion of the outline for the SDEIR/EIS

07/06/2011

Discussion of the LPA, project direct access ramps (DARs), and construction
phasing

08/11/2011

Caltrans provided updates on optimization studies for the six lagoons, as well as the
SDEIR/EIS and LPA refinement

09/15/2011

Agua Hedionda Lagoon discussion with focus on lagoon bridge summary matrix
with justification for bridge lengths, and request for concurrence. Discussion of
trails and opportunities at Agua Hedionda. Caltrans provided updates on lagoon
bridge optimization studies and on the SDEIR/EIS

11/09/2011

Review of other ongoing projects. Updates provided for I-5 / Genesee, I-5 / SR-56,
and I-5 / Encinitas interchanges, the SDEIR/EIS, and bridge length optimization
studies at the lagoons. Review of a mitigation site assessment template using the
Hallmark property. Concurrence/approval received on the Agua Hedionda lagoon
bridge matrix and justification paper. Presentation of Los Pefiasquitos and San
Dieguito bridge justification papers and matrices

12/15/2011

Review of mitigation site assessment template for Hallmark and La Costa
properties, as well as bridge justification papers and matrices for San Dieguito, Los
Pefasquitos, and Agua Hedionda Lagoons

01/19/2012

Review of SDEIR/EIS Chapter 1

02/16/2012

Review of SDEIR/EIS outline and revised project analysis key (summarizing agency
comments and documents which address the response). Discussion of agency
comments on SDEIR/EIS Chapter 1. Presentation of I-5 North Coast Bikeway
concept and discussion of Carmel Creek field trip

02/29/2012

Caltrans and USEPA coordination regarding topics to be covered in the SDEIR/EIS

04/12/2012

Agencies provided comments on the SDEIR/EIS and team discussion of document
content continued

July 2013

Caltrans and USACE coordination regarding LEDPA and USACE permit

05/24/2012

Review of project mitigation package and mitigation parcel evaluations
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Table 5.1 (cont.): NEPA/404 Consultation and Coordination
Date Topic(s)s
Continued discussion of Resource Enhancement Program (REP)**/project
06/21/2012 L . ) . e
mitigation package, introduction of Draft Design Guidelines
07/19/2012 Continued discussion of REP**/project mitigation package
Discussion of REP** elements, timing and funding, and identification of preliminary

09/20/2012 LEDPA
RWCQB, USACE, SANDAG, and Caltrans discussion regarding USACE permitting
09/27/2012 process and mitigation. Consensus reached on use of a programmatic individual

permit and banking agreement.
10/09/2012 Agency review of comments on SED
10/18/2012 REP** mitigation detail and discussion of Draft Design Guidelines
Ongoing PWP/TREP development to support CCC permitting process, REP**
12/06/2012 . - :
discussion of temporary impacts, performance standards, and endowments
- = s e
01/24/2013 R_ewew_of REP** comments, initiation of LEDPA and REP** concurrence
discussions.
02/28/2013 Continued discussion of REP** comments
03/28/2013 Continued discussion of REP** comments
04/18/2013 Continued discussion of REP** comments and Draft Final EIR/EIS
04/29/2013 Caltrans requested concurrence on the Preliminary LEDPA and the REMP

June 2013 Final review and coordination on the REMP
May-July Concurrence received on Preliminary LEDPA and REMP: NOAA/NMFS
2013 05/28/2013; USEPA 06/10/2013; USFWS 06/18/2013; USACE 07/15/2013;

* Unless otherwise specified, each meeting was attended by staff from each of the following
agencies: USACE, CCC, CDFW, USEPA, NOAA/NMFS, RWQCB, SANDAG, and USFWS.
** The REP is now referred to as the Resource Enhancement and Mitigation Program (REMP)

| 5.5 Additional Consultation and Coordination with Public Agencies

| As indicated in Sections 5.1 through 5.4, considerable coordination has occurred with both
public resource and regulatory agencies throughout the environmental review process
beginning in 2001. FHWA and Caltrans have worked closely with representatives of various
federal, State, regional, and local agencies. The agencies were formally or informally contacted
and consulted during the preparation of the environmental analysis.

Since 2007, SANDAG and Caltrans, in coordination with CCC staff, have met bi-monthly to
advance the PWP/TREP. The PWP/TREP meetings were designed to continue the process
that would maintain and improve transportation facilities within the I-5 North Coast Corridor and
address coastal resource impacts on a project-by-project basis. The PWP/TREP provides a
planning, analytical, and implementation mechanism to address improvements throughout the
corridor as a system consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act. A CCC staff member was
assigned full-time for this project and has attended the bi-monthly PWP/TREP meetings.

Stakeholder Outreach and Coordination

Initial opportunities and constraints meetings with city staff are discussed above under the
heading “Additional Project Outreach” in Section 5.1. In addition to meetings with city staff and
elected officials, meetings have also occurred with other North Coast Corridor stakeholder
groups, including but not limited to lagoon foundations, community planning groups, chambers
of commerce, members of the public, and local school districts. A series of stakeholder
meetings were held relating to community enhancements to provide project information,
address project status, and obtain specific input on issues under their purview. Following
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circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010, additional input was received from stakeholders (see
Appendix H of this Final EIR/EIS), and coordination regarding additional project refinement was
reinitiated. These meetings are summarized in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2: Stakeholder Outreach and Coordination

Date Organization Topic(s) and/or Purpose of Meeting
City of Carlsbad, Lennar
12/05/2005 Corporation, SDG&E Cannon Road DAR
Batiquitos Lagoon Opportunities and Constraints Analysis — discuss
12/16/2005 qurtos -ag community enhancement projects around Batiquitos
Foundation
Lagoon
01/26/2006 San Dieguito Park Joint Conceptual community enhancement projects
Powers Authority proposed for City of San Diego
City of San Diego — Parks
01/27/2006 and Rec Department, Conceptual community enhancement projects
Torrey Pines State proposed for City of San Diego
Reserve
02/03/2006 ,\C/I'ty of San Diego Trails Discuss potential trail connections
anager
Agua Hedionda Lagoon Opportunities and Constraints Analysis — discuss
02/14/2006 Foundation, Carlsbad community enhancement projects around Agua
Watershed Alliance Hedionda Lagoon and Batiquitos Lagoon
Carmel Valley Community | Conceptual community enhancement projects
02/14/2006 ; . .
Planning Group proposed for City of San Diego
Torrey Hills Community Conceptual community enhancement projects
02/21/2006 4 . .
Planning Group proposed for City of San Diego
Torrey Pines Community Conceptual community enhancement projects
03/09/2006 4 . .
Planning Group proposed for City of San Diego
City of Carlsbad Council Conceptual community enhancement projects
03/21/2006 .
Members proposed for City of Carlsbad
Agua Hedionda Lagoon Opportunities and Constraints Analysis — discuss
03/29/2006 9 : 9 community enhancement projects around Agua
Foundation .
Hedionda Lagoon
City of chanS'de’ Opportunities and Constraints Analysis — discuss
Oceanside High School, . S
06/07/2006 : . community enhancements at Mission Avenue near
Oceanside Superintendant : .
Oceanside High School
of Schools
04/22/2011 gﬁ::)eny Stakeholders Meeting with NCC stakeholders
05/06/2011 Equmox_Center I-5 debate between Senator Kehoe and Laurie
Symposium Berman of Caltrans
06/24/2011 g‘rﬁzfr'y Stakeholders Meeting with NCC stakeholders
09/13/2011 S0 DS (Rl Presentation to the Public Policy Committee
Chamber of Commerce
10/17/2011 City of San Diego, District 1 Team briefed cquncnmember on I-5/ Genesee
interchange project, as well as NCC program
10/25/2011 Carlsbad Chamber of Presen_tatlon to Land Use and Transportation
Commerce Committee
11/01/2011 Cahfor.ma. Coastal Briefing with executive director
Commission
11/01/2011 gahfor.ma. e Presentation to Road's Edge Subcommittee
ommission
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Table 5.2 (cont.): Stakeholder Outreach and Coordination

Date Organization Topic(s) and/or Purpose of Meeting
11/07/2011 Caltrans Briefing with director on upcoming coastal permit
process and role of outreach
Presentation to Land Use and Transportation
Committee

11/17/2011 Leadership North County

Oceanside Chamber of . . . .
12/01/2011 Commerce Presentation to the Public Policy Committee

San Diego North Economic

01/05/2012 Development Council Meeting with Public Policy Committee
Batiquitos Lagoon Meeting with Foundation president to discuss NCC
01/10/2012 Foundation status and next steps

Meeting with deputy director to discuss NCC status
and next steps
Presentation made to forum participants about

01/10/2012 San Dieguito River Park

Golden Triangle

01/12/2012 Transportation Forum g?gatl)mg and proposed transportation projects in the

01/13/2012 San Elijo Lagoon Briefing with Conservancy executive director about
Conservancy NCC status/next steps

01/19/2012 ggg?crtn;iState Assembly, Briefing with assembly member about NCC program

01/25/2012 g;ltn;cincrtma SN, S Briefing with policy director of Senator Kehoe's office
Prevent Los Angeles

01/30/2012 Gridlock Usurping the Briefing on NCC status/next steps
Environment (PLAGUE)

02/01/2012 California State Assembly, | Materials requested during 1/19/2012 meeting with
District 74 District 74 assembly member were provided

02/02/2012 Los Pefasquitos Lagoon Meeting with California State Parks (lagoon
Foundation stakeholder) and Foundation representative

Briefing with executive director and the Citizens

.. S (PIEEUID RIFRT PR Advisory Committee on NCC status/next steps

02/07/2012 Agua Hedionda Lagoon P(esentation to executive director and the Board of
Foundation Directors on NCC status/next steps

02/14/2012 City of San Diego, staff Meeting regarding local coastal plan (LCP) process

02/15/2012 City of Oceanside, staff Meeting regarding LCP process

02/15/2012 City of Del Mar, planning Meeting with City planning manager regarding LCP
staff process

Briefing to Joint Powers Authority Board about NCC

02/17/2012 San Dieguito River Park
status/next steps

California Coastal

03/07/2012 Commission Presentation to the CCC about NCC status/next steps
04/04/2012 Buena \/_ista Lagoon Brief_ing with Foundation executive director and
Foundation president about NCC status/next steps
Briefing with Superintendent, Assistant
10/23/2012 Del Mar Hills Academy Superintendent, and school Principal on NCC
status/next steps
11/15/2012 | North County Bicycle Discussion of I-5 NC Bike Trail

Committees

Discussion with Joint Powers Authority regarding

03/28/2013 Sl [Pl [RIVEr S connection to the NC Bike Trail connection

CDFW, County of San

04/03/2013 Diego and San Elijo Section 4(f) concurrence discussion
Lagoon Conservancy
08/01/2013 County of San Diego Section 4(f) concurrence discussion on San Elijo
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Concurrence with Proposed Section 4(f) De Minimis Use

Section 6009(a) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) amends existing Section 4(f) legislation to allow the USDOT to
determine that certain uses of a Section 4(f) land would have no adverse effect on the protected
resource. Such de minimis impacts on publicly owned parks; recreational areas of national,
State, or local significance; wildlife or waterfowl refuges; or lands from an historic site of
national, State, or local significance are defined as those that do not adversely affect the
activities, features, and attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f)
(49 USC 303[d]; 23 USC 138[d]). When FHWA proposes to make a de minimis impact finding,
it must provide an opportunity for public comment on the proposed finding (included in the public
comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Draft EIR/EIS). In addition, the official(s) with
jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource in question must: a) with regard to historic properties,
concur, in writing, with FHWA's proposed finding of ‘no adverse effect’ or ‘no historic properties
affected’ in accordance with 36 CFR part 800; or b) in the case of parks, recreation areas, and
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, concur in writing that the project will not adversely affect the
activities, features, or attributes that make the property eligible for Section 4(f) protection
(23 CFR § 774.5[b]). To comply with Section 6009(a), FHWA and Caltrans are coordinating
with the SHPO, who has jurisdiction over the two historic Built Environment 4(f) resources, and
informed them that the proposed project’s use of the 4(f) resource is being considered for a de
minimis finding. Two of these historic properties would not be adversely affected. The Section
4(f) resources are summarized in Section 3.1.3 and Section 3.8, and detailed in Appendix A.

The PDT was assembled by Caltrans and FHWA in 2000 to serve as the technical advisory
committee and internal decision-making body for the project. This monthly PDT consists of
Caltrans staff, Caltrans staff on behalf of FHWA, and representatives from other public agencies
including USFWS, USACE, NOAA/NMFS, CDFW, RWQCB, CCC, SHPO, NAHC, Camp
Pendleton, and the Cities of San Diego, Del Mar, Solana Beach, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside. FHWA and Caltrans have undertaken extensive efforts to integrate the proposed
project with the adjacent/adjoining cities. There were several community meetings held within
the project area, as well as formal and informal consultations with the cities and jurisdictions.
Coordination occurred within these meetings throughout the development of the project that
informed officials with jurisdiction over a specific resource that potential use of the resource is
proposed. The proposed de minimis determinations were prepared in consultation with the
agencies having jurisdiction over the resources and centered on a) significance of the property,
b) primary purpose of the land, c) proposed use and impacts, and d) proposed measures to
avoid and/or minimize harm. Efforts between FHWA, Caltrans, and these cities to work
cooperatively and to avoid conflicts with State transportation facilities are ongoing. Written
concurrence has been received from various officials that the project is either exempt from
Section 4(f) or would not adversely affect properties proposed for a de minimis impact finding,
as summarized below.

e For the San Dieguito River Park, Caltrans received an email on May 22, 2013 noting that
the SDRP administrator (the JPA) concurs that the “impact” associated with connecting
the trails would be beneficial in nature and is therefore exempt from Section 4(f) per
23 CFR 744.13(g) (Figure 5-5.1).

e For the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve, concurrence in a Section 4(f) de minimis
finding was received from the CDFW on August 30, 2013, from the County of San Diego
on September 10, 2013, and from the San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy on August 12,
2013 (Figures 5-5.2 through 5-5.4).
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e For Agua Hedionda Lagoon, concurrence in a Section 4(f) de minimis finding was
received from the City of Carlsbad on May 06, 2013 (Figure 5-5.5).

Other communication regarding park and recreational properties includes the following:
e For Oak Park, an email received from the City of Carlsbad on February 21, 2013
concurs that this facility is considered a Special Use Area, without significant
recreational use.

e For Pio Pico Park, an email received from the City of Carlsbad on February 21, 2013
concurs that this facility is considered a Special Use Area, without significant
recreational use.

o For Cottonwood Creek Park, an email received from the City of Encinitas on March 8,
2013 concurs that the impacts are temporary occupancy of the land and exempt as
defined by 23 CFR 774.13(d).

o For Paul Ecke Park, an email received from the City of Encinitas on September 16, 2013
concurs that the impacts would be temporary occupancy of the land and exempt as
defined by 23 CFR 774.13(d).

State Historic Preservation Officer Coordination (SHPO)
As required by federal and State law, an agency must take into account how its undertaking
may affect historic properties/historical resources listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP and
the CRHR. The SHPO is the primary consulting agency that FHWA and Caltrans must
coordinate with for concurrence determinations on eligibility and project effects to eligible
resources. The HPSR is submitted to the SHPO to: (1) document the Native American
consultation efforts; (2) identify cultural resources within a project's APE; (3) seek its
concurrence with NRHP and CRHR eligibility determinations; (4) identify project effects to
eligible resources; and (5) propose methods to resolve adverse effects to eligible resources.
| SHPO consultation and coordination is summarized in Table 5.3.

| Table 5.3: SHPO Consultation and Coordination
Date Topic(s)
| | 03/16/2007 Caltrans submits HPSR and technical studies to SHPO for review and concurrence with
eligibility determinations
| | 04/29/2007 | SHPO requests 30-day extension to complete HPSR review
No SHPO response; Caltrans notifies SHPO it is moving forward in the Section 106

| | 07/02/2007 Drocess

12/04/2007 | Caltrans submits FOE document to FHWA for review

12/27/2007 FHWA concurs in FOE findings and forwards document to SHPO for its review

03/17/2008 | SHPO comments on FOE findings (see Figure 5-5.6)

04/14/2010 galggns submits Notification of No Adverse Effects with Standard Conditions-(ESAS) to

05/12/2010 SHPO agrees that No Adverse Effects with Standard Conditions (i.e., ESAs) would
suitably protect archaeological sites for biological mitigation activities (see Figure 5-5.7)

07/01/2013 Caltrans notifies FHWA of APE revisions and requests FHWA to consult with SHPO
(see Figure 5-5.8)

07/12/2013 FHWA notifies SHPO of APE revisions and requests SHPO concurrence with Finding of
No Adverse Effect (see Figure 5-5.9)
SHPO concurs with Finding of No Adverse Effect without standard conditions (see

09/11/2013 Figure 5-5.10)
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Early coordination with the USFWS took place in order to determine sensitive species within the
project area. The USFWS provided this information regarding listed endangered, threatened,
and proposed species within the area in letters dated January 26, 2005 and November 13, 2007
(see Figure 5-5.11), and confirmed continued accuracy of the listing during September 23, 2013
coordination with Sally Brown of the USFWS. The USFWS also provided a Biological Opinion
for the I-5 NCC Project, dated December 31, 2012, which reviews the project’s effects on
federally listed species and critical habitat in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, and also summarizes the extensive coordination between Caltrans and the
USFWS (see Appendix O).

Native American Heritage Commission and Native American Coordination
Consultation with NAHC, and appropriate tribes, and Native American individuals has been
ongoing since the earliest days of the project dating back to 2002, when the first archaeological
survey for the project was undertaken (Table 5.4). Consultation would continue until all project-
related activities have been completed.

Table 5.4: NAHC and Native American Consultation and Coordination

Date Topic(s)
tzhor?)lzj h Native American tribes contacted to provide monitors for archaeological test excavations;
20069 monitors present during all subsurface excavation efforts
11/02/2004 | NAHC reply; sacred lands search is negative; a list of contacts is provided
Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation contacts Caltrans; requests monitors be
08/05/2005 : . o
present during any subsurface investigations
Caltrans requests an updated list of appropriate Native American groups/individuals in
11/14/2005 ) :
the project region
Kwaaymii/Laguna band monitors Carmen Lucas sends CA-SDI-16639 letter and
11/20/2005 .
photographs from monitoring effort
12/04/2005 Zgg:]aeyaay Monitor Clint Linton sent letter documenting monitoring effort for site CA-SDI-
Kwaaymii/Laguna band monitors Carmen Lucas sends CA-SDI-12121 letter and
12/18/2005 .
photographs from monitoring effort
Letters sent to tribes/individuals identified by NAHC seeking their input on information
01/13/2006 . ) L S )
regarding cultural issues within the project’s footprint
01/20/2006 Fea::ﬁols;?nd of Mission Indians replies; informs Caltrans project is outside their traditional
Native American Cultural Resource Consultation replies; requests Native American
01/26/2006 . . X
monitors be present during construction
Soboba Band of Mission Indians replies; suggests consultation with other Luisefio tribes
03/12/2006 .
closer to the project area
Caltrans meets with Mel Vernon a Luisefio Educator and Ruth Calac a Luisefio, to discuss
07/27/2006 . . . ! ; )
project, avoidance procedures, and the interpretive display at the scenic overlook
Kwaaymii/Laguna Band of Indians sends Caltrans Native American monitor report for
09/22/2006 CA-SDI-17928
12/14/2006 Caltrans letter to KCRC; request a meeting to arrange for repatriation of one human
bone from archaeological site CA-SDI-17928
01/12/2007 | Human bone repatriated to KCRC
03/14/2007 | Caltrans met with Kwaaymii and KCRC; field visit to CA-SDI-17928

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
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Table 5.4 (cont.): NAHC and Native American Consultation and Coordination

Date Topic(s)

05/23/2007 Kwaaymii representative approves soundwall for portion of CA-SDI-12670 to be
adversely affected

05/24/2007 Caltrans contacts NAHC for MLD for CA-SDI-12670 if soundwall is constructed there

06/25/2008 Letter from Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) in response to undertaking
notification declining to participate in Section 106 process (see Figure 5-5.12)

08/07/2008 Caltrans meets KCRC to present Archaeological Treatment Plans for CA-SDI-12670 and
CA-SDI-17928
Caltrans contacts Carmen Lucas (Kwaaymii/Laguna) regarding notification that Caltrans
changed the CA-SDI-7296 effect finding from No Adverse Effect with Standard
Conditions (ESA) to No Historic Properties Affected since the original justification was
based on an error of fact. Archaeological and Native American monitors would be
present during planting activities at this biological mitigation parcel.

01/17/2013 | Caltrans also informs her that Caltrans would not build two proposed soundwalls. With
these changes, site CA-SDI-12670 would be avoided and site CA-SDI-17928 would be
excluded from this undertaking, resulting in the project’s Finding of Effect revision to No
Adverse Effects-Standard Conditions (ESA). Because adverse effects to these
resources would be avoided, an MOA would not be required for this undertaking because
all impacts to National Register eligible sites would be avoided. Furthermore, the 2007
FOE is no longer applicable to this project.

01/17/2013, T . . .

01/24/2013 Caltrans left messages f_or Qllnt Linton (Kumeyaay), to inform him regardlng_an update

03/06/2013: on CA-SDI-7296 effect finding (see above contact topic dated 01/17/2013 with Carmen

03/19/2013 | Mucas)-

Caltrans contacts Mel Vernon (Luisefio), updating him of changes to the I-5 NCC Project

01/17/2013 | as a result of two soundwalls not being constructed (see above contact topic dated
01/17/2013 with Carmen Lucas).

Caltrans contacts Clint Linton (Kumeyaay) to update him on CAS-SDI-7296 effect finding

03/21/2013 (see above contact topic) and changes to the I-5 NCC Project as a result of two
soundwalls not being constructed (see above contact topic dated 01/17/2013 with
Carmen Lucas).

8532383 Caltrans left messages for Steve Banegas (KCRC).

Steve Banegas (Kumeyaay/KCRC) referred Caltrans to contact Bernice Paipa

03/06/2013 =
(Kumeyaay/KCRCQ) in his place.

03/06/2013,

03/07/2013, | Caltrans left messages for Bernice Paipa (Kumeyaay/KCRC).

03/19/2013

gigzggig Caltrans left messages for Merri Lopez-Keifer (San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians).
Caltrans contacts Merri Lopez-Keifer (San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians) to update

03/06/2013 | her of changes to the I-5 NCC Project as a result of two soundwalls not being
constructed (see above contact topic dated 01/17/2013 with Carmen Lucas).

gigzggig Cgltr_ans Ieﬁ messages for Carmen Mojado and Cami Mojado (San Luis Rey Band of

03/06/2013 Mission Indians.)

Caltrans contacts Cami Mojado (San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians) to update her on

03/19/13 changes to the I-5 NCC Project as a result of two soundwalls not being constructed (see

above contact topic dated 01/17/2013 with Carmen Lucas).

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
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Figure 5-1.1: Notice of Intent
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Figure 5-1.1 (cont.): Notice of Intent
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| Figure 5-1.2a: Notice of Preparation to State Clearinghouse
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION

To: County Clerk From: California Dept. of Transportation EPUTY
__County Administration Center
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 260 District 11
2829 Juan Street
San Diego CA 92101 San Diego, CA 92110
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

SCH NO. = -
e E )
Cirnaary.) Smim RectrarCooMyClers
0cT 2 02004

8y

2 .

Reference: Galifornia Code of Regulations, Title 14, (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082(a), 15103,
15375.

Project Title: North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor Project
Project Location: __On Interstate 5 from La Jolla Village Drive in San Diego north along I-5 to

V rift Boulevard in Oceans alifornia and on Interstate 805 from just north of Mira Mesa
Blvd to the |nterstate 5/Interstate 805 merge.

Project Description: _Caltrans proposes to add high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes in each
direction along the corridor. One general purpose lane in each direction may also be added from
Del Mar Heights Road to State Route 78. The project would also include interchange

improvements and auxiliary lanes where needed and approximately five direct access ramps
DARSs) to allow transit vehicles and carpoolers a transition point into the designated HOV lanes.

This is to inform you that the California Department of Transportation in cooperation with the
Federal Highway Administration will be the lead agency and will prepare an environmental
impact report/statement (EIR/EIS) for the project described within this notice. Your participation
as a responsible agency is requested in the preparation and review of this document.

We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental
infarmation that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the
proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when
considering vour permit or other approval actions for the project.

A more detailed project deseription, location map, and the potential environmental effects are
contained in the attached materials.

A copy of the Initial Study (___is) (_X _is not) attached.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible
date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.

Please direct your response to _Jason A, Reynolds, Chief-Environmental Analysis Branch A, MS
46 Telephone _(858) 616-6609 _ at the address shown above. Please supply us with the name
for a contact person in your agency. }

—— _., po - #
: ~ - L r{f il
Date S e fs Signature TNy Y T ﬂﬁf/zj/
Title By S e S

Figure 5-1.2b: Notice of Preparation to San Diego County Clerk

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 5-19



N+«O-R+T+H C+0-A-S8-+1

Chapter 5 — Comments and Coordination ”

7 - i !
INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

Figure 5-3.1: U.S. Coast Guard Letter Regarding Bridges
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Figure 5-3.1 (cont.): U.S. Coast Guard Letter Regarding Bridges
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Servicas
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlifs Cffice
B010 Hidden Valley Foad
Carlshiad, Califoreia 92005
I Regly Refer Ton
FW5-SDG-3819.4 -JAN- 3 2005

Mr. Cezsar E. Perez

Team Leader — South Region

.5, Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, Califomia 95814

Re:  North Coast Interstate 5 Comidor Project — Request for Concurrence on Purpose and
Need -

i
Dear Mr. Perez:

We are responding to vour December 10, 2004, letter, received on December 14, 2004,
requesting ULS. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) concurrence through the Natonal
Environmental Policy Act and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process (NEPA/MDY
Integration Process) for Surface Transportation Projects in Arizona, California, and Nevada
{1993) on the final version of the Purposs and Meed for the Morth Coast Interstate 5 Cormider
Progect.

The Service has been extensively involved in the pre-scoping process and development of the
Purpese and MNeed for the Monh Coast Tnterstate 5§ Comidor Project. The Service concurs with

the Drecember 10, 2004, version of the Purpese and Meed for the Morth Coast Interstate 5
Comidor Project.

TAKE PRIDE
INAMERICA

Figure 5-4.1: USFWS Concurrence with Purpose and Need
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Iff you have any guestions or concemns abow this letter, please contact John DiGregoria of my
staff st (760) 431-9440,

D=

Assistant Field Supervisor

cc:  Charles “Muggs” Stoll, Deputy District Director Environmental Division, Caltrans
District 11 Office

Figure 5-4.1 (cont.): USFWS Concurrence with Purpose and Need
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f%\ UNITED STATEE DEPARATMENT OF COMMERCE
Sl

, ;| MNational Deeanic and Atmaspharic Administration
1'& j MATIOMAL MARIME FISHESIES SESVCE

Bauthwant Aagion

531 VWaat Ocann Boulevard, Swite 4300

Long Beach, Calilornis B080Z- 4313

'i--ll

DEC 17 2004 FISWR4:WBC

Mr. Charles Stoll

Deputy Director Environmental Division, District 11
California Department of Transportation

P.O. Box 35406

San Diego, California 92 186-5406

Dear Mr Stoll;

This letter is in response 1o your request secking concurrence with the purpose and need
fior the Marth Coast Interstate 5 Corridor Project. The National Marine Fisheries Service
(NOAA Fisheries) has been extensively involved with the development of the purpose
and need statement relative to this project. As a consequence, we concur with the version
that accompanied your letter of December 10, 2004,

Should you have any questions regarding the position of our agency on this issue, please
contact Mr. Robert Hoffman of my staff at 562-980-4043 or via email at:
bob hoffmani@noaa. gov.

Sincerely,

Wt o

Walerie L. Chambers
Assistant Regional Administrator
for Habitat Conservation

oc:
USFWS - Carlsbad (John DiGregoria)

EPA - San Franciseo (Connell Dunning)
EPA - San Francisco (Elizabeth Goldmann)
COE - Los Angeles (Stephanie Hall)

Figure 5-4.2: NOAA/NMFS Concurrence with Purpose and Need
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES ISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
PO BOE 532
LOS ANGELES, CAL MDERGS J00 - 2035
January 19, 2005

EOPLY T

AT
Difice of the Chief
Regulatory Branch
Charles Stoll

Deputy Director, Environmental Division
California Department of Transportation, District 11
P.0. Box 85406

San Dhego, California 92186-5406

Dear Mr. Stoll:

This letter is in response o your request of December 10, 2004, for concurmenoe on e
Furpose and Need statement for the Morth Coast Interstate 5 (I-5) Corridor Project. This
request is purspant to Appendix A of the National Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act,
Section 404 Integration Process Memorandum of Undesstanding (WEFA fA04MOU)L

The Corps has participated with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and other regulatory agencies in the
divielopmant of a supportable purpose and need statement. The Corps concurs with the project
Purpose and Need as presented In the documment entitled “North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor
Project, = dated December 10, 2004. We support the overall project purpose stalement presenied
below, which will be used to help develop and screen the alternatives that will be evalusted in
an environmental impact stabement.

To maintain or improve e existtng and future inaffic operations in e -5 north coastal corridor
im ovder to tmprove the safe and efficient regional movement or people and goods for the plamimg
design year of 2030,

More speaifically, the project objectives are o

Marntan or frprove future traffic levels of service in 2030 over the extating levels of sermice,
Marnisn or imrprove bravel Himes within e corvidps,

Prowide a facility that & compatible with futwrs bus rapid fransit and other modal options,
Provide eonsiatency with the regional transpertation plan, Mobility 2030 - The
Tramsportation Plan for the San Diego Region, SANDAG, April 2003 (SANDAG 2030 RTP)
where fessible and in compliance with federal and state reguiations,

Matntsin the facility as an éffectioe link in the astional Strategic Highmry Netaork, ond
Protect and/or enfartce the hecman and natural entironment along e [-5 corridor,

The next step in the NEPA /404 Integration Process is to identify a set of screening criteria
that will facilitate the selection of alternatives for evaluation pursuant to both NEFA and

Figure 5-4.3: USACE Concurrence with Purpose and Need
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the scréening criteria and the range of alternatives.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the NEPA /404 MOU process and
appreciate your efforts to seek our early participation in this process. We look forward to
our continued involvement with the North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor project. Should you
have any questions, please contact Ms. Stephanie J. Hall of my staff at (213) 452-3410.
Flease refer to this letter and 200401089-5[H in your reply.

David ). Castanon
Acting Chief, Regulatory Branch

USFWS - Carlshad (John DiGregoria)

EFA - San Francisco (Connell Dunning
EPA - San Francisco (Elizabeth Goldmanmn)
NOAA - Long Beach (Bob Hoffman)

Figure 5-4.3 (cont.): USACE Concurrence with Purpose and Need
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5 m 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
q‘% REGION IX
"4 paot® 75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

January 10, 2004

Charles Stoll Cesar Perez

Deputy Director Environmental Division Team Leader - South Region
California Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration
P.O. Box 85406 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
San Diego, CA 92186-5406 Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Stoll and Mr. Perez:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is writing in response to your request
of December 10, 2004 for concurrence on the Purpose and Need statement for the proposed
North Coast Interstate 5 (I-5) Corridor Project. The purpose of this letter is to express EPA’s
concurrence with the Purpose and Need statement. Your request is in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Surface
Transportation Projects in California, Arizona, and Nevada Memorandum of Understanding
(NEPA/404 MOU).

Concurrence on Purpose and Need

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) propose improvements along the I-5 Corridor from Miramar Road north
to Vandergriff Boulevard. Widening of the highway in the project area will affect an estimated
25 acres of wetlands and has the potential to affect wildlife and sensitive habitats associated with
six lagoons: San Dieguito, San Elijo, Bataquitos, Agua Hedionda, Buena Vista, and Los
Pensaquitos. EPA has been involved with the development of the Purpose and Need statement
through multiple interagency meetings. We are pleased with the incorporation of our comments
and recognize the efforts of Caltrans and FHWA in finalizing a Purpose and Need statement that
addresses the concerns of the federal regulatory agencies.

EPA concurs with the following Purpose and Need statement:
OVERALL PURPOSE STATEMENT
To maintain or improve the existing and future traffic operations in the I-5 north

coastal corridor in order to improve the safe and efficient regional movement of
people and goods for the planning design year 2030.

Printed on Recycled Paper

Figure 5-4.4: USEPA Concurrence with Purpose and Need
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this project are to:

. Maintain or improve future traffic levels of service in 2030 over the
existing levels of service,

. Maintain or improve travel times within the corridor,

. Provide a facility that is compatible with future bus rapid transit and other
modal options,

. Provide consistency with the regional transportation plan, Mobility 2030 -

The Transportation Plan for the San Diego Region, SANDAG, April 2003
(SANDAG 2030 RTP) where feasible and in compliance with federal and

state regulations,

. Maintain the facility as an effective link in the national Strategic Highway
Network, and

. Protect and/or enhance the human and natural environment along the I-5
corridor.

Status of Other Transportation Projects along the I-5 Corridor

On September 9, 2004 a manager-level meeting was convened to discuss the Purpose and
Need statement as well as the status of multiple projects along the I-5 Corridor that are in various
stages of planning and construction. At that time, and in previous interagency meetings, EPA as
well as Army Corps of Engineers, Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Marine Fisheries
Service, expressed concerns regarding the potential for decisions resulting from other projects
along the corridor to preclude the analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives to be studied
through the North Coast I-5 Corridor Project. Caltrans and FHWA committed to discuss this
matter internally and to provide a response to the regulatory agencies regarding this issue. As of
this date, EPA has received no formal response regarding our concerns. While it does not affect
our concurrence on the Purpose and Need statement, resolution on this matter is integral to an
understanding of the scope of the North Coast I-5 Corridor Project as the NEPA/404 i lntegratlon
process continues.

Other Federal Mitigation Efforts

Several mitigation projects that were established as permitting requirements for other
federal projects occur within the footprint of the proposed project, including the Bataquitos
Lagoon Enhancement Project and the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) Marine
Mitigation Program. The Bataquitos Lagoon Enhancement Project is one of the largest wetland
restoration projects undertaken as mitigation for a port project in the United States and was
developed as a requirement to mitigate resources lost in the Outer Los Angeles Harbor due to
dredging and construction. The SONGS Marine Mitigation Program is an environmental
enhancement program developed to mitigate unavoidable impacts to the marine environment
resulting from operation of the SONGS Units 2&3 cooling water systems. The program includes
restoring degraded wetlands at San Dieguito Lagoon, improving the in-plant fish protection
systems, and funding for Coastal Commission staff oversight and monitoring of these mitigation
projects. Because these mitigation efforts are required as a result of federal permitting actions, it
will be important for Caltrans and FHWA to develop alternatives that are designed to allow for

Figure 5-4.4 (cont.): USEPA Concurrence with Purpose and Need
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the continued implementation of these mitigation commitments.

We are pleased that the Purpose and Need statement indicates that Caltrans and FHWA
“will seek to not impede these efforts and will identify opportunities to offset potential project
impacts to the maximum extent practicable” and that “enhancements to the conditions of
sensitive environmental habitat will be incorporated, where feasible and practicable when
considering cost, logistics, and technology.” This supports the objective of “protecting and/or
enhancing the natural environment” and conveys the transportation agencies’ intentions to
protect the coastal lagoon ecosystem during project development.

Thank you for this opportunity to participate in the development of the North Coast I-5
Corridor Study Purpose and Need statement. We look forward to continued participation in this
project through the NEPA/404 MOU. If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to
contact me at 415-972-3854. You can also contact Connell Dunning at 415-947-4161
(dunning.connell@epa.gov) or Elizabeth Goldmann at 415-972-3398
(goldmann.elizabeth@epa.gov).

Sincerely,

éj'ﬁf, Mmﬁff”%

Federal Activities Office

cc: John DiGregoria, Fish and Wildlife Service
Stephanie Hall, Army Corps of Engineers
Bob Hoffman, National Marine Fisheries Service

Figure 5-4.4 (cont.): USEPA Concurrence with Purpose and Need
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08/24/2006 09:38 FAX 7604315902 US FISH AND WILDLIFE

Rooz

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office

6010 Hidden Valley Road

Carlsbad, California 92011
In Reply Refer To:
FWS-SDG-3819.9

AUG 2 4 2006

Ms. Susanne Glasgow
Deputy District Director
Environmental Division
Department of Transportation
2829 Juan Street
P.O. Box 85406, M.S. 46
San Diego, California 92110
Subject: Concurrence on Range of Alternatives for North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor

Project
Dear Ms. Glasgow:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your letter dated August 1, 2006,
requesting our concurrence on the range of alternatives for the North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor
Project to be considered in the draft Environmental Impact Statement. Those alternatives include
the 10+4 with Buffer, 10+4 with Barrier, 8+4 with Buffer, 8+4 with Barrier, and the No Build
Alternative. You have also requested our concurrence on the removal of the 8+2HOV alternative
from further review.

Information provided during previous meetings has given details on the reason for dropping the
8+2HOV alternative. The Service concurs with removing the 842HOV alternative from further
consideration due to the projects futility in meeting future traffic needs. Also, the Service
concurs on the list of alternatives for further consideration and acknowledges that a number of
pro_]ects would continue to go forth in the No Build Alternative scenario.

If you have any questions with regards to this letter please contact Kurt Roblek of my staff (760-
431-9440, ext. 308).

Si ly,

T;lcrcsc O’Rﬁfk T

Assistant Field Supervisor

Cc:  Robert Hoffman, NOAA
Connell Dunning, EPA
Elizabeth Goldman, EPA
Stephanie Hall, Corps

TAKE PRIDE
INAMERICA

Figure 5-4.5: USFWS Concurrence with Range of Alternatives

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 5-30



N.O+R+T+H C+0-A-8-T
Chapter 5 — Comments and Coordination Wgﬂ

INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

f‘fﬂ\_ |umnhlmmwm_
W[/ | Mt Cuseni ar Arnpharie Adbritotresion
e ¢ 1

Saurreaar Naprs
B e Dueen Scusmars, Soois CXH
Lreg Bdich, Catta=iy 0807 T
FRWRLRSH
28 7 e
M. Susanne (egow
Deputy Districl Dimechor
Emiruenmental [vision
Dapartment of Tremsperiallon
S [ean Siree

PO Box 85808 M S, 46
Han Diepo, Califmia YZILO

Dhemr s, Cilnspos

MNIOAA" Matioesl Miring Fisbens Sarvics (MMFS) bas reviewsd yoor ltier of Augess |, 3008,
witich st o sossiirrencs om = mnge of project slematives io be comidered i the dradl
saviramental Tspact Btatement Bepart (TS R) fae e North Comet Feerstate 5 (125 Cormidor
Project  Thos sternatives inehude the 1048 wyth Baier. | M4 wilk Barmer. 544 nelh BufFer,
Bed wilh Barmer. ind the No Bald diermalive, Fertsrman, vou kive ragesiled o

e ereE Wit te el of e B 2HDOY ahemeve from furis somstderalon

As d copscuees of & series of mestings whers sdfsenal [ifirms s pronaded i ity
ty il tematives sebemied 1o be warial fwisd duriag the dovelopmant of the DEIEE. MMFS
sancisry wilh yrsr propossd mnge ef alemillves. & sicilion, we meesur wlik pour danelse &
sy |l B JHRYY o Tarther cosssaderanon

Shg ] Yonl hrve dmy questions r=gaeding oo comresenis, pleiss contes me ol 5629804043 or

vi ermail al: bok Baffman inoss gav.
Gt L bfn.

Rohes 8. Hodfinan

Amaiiesl Kegeoan| Adescmiirplad
for Hasiear Conses cass

1
EFA - Connel Desning
EFA - Blipsbeth Goldminn
CDE — Seephanic I Hall
SFWE - Kt Roblek

Figure 5-4.6: NOAA/NMFS Concurrence with Range of Alternatives
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 532711
OS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 80053-2325

=

REPLY TO August 21, 2006

Office of the Chief
Regulatory Branch

California Department of Transportation, District 11
Attention: Susanne Glasgow, Deputy District Director
Environmental Division, M5-242

4050 Taylor Street

San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Ms. Glasgow:

At the request of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) has been asked to provide concurrence on a “Range of Project
Alternatives” for the North Coast I-5 Corridor Project, located in northern coastal San Diego
County, California. This request letter and supplemental information package was initially
submitted and dated July 5, 2006 and subsequently revised and resubmitted on August 1, 2006.

We appreciate the opportunity for continued involvement on this project, and pursuant
to the National Environmental Policy Act, Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process
Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/404 MOU), we are providing concurrence on the
“Range of Alternatives” per your revised August 1, 2006 request. Your submittal provides the
range of alternatives to be carried forward for detailed analysis in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Report (EIS/EIR). Your submittal also provides clarification of the “No Build
Alternative”, as well as projects that would be independent from the I-5 Corridor Project.

The “Range of Alternatives” to be carried forward in the Draft EIS/EIR includes the
following: the 1044 with Buffer Alternative, the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative, the 8+4 with
Buffer Alternative, and the 8+4 with Barrier Alternative. The “No Build Alternatives” include
the I-5/1-805 Widening, I-5/Genesee Avenue Interchange, I-5 Mid-Coast Free Improvements, I-
805 North Improvements, SR-56 Improvements, SR-78 Improvements and the LOSSAN Rail
Improvements. Projects that would be incorporated into the analysis of the I-5 Corridor Project
or be separate projects to be initiated after a decision is rendered on the I-5 Corridor Project
include the Sorrento Valley Road/Roselle Street, Manchester Interchange, Birmingham to
Leucadia auxiliary lane, Encinitas Boulevard, and I-5/SR-78 Connector projects. The I-5/SR-56
Freeway Connectors, the Lomas Santa Fe Interchange, and the HOV Extension between San
Dieguito River and San Elijo Lagoon Bridge are considered separate projects and would
proceed independently.

Figure 5-4.7: USACE Concurrence with Range of Alternatives
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Figure 5-4.7 (cont.): USACE Concurrence with Range of Alternatives
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Figure 5-4.8: USEPA Concurrence with Range of Alternatives
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Figure 5-4.8 (cont.): USEPA Concurrence with Range of Alternatives
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office

6010 Hidden Valley Road

Carlsbad, California 92009
In Reply Refer To:
FWS-SDG-3819.7
Mr. Gene K. Fong MAY 2 5 2005
Division Administrator

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, California 95814

Re:  North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor Project — Request for Concurrence on Screening
Criteria

Dear Mr. Fong:

We are responding to your April 28, 2005, electronic mail message received on April 28, 2005,
requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) concurrence through the Nation
Environmental Policy Act and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process (NEPA/404
Integration Process) for Surface Transportation Projects in Arizona, California, and Nevada

- {1993) on the Screening Criteria for the North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor Project.

The Service has been extensively involved in the NEPA/404 Integration Process for the North
Coast Interstate 5 Corridor Project. The Service concurs with the April 28, 2005, version of the
Screening Criteria for the North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor Project.

TAKE PRIDE" 4
INAMERICA

Figure 5-4.9: USFWS Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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Mr. Gene K. Fong (FWS-SDG-3819.7) 2

If you have any questions or concems about this correspondence, please contact John DiGregoria
of my staff at (760) 431-9440, extension 203.

Sincerely,
Therese O'Rourke
Assistant Field Supervisor

cc: Charles “Muggs” Stoll, Deputy District Director Environmental Division, Caltrans
District 11 Office

Figure 5-4.9 (cont.): USFWS Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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Mationsl Dceanic and Atmosgheric Administration
fﬁ MATIORA WARME FEBHERIES SERVICE
Fonpy ot Gnutreesr Finginn
B st Dcasn Houlevard, Sute 4200
Leng Basch, Calfornin B0B0S-1213

MEY 19 X086 E/SWR4:RSH

Mr. Charles Stoll

Dieputy Director Environmental Division, District 11
California Department of Transporiation

P.0. Box B5406

San Diego, California 92 186-5406

Dear Mr Stoll:

This letter is in response lo your requasst seeking concurrence with the Apnl 27, 2005,
version of the scresning criteria for the Morth Coast Interstate 3 Cornidor Project.
NOAAs National Manne Fisheries Service concurs with those critena

Should you have eny questions regarding the position of our agency on this issee, please
contact Mr, Robert Holfman of my stafl at 362-980-4043 or via email at:

bob. ho [fman@nosa gov
Sincerely,
Valerie L. Chambers
Assistant Regional Administrator
for Habitst Conservation
-

LUSFWS - Carlsbad (Jokn DiGregoria)

EPA - San Francisco (Connell Dunning)
EPA - San Francizsco (Elizabeth Goldmann)
COE - Los Angeles (Stephanic Hall)
FHW A = Sacramento (Cesar Perez)

Figure 5-4.10: NOAA/NMFS Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325

June 29, 2005
REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

Office of the Chief
Regulatory Branch

Cesar E. Perez

Team Leader-South Region

Federal Highway Administration, California Division
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

Sacramento, California 95814

Subject: Concurrence on Screening Criteria for North Coast I-5 Corridor Project

Dear Mr. Perez:

At the request of the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the U.S. Army Corps of Enginers (USACE) has been
asked to provide concurrence on Screening Criteria for the North Coast I-5 Corridor Project,
San Diego, California.

We appreciated the opportunity for continued involvement on this project, and pursuant
to the National Environmental Policy Act Clean Water Act section 404 Integration Process
Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA /404 MOU), we are providing concurrence on the
Screening Criteria for the North Coast I-5 Corridor Project as revised and submitted on
April 28, 2005. The document provides evaluation criteria and measured parameters to be used
in the identification of alternatives best suited to be carried forward for detailed analysis in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (EIS/EIR).

The next step in the NEPA /404 Integration Process is to identify a range of alternatives to
be included in the Draft EIS/EIR. We anticipate the opportunity to incorporate the concerns of
this agency in specific regard to the issue of independent utility related to several projects
planned along the I-5 Corridor. The Corps, as well as other Ferderal and State resource
agencies, has expressed concern that decisions resulting from these projects may preclude the
consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives for the North Coast I-5 Corridor Project.
Although supplemental information has been provided addressing this issue, the decision of
whether to incorporate some, all, or none of these projects into the larger I-5 project is on-going.

Figure 5-4.11: USACE Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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Once again, we appreciate this opportunity for continued involvement in the
development of this project. If you have any questions, please contact Stephanie J. Hall of my
staff at (213) 452-3410. Please refer to this letter and 200401089-SJH in your reply.

Sincerely,

Mk fbSs

David J. Castanon
Chief, Regulatory Branch M

cc
EPA (Connell Dunning)
EPA (Elizabeth Goldmann)
USFWS (John DiGregoria)
NOAA (Robert Hoffman)
Caltrans (Gladys Baird)

Figure 5-4.11 (cont.): USACE Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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k 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRODHMENTAL PROTECTION AGEMCY
F REGION 1X

75 Hawlhoma Stroat
San Francisco, CA B400S-3501

Muy 23, 2003

Cesar E. Perez

Team Leader - South Region
Federal Highway Administration
630 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Concwrence on Screening Criteria for North Coast [-5 Comidor Project
Dear Mr. Perez:

This responds to your letter, dated April 20, 2(4)5, requesting concurrence on Scresning
Critenia for the North Coast [-5 Comdor Project in San Digsgo, CA. The reguest is purssant 1o
Appendix 4 of the Nasions] Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 [ntegration
Process Memorandum of Understanding (NEFA/404 MOLT),

EPA offers owur concurrence on the Screening Criteria as they are presented in the
enclosed document eptitled, “Screeming Critaria Table - North Coase Interstare 5 Corvidor
Project, ~ us revised and sent on April 28, 2005. As discussed in the [-5 Corridor Project Agency
Meetings, these screening criteria will be ussd (o narrow the broad set of initial slternatives to e
final set of altermatives for detailed assessment in the Drafi Environmental Impast Suatement
(E1S). We commend Federal Highway Administration and the other project sponsors for your
diligent work in compiling this comprehensive list of criteria and your willingness to incorporate
resource agency suggestions o minimize environmental impacts through this process.

The screening criteria, as defined here, should form the basis for a revised sel of criteria,
which will be used to evaluate alternatives in the Draft and Final EIS. This evaluation will
ultimately lead 1o selection of a preferred alternative. 'We expect that this later set of criteria will
rely on more detgiled information for environmental impacts, generally not available at this eady
slage. Your excellent work on these screening criteria forms a solid basis for the final criteria o
be inchaded im the Draft EIS.

As a next step, and as described in the WNEPAS04 MO, we will work with FHWA and
the other project sponsors to identifying a range of alternatives to be included in the Dyaft EIS.
We also look forward to coordination on EPA’s concems regarding the independent utility of
multiple projects plannad along the I-5 Corridor. As noted in previous interagency mestings,
EPA &s well a3 Army Corps of Enginsers, Fish and Wildlife Service, and Wational Marine
Fisheries Service, have expressed concerns that decisions resulting from these projects may
preclude the considerstion of & range of reasonable alternatives for the MNorth Coast 1-5 Comidaor

Frisged nn Eecyied Papeer

Figure 5-4.12: USEPA Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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Project {I-5). Caltrans and FHWA have provided additional information on the independent
utility and logical termini for those projects, including information on whether they would
preclude evaluation of alternatives for I-5. Wi have agreed with the independent utility of ma
State Route 56 Improvement Project in the City of San Dicgo but have remaining concerns with
several interchange projects along the corrdor, especially st Manchester. EPA is meeting with
FHW A, and Caltrans to discuss whether these other projects should be incorporated into, or
separated from, the I-5 project. 'We appreciate the efforts by Caltrans and FHWA on this matter.

Thank you for requesting our agrecment on Screening Criteria 1o ideatify alternatives that
will be analyzed in the Draft EIS. If you have any questions or comments, please contacl me or
Coanell Dunning of my staff a2 (415) 947-4161 or at Dunning. Concell @cpa gov.

Sincerely, .

1) C A= -~
v — =
Mova Blaze], Acting Manager
Environmental Review Office

Enclosure; Sercening Criteria Table

Ce: Charles “Muggs” Stall, California Department of Transportation
John DiCiregoria, Fish and Wildlife Service

Siephanie Hall, Army Corps of Engineess
Bob Hoffman, Mational Murine Fisheries Service
Tami Grove, Califomia Coastal Commission

Pum Beare, California Department of Fish and Game

Figure 5-4.12 (cont.): USEPA Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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Screening Criteria Table - North Coast Interstate § Corridor Project

Evaluation Criteria

U.5. EPA/OFA @00

Measured Parameler

1. Traffic Flow and Congestion Relisf

Total hours of vehicle travel; daily vehicle hours of delay
compared 1o No Build; LOS (A, B, C ...); Peak Period Milss of
LOS F; Origin-Destination Travel Times along [-Scorridor

L Compatible with future bus rapid transit and

Accommmodate mass bransit incheded in 2030 RTP

other modal options
A Imnoete fo FEM A 1IN0 csss Masdalsise e
= SRR B ey FE e

4. Impacts 1o Wasers of the s lu'!mllnl
watlands and coastal

Acres directly and indirectly affected

3. Impacts to Waiers of the Statz including

wetlands

Acres imlj and indirectly affected

4. Impacts to Coastal Commitsion wetlands

Acres directly and mdurm:;rn*rmd
Efferts on and tidal mmuln:m

7. Impacts to transitional'opland habitate
associated with wetlands and shading of wetlands

Acres perrmanently and temporarily affected

!.kmuuluﬁdmlﬂmedEp]m

Species directly and mdilm-llr affected

[ B II'I'I!IHI:I I.n-]:hhn.l.-ul!llh'l'lniﬂ mrimals

10. Impacis 1o Federal and State listed T and E.
habitat

Acres of habital direcily and u'i-ury affected

11, Impacts o existing permitied restoration
efforts

Acres of existing restoration effors directly and indirecily affocied

12. Impacts io bislogical core areas and Jinknges
inchading thosa in NOCP aneas

YeaMNo

13, Economic impacts 1o the region

Hours of dalay Lirmes average cosl per kour of delay

[4. Impacts 1o Environmeatal Justice communzties

YeaTo, number of communibics affected

I'i Residential umite diendseed

Fn-i—r of rmeidentin] umite

16, Community Connectivity Number and type of facility that c2n restare connectivty
IT Businesses di Number of businesses
Il Mew af Way Acres acquired
(19, P Project Cost-including Right of Way Total Coat (in milliona)
| BCquisition ond constnecnon
20. Estimuted biclogical mitigation costs Total Cost/Acre

21. Humber of 4(f) resources affecied

21. Eligible and histed cultoral resource sites
affected

Nomber of eligible and mumber of Lstzd sifes

23, Moise | Number of recepior sites that exceed Moise Abatement Crileria
24, Visual Impaces 5 footage of walls
on public views of oceanfscenic resource preds
| 25, Median FEITuAM YeaMo and typa of planting
26. Mature Trea Removal Number snd type of lrees
27. Maintainability of Facilty HighMedivm/Low
28. Geometric Design Standards Number of design cAcepLIaS/ITy P
9. Consistency with local land use and Plans non-conforming
circulntion plans
30. Water Treatment Water Quality Standards
31. Hazardous Wastes Number of known sites
32 Alr Quality Mumber of residences and sensitive recoptors within 100 mewrs of
the fresway and number of VT

Figure 5-4.12 (cont.): USEPA Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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Figure 5.4-13: USFWS Concurrence with LEDPA
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Figure 5.4-13 (cont.): USFWS Concurrence with LEDPA
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Figure 5.4-14: NOAA/NMFS Concurrence with LEDPA
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Figure 5.4-15;: USACE Concurrence with LEDPA
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Figure 5.4-15 (cont.): USACE Concurrence with LEDPA
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Figure 5.4-16: USEPA Concurrence with LEDPA
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Figure 5.4-16 (cont.): USEPA Concurrence with LEDPA
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Figure 5-5.1: San Dieguito River Park Concurrence on Section 4(f) Exemption
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Figure 5-5.2: CDFW Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.2 (cont.): CDFW Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.2 (cont.): CDFW Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.2 (cont.): CDFW Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.2 (cont.): CDFW Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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California Department of Fish & Wildlife Service Concurrence with De Minimix Impact
Finding for San Elijo Lagoon Reserve

PUrUAISCU IEFICTSANE 0 WU G UNES, W LT LA CTL ST 0T DFULICT MOCTIRILVE WLRLEIU I SRV Ty
affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the property, San Elijo Lagoon, for
protection under Section 4(f) within the City of Encinitas.

LETEIL FERE LI RERIARE LI B B3EE LK T IRLEEI R

South Coast Region 5

Calirging mmproves modiuy soroer Calgion ©

Figure 5-5.2 (cont.): CDFW Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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STATE (3 CALIFORN A —CALIFORNLA STATE TRANSFORTATION AGENCY -

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11

4050 TAYLOR STREET. M.S. 242

SAN DMEGO, CA 92110

PHOME (619 68E-0100 Elex yenar power!
FAX (619 GRE=-4217 B enargy gfficient’
Y M

Wi Aol CiL pov

—————————————————— EDMUND G BRUWH Ji GoresiTi

August 1, 2013

11-8D-5
PM: R28.4 1o R35 4
EA: 233800 (1100000159)
SCH#: 2004101076
Mr. Brian Albright, Director
County of San Diego
Department of Parks and Recreation
5500 Owverland Avenue, Suite 410
San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Mr. Albright:
RE: San Elijo Lagoon Potential Impacts with 1-5 NCC Projeet

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Distriet 11, on behalf of the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), is seeking writien concurrence for potential use of a portion
of the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve within the City of Encinitas along Interstate 5 (I-5)
that potential use of reserve land would not alier the functions of this ecological reserve,

Qangnbscars AP sl the 1lnited Qlates Nenarmment of TMl}_ﬁ;F{\rtnI!nn (LISDMOTY Act of 1966 states that

\I\-\-il\lil -l I-I Vi LY W RNV PTG B A bR W L - et

a policy of the United States Government is that special effort should be made to preserve the
natural beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, and historic sites. These requirements are now codified at 49 US.C. § 303 and 23
U.5.C. & 138. FHWA and Caltrans have concluded that the San Elijo Lagoon warrants
protection under Section 4{f) as it is a publicly accessed and publicly leased recreation area.

FHW A and Caltrans have prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) and a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement {Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS) for the proposed 1-5
North Coast Corridor Project (1-5 NCC Project). FHWA and Caltrans propose improvements to
maintain or improve the existing and future traffic operations on the existing -5 freeway from
La Jolla Village Drive in San Diego to Harbor Drive in Oceanside/Camp Pendleton, extending
approximately 27 miles (PM R28.4 10 R55.4) along 1-5. Impacts to San Elijo Lagoon were
discussed in Appendix A: Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f).

“Ciplres improves mobily sorass Catgferng ™

Figure 5-5.3: County of San Diego Parks and Recreation Concurrence on Section 4(f)
De Minimis Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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In July 2011, Caltrans identified the 8+4 Buffer Alternative (1-5 Express Lanes) as the Locally
Preferred Altemative (LFA). The LPA consists of two high-occupancy vehicle (HOV )/Managed
Lanes in each direction, separated by a buffer from the existing four general purpose lanes in
each direction.

APPLICABILITY OF SECTION 4(f)

Section 4(f) allows the USDOT to determine that certain uses of a Section 4(f) land would have
no adverse effect on the protected resource. Such de minimis impacts on publicly owned parks;
recreational areas of national, state or local significance; wildlife or waterfowl refuges; or lands
from a historic site of national, state or local significance are defined as those that do not
adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the resource for protection
under Section 4(f) (49 U.5.C. 303[d]; 23 U.S.C. 138). When FHWA proposes 1o make a de
minimis impact finding, it must provide an opportunity for public comment on the proposed
finding (this was included in the public comment period for the I-3 NCC Project Drafi EIR/EIS).
In addition, the official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4{[) resource in question must
coneur, in writing, with the finding of Caltrans and FHW A (in the case of parks, recreation areas,
and wildlife and waterfowl] refuges) that the project would not adversely affect the activities,
features, or attributes that make the property eligible for Section 4(f) protection (23 CFR §
774.5[b)).

SAN ELLJIO LAGOON ECOLOGICAL RESERVE

The San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve is located within the cities of Encinitas and Solana
Beach and extends inland to the community of Rancho Santa Fe, The Reserve is bordered by the
Pacific Ocean to the west, and a mix of residential and undeveloped land to the east, north, and
south. The entire Reserve is approximately 1,000 acres (ac) in size. It is primarily a shallow-
water estuary fed by a 77-miles squared (mi®) watershed with two main tributaries, Escondido
Creek and La Orilla Creek, and is divided into a west, central, and castern basin by Highway
101, the railway, and I-5, 1t contains a diverse habitat with six plani communities including
coastal strand, salt marsh, freshwater marsh, riparian scrub, coastal sage scrub, and mixed

chaparral. The habitat supports a variety of plant and wildlife species.

The Reserve is owned jointly by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the
County of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) and the San Elijo Lagoon
Conservancy (SELC). All three agencies have an agreemen to operate San Elijo Lagoon as a
State Ecological Reserve under the administration of the DPR. The boundary of the Reserve is
contiguous with Caltrans right-of-way where [-5 separates the eastern and central basins,

e inpeoves mobilin: aoross Calormis ™

Figure 5-5.3 (cont.): County of San Diego Parks and Recreation Concurrence on Section 4(f)
De Minimis Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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The Reserve includes over 8 km (7 mi) of hiking trails open to the public. These trails can be
reached from the norih end of Rios Avenue, Holmwood Lanc, Solana Hills Drive, Santa Inez
Drive, Santa Carina Drive, and Santa Helena Drive on the south side of the lagoon in Solana
Beach, and along El Camino Real at La Orilla Creek in the community of Rancho Santa Fe at the
east end. The trails are designated for hiking-only in the Central Basin, and both equestrian and
hiking in East Basin. The multi-use trail system is restricted to the East Basin, as the riprap slope
protection under the 1-5 bridge at Manchester Avenue prevents equestrian passage into the West
Basin. A Nature Center, located at 2710 Manchester Avenue in Encinitas on the northwest side
of the Reserve, provides county ranger offices, museum-guality exhibits, an observation deck,
tables and chairs, a parking lot, restrooms, drinking water, and a 1 mile loop trail.

Visitor usage of the Reserve is estimated between 100,000 1o 120,000 visitor use days per year
{entry onto the Reserve is equal 10 one visitor use per day). The Nawre Center visitor usage is
approximately 55,000 1w 635,000 visitor use days per year. Visitors are primarily residents of the
surrounding neighborhoods, and jogging is popular along the southern trails. School field trips
are held at the Nature Center as well as the Rios and Santa Carina trailheads. The park’s status
as a publicly owned ecological Reserve and recreation area qualifies the Reserve as a resource
subject 1o protection under Section 4(1).

Impacts with 8+4 with Buffer Aliernative (Locally Preferred Aliernative)

Per the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan, implementation of the 8+4 with Buffer Alternative
within the San Elijo Lagoon would occur between vears 2015 1o 2020, This phase includes the
San Elijo bridge replacement, -5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail, and proposed Community
Enhancement trails. See the enclosure, Permanent impacts from these improvements would use
approximately 0.23 acres with (.56 acres of temporary impacts for a temporary construction
easement. At project completion, the temporary construction easement would re-establish the
maintenance and pedestrian trail. The total area for use consists of degraded coastal sage scrub
habitat, and 1s approximately 0.079% of the total Reserve area. Approximately 0.61 ac of this use
would oceur on property owned by the County of San Diego, while the remaining 0.18 ac would
occur on property owned by the CDFW. See the enclosed figure. These minor land uses would
not alter or affect any recreation activities at the lagoon. Coordination with the CDFW, DPR, and
the SELC will continue to clarify the proposed use.

Proposed De Minimis Finding
Under any I-5 NCC Project alternative, the quantity of Reserve land proposed for use is

extremely small at 0.7% acres. Access to existing trailheads and designated trails would remain
open, and after project implementation would be enhanced. The visual character of the Reserve
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Figure 5-5.3 (cont.): County of San Diego Parks and Recreation Concurrence on Section 4(f)
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would not be measurably altered by the freeway widening. The existing noise levels in

the Reserve range from 60 dBA to 67 dBA. With the project, uiure noise levels at the Reserve
are projected to increase approximately 1 dBA from the existing noise levels. This 1 dBA
increase would not be perceptible to the human ear. The increase in noise would not
substantially increase the potential for noise o impact sensitive species, Therefore, increases in
trafTic-related noise would not be noticeable (o park users and would not impair the wildlife
habitat functions of the Reserve,

Areas of natural vegetation disturbed through construction would be restored with native plant
species and mitigated at ratios agreed upon by the resource agencies as part of the overall
mitigation plan for the proposed project. In recognition of the unique opportunities and value of
comprehensive lagoon restoration activities for cormidor lagoons, the mitigation plan called the
Resource Enhancement Mitigation Program (REMP) includes large-scale lagoon ecosystem
restoration and enhancement mitigation opportunities, which will result in significant ecological
lift to the lagoon system. The mitigation opportunity includes potential funding for a large-scale
lagoon restoration program in full for San Elijo Lagoon, which would be in addition o funds
already contributed to previous and ongoing planning and technical evaluation activities
necessary 1o facilitate and implement these lagoon restoration programs. Large-scale lagoon
restoration in San Elijo Lagoon may include. but is not limited to. enhancement and restoration
{both types) of wetland and other aquatic resources in the associated Lagoons. The infent of the
large-scale lagoon restoration funding is to improve the ecological health and hydrological
conmectivity and to enhance critical coastal resources and habitats. The degraded upland coastal
sage community located within the area for de minimis is curmently included within the mitigation
plan. The upland habitat would be mitigated outside of the lagoon at Dean and Deer Canyon
mitigation sites,

Overall, it is expected that use of up to 0.23 acres for a permanent impact and 0.56 ac for a
temporary construction easemeni of Reserve land would not adversely affect any of the
activities, features, or attributes of the Reserve that qualify the resource for protection under
Section 4(f) and is proposed as de minimis.

Coordination and Communication between Caltrans/FHWA and the County of San Diego

Specific responses to each comment in your November 23, 2010, letter from DPR 1o Caltrans
regarding the [-5 NCC Project DEIS will be included in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FE1S). The DPR has stated it would like additional information prior 1o concurrence
with the proposed de minimis finding. Summaries of the more substantive issues raised in
relation 1o this issue, and their responses, are as follows:
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Trai \ Hills Drive and North Rios

Issues The trailhead was described as being a rather minor access point and it was stated
that enhancements at the more heavily used North Rios Avenue trailhead should be explored
instead. Questions of ownership and maintenance were also raised along with confirmation that
an easement road would still be accessible. There were also concerns over the nature of
proposed lighting, of a retaining wall, and over erosion control at the North Rios Avenue
trailhead,

Response The locations of proposed community enhancements were discussed with various
stakeholders, with improvements to the existing trailhead prioritized by the City of Solana
Beach, which would manage the proposed amenities. Improvements 1o other access points and
various enhancements, including means of controlling erosion, could be a point of the ongoing
stakeholder discussion. Easement road nccess would be maintained. Lighting would be
provided for safety along the 1-5 Bike Trail connected to the 1-5 freeway, but would be shielded
and directed away from the Reserve. Unless lighting is required by the cities, no lighting for the
trails within the Reserve is anticipated. Daytime lighting of undererossings may be required on
some trails, though nighttime lighting is not proposed for trails within the Reserve, which would
help discourage nighttime use. The purpose of the retaining wall is to minimize encroachment
onto adjacent habitat, and it would need to be 30-40 feet tall in order to do so. The freeway users
would see the face of the wall. The trail users would be above the retaining wall. In addition,
planting to screen the wall is a commitment as part of project design, diminishing perceived
incompatibility with the character of the Reserve. Caltrans is in ongoing, extensive coordination
with the California Coastal Commission (CCC), and only native plant species would be planted.
The Design Guidelines for I-5 sirives 1o be consistent with the character of the adjacent
community landscape, Therefore, Caltrans would coordinate with the stakeholders and the CCC
{0 determine if non-native drought tolerant plants would also be feasible to screen the retaining
walls in certain areas,

Mancheste ndpe and Trail, Cit

Issues Concerns over nighttime lighting impacts on wildlife and on perceived security
issues were raised at this location, along with trail and retaining wall design. Potential public
safety and access problems in an adjacent area were also raised.

Response The Manchester Avenue pedesirian bridge and suspended trail would comprise
part of the regional I-3 North Coast Bike Trail to provide for and improve public access.
Lighting would be provided along Manchester Avenue and the bridge for safety, but would be
shielded to help focus light on the trail and avoid the Reserve, The use of retaining walls would
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reduce the size of the impacted area and, along with fencing, help keep users out of more
sensitive areas. In cerain locations signage would also be used to discourage access into
sensitive arcas and 1o advise users that the Reserve is closed after dark, The bike tral is not
within the Reserve. Requested access points between the 1-5 Bike Trail and the Reserve would
be coordinated with the DPR, DFW, and SELC to install features that restrict bicvele access to
the reserve trails, Co-located bike/pedestrian trails would consist of paved surface for bikes and
an adjacent soft surface for pedesirians. The pedestrian trail along the west side of the freeway
south of the lagoon within the Reserve would be decomposed granite. The 1o¢ of the slope
would be revegetated with salt marsh species and bioswales would be kept out of wetland.

Issues 2¢)  Retaining walls adjacent 1o the proposed trail along the south side of the lagoon
do not fit the natural character of the lagoon and may interfere with proposed restoration efforts.
Please design the trail such that a retaining wall is not required,

Response The retaining wall proposed on the south side of the lagoon would support the
trail mid-slope rather than down at we of slope where it is currently sited. The purpose of the
wall is to minimize slope spread, separate trail users from more sensitive portions of the lagoon
such as areas along the water edge, and retain construction and use impacts to within Calirans
right-of-way. Lack of a retaining wall would result in additional environmental impacts and is
therefore currently not under consideration for final design. The retaining wall is being
developed in coordination with the restoration efforts.

Isswes 2¢)  Trail improvements on the west side of I-5 should extend the length of the berm
to connect to the existing trail along the south shore of the lagoon. A current foot trail at the toe
of the slope should be removed during construction of the bio-swale, and the area returned to salt
marsh,

Response A retaining wall would be installed o support a 12-foot-wide paved trail along the
south side of the lagoon for bicycles and pedestrians. Fencing and other methods, as well as
signage, would be used to keep bicycles on the approved trail and out of the reserve. A
pedestrian trail would also be continued on the east side of the lagoon. This would eliminate the
need for the existing trail at the toe of slope in this area and provide additional area for
restoration. The impact area at the toe of the slope will be revegetated with salt marsh species.
The bioswales will not be placed within the wetland.
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Figure 5-5.3 (cont.): County of San Diego Parks and Recreation Concurrence on Section 4(f)
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Affected Environment, Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

ssues It was stated that the EIR/EIS be revised to include analysis of its relationship to
various regional trails, including the California Coastal Trail, the Coast to Crest Trail, and the
Trans County Trail. Mention was made that regulatory language citations may have been in
error, that there were discrepancies in certain acreage impacts reported, and that there was a need
for a map showing sensitive plant locations for the San Elijo Lagoon.

Response Project elements including various pedestrian and bicycle wrail enhancements
would be expected 1o improve the movement of users throughout the corridor, including those
traveling a local, short distance and those traveling further, and is consistent with goals for the
area. By facilitating improved pedestrian and bicyele movement along the project area, access
to other local or regional trails is also enhanced whether or not these other trails are contiguous
with trails along the 1-5 corridor. This results from the reduction or elimination of non-
contiguous segments that would otherwise force users onto surface sireets, and thereby improves
movement throughout the region. Regarding regulatory language, the code cited is an
implementing code for the original codification at 23 USC 303, and is cited as part of the
Caltrans template for CEQA/NEPA environmental documents, The refined 8+4 Buffer
Alternative is identified in the FEIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative, and the amount of impact
is anticipated 1o be 0.18 acres, with the numbers in Secrion 3./, 3 and Appendix A now matching.
Additionally, a figure showing sensitive plant species on San Elijo Lagoon slopes was included
as Figure 3.19.1, Sensitive Plant Locations, in the DEIR/EIS and is retained in the FETR/EIS.

Appendix A — Resources Evaluated Relative to 4{f) , Section 4.2 San Elijo Lagoon Ecological

T acam

o
Dot o 1%

Tssues The 1-5 NCC project’s trail improvements to the existing informal trail under the
1-5 bridge would represent a more formal accommodation of this trail that connects with other
trails on the berms running parallel to I-5 along the east and west sides, but this trail is not
currently maintained by DPR and it was requested that Caltrans maintenance responsibility be
specified. Also, it was stated that the City of Encinitas does not have jurisdiction in accordance
with Section 774.17 23 USC 774, and that instead jurisdietion lies with the agencies that own or
administer the property which is, in this case, the County of San Diego. It was stated that while
it appeared mitigation measures might qualify the project for a de minimis finding, no
replacement parkland had been proposed, DPR had not been consulted, and that DPR would like
a meeting with Caltrans to discuss avoidance and mitigation measures in order to reassure the
County that de minimis standards are met.
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Figure 5-5.3 (cont.): County of San Diego Parks and Recreation Concurrence on Section 4(f)
De Minimis Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Response Maintenance for any trail within the San Elijo Conservancy including the

pedestrian/bike bridee would be the responsibility of the DPR, City, or the SELC as part of a
Maintenance Agreement reached prior to consiruction. Calirans will continue to coordinate with
agencies having jurisdiction over Section 4(f) properties in regards to impacts and to mitigation
in order to help reduce or avoid them. The enhancements in this area would be expected to be
neutral ar even beneficial relative to existing conditions, Project footprint effects on habitm
would be addressed through the project mitigation plan and associated Project Works Plan /
Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP). Also, it should be noied thai
replacement parkland is not required under Section 4(1), though it may be a part of Section 6(f)
analysis.

On April 3, 2013, Caltrans, on behalf of FHWA, met with CDFW, DPR, and SELC,

Since the project design is still in the preliminary phases, further coordination with the CDFW,
DPR, and SELC will oceur regarding the following:
¢ Continuing discussions on separation between pedestrians and bicyelists.
»  Ensuring that access control coordination for signage and gaies within the Reserve is
continued. In particular, Solana Hills Drive and the NC Bike Trail,
s Continuing discussions in which existing trails should be tied into the bench trail under the
south abutment.
» Conlinuing discussions 1o ensure trails and maintenance roads are open for use during
construction.
s  Working with all stakeholders on design details (fencing, retaining walls, signage, access,
pavement surface, plants, and maintenance).
s Providing information on the cui and fill volumes associated with impacts o San Elijo
triggered by Section 4(f).
+ Continuing discussions regarding right-of-way cxchange.

Furthermore, Caltrans acknowledges the CDFW, DPR, and SELC may identify other concerns

besides those listed above. For that reason, Caltrans looks forward to continued coordination
throughout the project lifecycle.
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Caltrans is now requesting your writien concurrence in this de minimis determination, as required
under Section 4(f) (49 U.5.C. 303[d}: and 23 U.5.C. 138). A signamre block is provided at the
bottom of this letter for your convenience. If you have any questions, please contact Shay Lynn
Harrison, Chief, Environmental Analysis, Branch C, at (619) 688-0190.

BRUCE L. APRIL
Deputy Distrnict Director, Environmental

Enclosures

¢: Shay Lynn M, Harrison, Chief, Environmental Analysis, Branch C
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Figure 5-5.3 (cont.): County of San Diego Parks and Recreation Concurrence on Section 4(f)
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County of San Diego, Parks and Recreation Concurrence with De Minimis Impact Finding
for San Elijo Lagoon Reserve

The signature below represents written concurrence on the de minimis impact finding that the
proposed intersiate 5 Norih Coast Corridor Project 8+4 Builer Aliernative would not adverseiy
affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the property, San Elijo Lagoon, for
protection under Section 4(f) within the County of San Diego.

V.

DATE

L., S
L, (K
Mer. Brian Albright
Dhrector
Parks and Recreation, County of San Diego
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Figure 5-5.3 (cont.): County of San Diego Parks and Recreation Concurrence on Section 4(f)
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Figure 5-5.4 (cont.): San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis
Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.4 (cont.):  San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis
Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.4 (cont.): San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis
Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.4 (cont.): San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis
Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.4 (cont.):  San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis
Finding for San Elijo Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.5: City of Carlsbad Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for Agua
Hedionda Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.5 (cont.): City of Carlshad Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for Agua
Hedionda Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.5 (cont.): City of Carlshad Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for Agua
Hedionda Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.5 (cont.): City of Carlshad Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for Agua
Hedionda Lagoon

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 5-77



Chapter 5 — Comments and Coordination ;,-

7 - i !
INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

Figure 5-5.5 (cont.): City of Carlshad Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for Agua
Hedionda Lagoon
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Figure 5-5.5 (cont.): City of Carlshad Concurrence on Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for Agua
Hedionda Lagoon

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 5-79



Chapter 5 — Comments and Coordination ;,-

4 . R
INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

Figure 5-5.6: SHPO Coordination
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Figure 5-5.6 (cont.): SHPO Coordination

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 5-81



Chapter 5 — Comments and Coordination ;,-

7 - i !
INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

Figure 5-5.7: SHPO Coordination on Biological Mitigation Parcels
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Figure 5-5.8 (cont.): Caltrans Letter to FHWA Regarding APE Revisions
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Figure 5.5-9: FHWA Letter to SHPO Regarding APE Revisions
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Figure 5.5-9 (cont.): FHWA Letter to SHPO Regarding APE Revisions
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Figure 5-5.10: SHPO Concurrence on Finding of No Adverse Effect
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Figure 5-5.10 (cont.): SHPO Concurrence on Finding of No Adverse Effect
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Figure 5-5.10 (cont.): SHPO Concurrence on Finding of No Adverse Effect
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Figure 5-5.10 (cont.): SHPO Concurrence on Finding of No Adverse Effect
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Figure 5-5.11 (cont.): USFWS Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Proposed Species
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Figure 5-5.11 (cont.): USFWS Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Proposed Species
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Figure 5-5.11 (cont.): USFWS Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Proposed Species

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 5-96



Chapter 5 — Comments and Coordination
§\5/

|
INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

Figure 5-5.11 (cont.): USFWS Listed Endangered, Threatened, and Proposed Species
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Figure 5-5.12: ACHP Response to Undertaking Notification

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 5-98



Chapter 6 — List of Preparers

This EIR/EIS and related technical studies were prepared by and under the supervision of
Caltrans District 11 staff and other contributors identified below.

U.S. Department of Transportation — Federal Highway Administration

Manuel Enrique Sénchez, Senior Transportation Engineer/Border Engineer; Bachelor of
Science in Civil Engineering, Arizona State University, Master of Public Administration,
Arizona State University; 7 years of Federal Highway Administration experience.

California Department of Transportation — District 11

Bruce April, Deputy Director Environmental; Bachelor of Science Biology, San Diego State
University; 19 years of Caltrans experience.

Michelle Blake, Environmental Planner, Archaeology; Master of Arts in Cultural Resources
Management, Sonoma State University; Bachelor of Arts in Anthropology (Concentration in
Archaeology), University of California at San Diego; 6 months of Caltrans experience,
5 years experience.

Stephen R. Capuno, PE., Transportation Engineer, Project Engineer, Registered Civil
Engineer; Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, San Diego State University; 7 years of
Caltrans experience.

Karen Crafts, Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology); Bachelor of Arts in
Anthropology, San Diego State University; 32 years of Caltrans experience.

Seth Cutter, Associate Transportation Planner, District 11 Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator;
Bachelor of Arts in Urban Studies and Planning, University of California San Diego; 6 years
of Caltrans experience.

Jayne Dowda, Branch Chief, Environmental Engineering; Registered Civil Engineer; Bachelor of
Science in Civil Engineering, San Diego State University; 28 years of Caltrans experience.
Mike Fordham, Transportation Engineer; Registered Civil Engineer; Master of Science in Civil
Engineering (Geotechnical), Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, University of Nevada,

Reno; 14 years of Caltrans experience.

Shay Lynn M. Harrison, Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch C; Bachelor of Science in
Environmental Science, University of California at Riverside; 13 years of Caltrans
experience.

Allen Holden, Jr., PE, TMP Manager of DTM Branch; Registered Civil Engineer/Registered Traffic
Engineer; Master of Science in Civil Engineering, University of Texas at Arlington; Bachelor of
Science in Civil Engineering, Cornell University; 30 years of Caltrans experience.

Kevin Hovey, Senior Environmental Planner; Masters of Arts in Anthropology, University of
California at Riverside; 7 years of Caltrans experience.

Sayra Hurley, President, P.E., J.D., LL.M. Registered Civil Engineer; Master of Laws in
Environmental Law, Master of Laws in Real Estate Law, Pace Law School; Juris Doctorate,
Washburn University School of Law; Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, San Diego
State University; 15 years of experience.

Arturo Jacobo, P.E., Senior Transportation Engineer, Project Manager; Registered Civil
Engineer; Bachelor of Science in Structural Engineering, University of California, San Diego;
22 years of Caltrans experience.

Ken James, P.E., Transportation Engineer, Route Manager, Traffic Operations; Registered Civil
Engineer; Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, Texas Tech University; 10 years of
Caltrans experience.
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Majid Kharrati, P.E., Senior Transportation Engineer, Project Manager; Registered Civil
Engineer; Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, University of California, Irvine; 29 years
of Caltrans experience.

Joel Kloth, PG, Engineering Geologist, Registered Professional Geologist; Bachelor of Science
in Geology, California Lutheran University; 13 Years of Caltrans experience.

Allan Kosup, Corridor Director and Supervising Transportation Engineer; Registered Civil
Engineer; Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, Professional Engineer 1987; 29 years of
Caltrans experience.

Sandra Lavender, Associate Environmental Planner, Environmental Generalist/Permit
Specialist; B.A. Urban Studies and Planning — University of California San Diego; 11 years
of Caltrans experience.

Oanh Le, P.E., Transportation Engineer, Registered Civil Engineer; Bachelor of Science in Civil
Engineering, University of New Orleans; 23 years of Caltrans experience.

Emery McCaffery, Environmental Planner; Bachelor of Arts in Geography, San Diego State
University; 3 months of Caltrans experience.

Jorge A. Perez-Valdes, P.E., Project Engineer; Registered Civil Engineer; Masters of Science in
Civil Engineering, San Diego State University; Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering,
Instituto Tecnoldgico de Tijuana; 14 years of Caltrans experience.

Keith Ploettner, P.E., Senior Transportation Engineer, Design Manager; Registered Civil
Engineer and Traffic Engineer; Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, San Diego State
University; 27 years of Caltrans experience.

Sue Scatolini, Associate Environmental Planner (Natural Sciences); Masters of Science in
Ecology, San Diego State University; Bachelor of Science in Aquatic Biology, University of
California at Santa Barbara; 12 years of Caltrans experience.

Christopher Scott, P.E., Transportation Engineer, Registered Civil Engineer; Bachelor of
Science in Civil Engineering, University of California, Davis; 7 years of Caltrans experience.

Raychel Skeen, Associate Environmental Planner; Bachelor of Arts in Geography, California
State University - Humboldt, 14 years of Caltrans experience.

Kim T. Smith, Senior Environmental Planner, Bachelor of Science in Biology, San Diego State
University; 15 years of Caltrans experience.

Paul G. Swearingen, Transportation Engineer, Environmental Engineering, Air Quality Studies,
Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, San Diego State University; 7 years of Caltrans
experience.

Michelle (Trudell) Madigan, Associate Environmental Planner; Masters of Science in City
Planning, San Diego State University; Bachelor of Science in Environmental Studies,
University of California, Santa Barbara; 14 years of Caltrans experience.

Timothy V. Vo, P.E., Transportation Engineer, Registered Civil Engineer; Bachelor of Science in
Civil Engineering, California State University at Long Beach; 12 years of Caltrans
experience.

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc.

Amy Ashley, Environmental Planner; Bachelor of Science in Environmental Management and
Protection, California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo; 2 years of experience.

Kim Baranek, Senior Project Manager; Master of Arts in Geography, with an emphasis in
Geographic Information Systems, San Diego State University; Bachelor of Arts in
Geography and Environmental Studies, University of California, Santa Barbara; 26 years of
experience.

Andrea Bitterling, Senior Project Manager; Masters of Planning in Environmental Planning,
University of Virginia; Bachelor of Arts in Environmental Studies, University of Redlands;
14 years of experience.
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Vanessa Brice, Environmental Planner; Bachelor of Arts in Biology, University of San Diego;
4 years of experience.

Lisa Capper, Senior Project Manager; Juris Doctorate, College of Law, Western State
University; Master of Arts, Candidate in Anthropology, San Diego State University; Bachelor
of Arts in Anthropology, specializing in Archaeology; 35 years of experience.

Tamara Ching, Senior Project Manager; Master of Science in Administration, University of
California, Irvine; Bachelor of Arts in Social Ecology, University of California, Irvine; 30 years
of experience.

Susanne Glasgow, Senior Project Manager; Bachelor of Arts in Geography, Resource and
Environmental Conservation, San Diego State University; 37 years of experience.

Stacy Hall de Gomez, Project Manager; Masters in Marine Affairs in Fisheries Economics and
Marine Policy, University of Washington; Bachelor of Science in Biology, University of
Edinburgh, Scotland; 12 years of experience.

Dennis Marcin, Senior Environmental Specialist; Bachelor of Science in Geology, Michigan
State University; 32 years of experience.

Justin Palmer, Senior GIS Specialist; Bachelor of Arts in Geography, Natural Resource and
Environmental Conservation, San Diego State University; 11 years of experience.

Melissa Whittemore, Project Manager; Graduate Certificate in National Environmental Policy
Act, Utah State University; Bachelor of Science, Biology with an emphasis in Ecology, San
Diego State University; 10 years of experience.

Hon Consulting, Inc.

Katherine Hon, P.E., President; Master of Engineering in Civil Engineering, University of
California, Davis; Bachelor of Science in Environmental Health, San Diego State University;
33 years of experience.
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Chapter 7 — Distribution List

This distribution list indentifies the interested parties that provided and/or requested their
address be included in the Final EIR/EIS. Interested parties that provided comments regarding
the project through email are included on a separate email distribution list and are to be notified

with an email that provides the link to their responses to comments.

Federal Government

Mark Cohen*

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District Office
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2525

Stephanie Hall*

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Division, Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 532711

Los Angeles, CA 90053-2525

Robert R. Smith*
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Regulatory Division, South Coast Branch,

San Diego Section
6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 105
Carlsbad, CA 92011

David H. Sulouff, Chief, Bridge Section*
11th U.S. Coast Guard District

Coast Guard Island

Building #50-2

Alameda, CA 94501-5100

Office of the Secretary*

U.S. Department of Agriculture
1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Area Conservationist*
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Natural Resources Conservation Service

(Formerly U.S. Soil Conservation Service)

Area ll
318 Cayuga Street, Suite 206
Salinas, CA 93901

U.S. Department of Commerce
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

Southwest Region

501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, CA 90802-4213

Director*

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Environmental Compliance
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 4G-064

Washington, DC 20585

Kathleen Sebelius, Secretary*

U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services

200 Independence Avenue

Southwest Hubert Humphrey Building,
Room 639G

Washington, DC 20201

U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services*

Centers for Disease Control
Environmental Health and Injury Control
Special Programs Group

1600 Clifton Road, Mail Stop F-29
Atlanta, GA 30333

Ophelia Basgal, Regional Administrator
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Region IX

600 Harrison Street, 3" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94107-1300

Sally Brown*

U.S. Department of the Interior,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101
Carlsbad, CA 92011

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
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Federal Government (cont.)

Janet Stuckrath*

U.S. Department of the Interior,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Susan Wynn*

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101
Carlsbad, CA 92011

U.S. Department of Interior,

National Park Service

Attn.: EIS Review

Pacific Great Basin System Support Office
333 Bush Street, Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94104-2828

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer
Office of Environmental Policy &
Compliance

U.S. Department of the Interior
333 Bush Street, Suite 515

San Francisco, CA 94104

Kelly Powell*

U.S. Department of Interior
National Park Service

168 South Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104-2853

Willie R. Taylor, Director*

U.S. Department of the Interior
Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance

Main Interior Building, MS 2340
1849 C Street

Washington, DC 20240

David Valenstein*

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration
Office of Railroad Development
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
MS-20

Washington, DC 20590

Leslie T. Rogers, Regional Administrator
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Transit Administration

Region IX

201 Mission Street, Suite 1650

San Francisco, CA 94105

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency*
Office of Federal Activities

EIS Filing Section

Ariel Rios Building

Mail Code 2252-A, Room 7241

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

Connell Dunning*

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

Federal Activities Office, MS: CED-2
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Elizabeth Goldman*

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

Federal Activities Office MS: WTR-8
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Susan Sturges*

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

Federal Activities Office, MS: CED-2
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief
Floodplain Management and Insurance
Branch

Federal Emergency Management Agency
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Oakland, CA 94607-4052

Nancy Ward, Regional Administrator*
Federal Emergency Management Agency
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Oakland, CA 94607-4052

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.
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Federal Government (cont.)

Bryant Chesney*

National Marine Fisheries Service
Southwest Regional Office

501 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802-4250

Federal Elected Officials

The Honorable Scott Peters*
U.S. House of Representatives
52nd District

4350 Executive Drive, Suite 105
San Diego, CA 92121

The Honorable Barbara Boxer*
U.S. Senate

600 B Street, Suite 2240

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Susan Davis*
U.S. House of Representatives
53rd District

2700 Adams Avenue, Suite 102
San Diego, CA 92116

State Government

California Air Resources Board
EIR Regional Impact Division
P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Gabriel Buhr & Sherilyn Sarb
California Coastal Commission
San Diego Coast District Office
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103
San Diego, CA 92108-4402

Mark Delaplaine

California Coastal Commission
Federal Consistency Office

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Robert S. Hoffman, Assistant Regional
Administrator

National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat Conservation Division
Southwest Regional Office

501 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802-4250

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein*
U.S. Senate

750 B Street, Suite 1030

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Darrell Issa*
U.S. House of Representatives
49th District

1800 Thibodo Road, Suite 310
Vista, CA 92081

Mark Nechodom, Conservation Director
California Department of Conservation
801 K Street, MS 24-01

Sacramento, CA 95814

Director

California Department of Conservation
1416 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Charlton H. Bonham, Director

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
1416 9" Street, 12" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.
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State Government (cont.)

Tim Dillingham

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
South Coast Region, Region 5

3883 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA 92123

Stephen M. Juarez

Environmental Program Manager
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
South Coast Region

3883 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA 92123

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
South Coast Region

4949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

Director

California Department of Food and Agriculture
1220 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Carol Roland-Nawi, Ph.D, State Historic
Preservation Officer

Office of Historic Preservation

1725 23" Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95816

Debbie Waldecker, Associate
Environmental Scientist
California Department of Parks &
Recreation

Southern Service Center

9885 Rio San Diego Drive

San Diego, CA 92108

Richard Dennison, Superintendent,

Public Safety

California Department of Parks & Recreation
Torrey Pines State Reserve

12600 North Torrey Pines Road

San Diego, CA 92037

California Department of Forestry and Fire
2249 Jamacha Road
El Cajon, CA 92019

California Department of Transportation
Division of Aeronautics

1120 N Street, MS 40

P.O. Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

Unit Chief

Dr. Ron Chapman, Director

California Department of Public Health
P.O. Box 997377, MS 0500
Sacramento, CA 95899-7377

Debbie Raphael, Director

California Department of Toxic Substances
Control

10011 “I” Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-2828

Greg Holmes, Unit Chief

California Department of Toxic Substances
Control

Brownfields and Environmental Restoration
Program

5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, CA 90630

Mark Cowin, Director

California Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 942836, Room 1115-1
Sacramento, CA 94235-0001

Executive Director

California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Environmental Protection Agency
1001 | Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Michael Brown, Commissioner
California Highway Patrol

P.O. Box 942898
Sacramento, CA 94298-0001

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.
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State Government (cont.)

Steve Lopez, Sergeant
California Highway Patrol
CHP Border Division

9330 Farnham Street

San Diego, CA 92123-1216

David Ricks, Lieutenant

California Highway Patrol
Enforcement and Planning Division
601 N. 7" Street

Sacramento, CA 95811

J.B. Rodriguez, Chief

California Highway Patrol
Enforcement and Planning Division
601 N. 7" Street

Sacramento, CA 95811

Deb Schroder, Captain
California Highway Patrol

CHP Oceanside Office

Border Communications Center
1888 Oceanside Boulevard
Oceanside, CA 92054-3486

R.K. Stewart, Captain
California Highway Patrol
CHP San Diego Office
4902 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92110-4097

Executive Officer

California Integrated Waste Management
Board

8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA 95826

Larry Myers, Executive Secretary
California Native American Heritage
Commission

915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dave Singleton, Program Analyst
California Native American Heritage
Commission

915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, CA 95814

Clayton A. Phillips, Superintendent

State of California Natural Resources Agency
California Department of Parks and
Recreation

San Diego Coast District

4477 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92110

Darren Smith

State of California Natural Resources Agency
California Department of Parks &
Recreation

San Diego Coast District

4477 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92110

Rosa Mufoz, Senior Utilities Engineer
California Public Utilities Commission
Consumer Protection and Safety Division
Rail Crossings Engineering Section

320 West 4th Street, Suite 500

Los Angeles, CA 90013-1105

David T. Barker, Supervising Water
Resource Control Engineer

California Regional Water Quality Control
Board

9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123-4353

Kelly Dorsey

Senior Engineering Geologist

San Diego Region

California Regional Water Quality Control
Board

9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123-4353

Nadell Gayou

California Regional Water Quality Control
Board

P.O. Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236

Mike Chrisman, Secretary
California Resources Agency
1416 9th Street, Suite 1311
Sacramento, CA 95814

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.
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State Government (cont.)

Megan Cooper, Project Manager
California State Coastal Conservancy
1330 Broadway, 13th Floor

Oakland, CA 94612-2530

Vice Chancellor

The California State University

Attn. Contract Management
Physical Planning and Development
400 Golden Shore Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802-4275

State Clearinghouse

Office of Planning & Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Eric Gillies, Staff Environmental Scientist*
State Lands Commission

Division of Environmental Planning and
Management

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Cy R. Oggins, Chief

State Lands Commission

Division of Environmental Planning and
Management

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Drew Simkin

Public Land Management Specialist
State Lands Commission

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

State Elected Officials

The Honorable Toni Atkins
California State Assembly

78" District

1350 Front Street, Room 6054
San Diego, CA 92101

Paul D. Thayer, Executive Officer
State Lands Commission

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Attn. EIR Review

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, Room 2221

MS-52

Sacramento, CA 94273-0001

Bimla G. Rhinehart, Executive Director
California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street

MS-52

Sacramento, CA 94273-0001

Tam Doduc, Chairperson

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Gary C. Matthews, Vice Chancellor
University of California, San Diego
Resource Management and Planning
9500 Gilman Drive, Mail Code 0005
La Jolla, CA 92093-0057

Catherine J. Presmyk,

Assistant Director, Environmental Planning
University of California, San Diego
Physical Planning Office

9500 Gilman Drive, MC 0074

La Jolla, CA 92093-0074

Brad Werdick, AICP, Director - Physical and
Community Planning

University of California, San Diego

9500 Gilman Drive, MC 0074

La Jolla, CA 92093-0074

The Honorable Marty Block
California State Senate
39" District

701 B Street, Suite 1840
San Diego, CA 92101

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.
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State Elected Officials (cont.)

The Honorable Rocky Chavez
California State Assembly

76™ District

1910 Palomar Point Way, Suite 106
Carlsbad, CA 92008

The Honorable Brian Maienschein
California State Assembly

77" District

12396 World Trade Drive, Suite 118
San Diego, CA 92128

Local Government

Robert Reider, Section Supervisor, Rules
Air Pollution Control District

10124 Old Grove Road

San Diego, CA 92131-1649

Attn. EIR Review*
Cardiff-by-the-Sea Library
2081 Newcastle Avenue
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Attn. EIR Review

Cardiff School District

1888 Montgomery Avenue
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Attn. EIR Review*
Carlsbad City Library
1775 Dove Lane
Carlsbad, CA 92011

John A. Roach, Superintendent
Carlsbad Unified School District
6225 El Camino Real
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Lisa Hildabrand, City Manager
City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Kevin M. Hardy, General Manager
City of Carlsbad

Carlsbad Municipal Water District
P.O. Box 9009

The Honorable Marie Waldron*
California State Assembly

75th District

350 West Fifth Ave., Suite 110
Escondido, CA 92025

The Honorable Mark Wyland*
California State Senate

38th District

1910 Palomar Point Way, #105
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Director

City of Carlsbad

Community Development Department
1635 Faraday Avenue

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Director

City of Carlsbad
Engineering Department
1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Director

City of Carlsbad

Fire Department Administration
2560 Orion Way

Carlsbad, CA 92010

Attn. EIR Review*

City of Carlsbad

Georgina Cole Library

1250 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Director

City of Carlsbad

Parks and Recreation

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Conrad “Skip” Hammann, P.E.,
Transportation Director

City of Carlsbad

1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008-7314

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.
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Local Government (cont.)

Don Neu, AICP, City Planner
City of Carlsbad

Planning Division

1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008-7314

Suzie Meyer
Administrative Secretary
City of Carlsbad

Police Department

2560 Orion Way
Carlsbad, CA 92010

Bryan Jones, Deputy Director
Transportation

City of Carlsbad

1635 Faraday Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Kathleen Garcia, Planning Director
City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014-2698

Scott Huth, City Manager
City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar
Del Mar, CA 92014-2698

Linda Niles, Director

City of Del Mar

Department of Planning/Community
Development

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014-2698

Director

City of Del Mar

Fire Department

1050 Camino del Mar
Del Mar, CA 92014-2698

Eric Minicilli, Director
City of Del Mar

Public Works Department
1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014-2698

Gustavo Vina, City Manager
City of Encinitas

505 South Vulcan Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Scott Henry, Fire Chief
City of Encinitas

Fire and Marine Safety
505 South Vulcan Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Lisa Rudloff, Director

City of Encinitas

Parks and Recreation
505 South Vulcan Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Patrick Murphy, Director
City of Encinitas

Planning and Building
505 South Vulcan Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Larry Watt, Director

City of Encinitas

Public Works Department
160 Calle Magdalena
Encinitas, CA 92024-3633

Peter Weiss, City Manager
City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Attn. EIR Review

City of Oceanside

Fire Department Headquarters
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Dennis Martinek, Chair

City of Oceanside

Oceanside Planning Commission
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.
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Local Government (cont.)

Director

City of Oceanside

Parks and Recreation
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Jerry Hittleman, City Planner
City of Oceanside

Planning Department

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Leonard Mata, Sergeant
City of Oceanside
Police Department
3855 Mission Avenue
Oceanside, CA 92054

John Amberson, Transportation Planner
City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92054

Director

City of Oceanside

Water Utilities Department
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Director

City of Oceanside

Development Services Department
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Director

City of San Diego

City Planning and Community Investment
Planning Division

202 C Street, MS 5A

San Diego, CA 92101

Cecilia Gallardo, Assistant Deputy Director
of Development Services

City of San Diego

Development Services Department

1222 1 Avenue, MS 501,

San Diego, CA 92101

Stacey LoMedico, Director

City of San Diego

Parks and Recreation Department
202 C Street, MS 37C

San Diego, CA 92101

Roger Bailey, Director

City of San Diego

Public Utilities Department
1222 First Avenue, 4th Floor
San Diego, CA 92101

Jim Barrett, Director

City of San Diego

Water Department

600 B Street, Suite 400, MS 904a
San Diego, CA 92101

David Ott, City Manager
City of Solana Beach
635 South Highway 101
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Denise Olaguer

City of Solana Beach
City Manager’s Office
635 South Highway 101
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Attn. EIR Review

City of Solana Beach

Community Development Department
635 South Highway 101

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Attn. EIR Review

City of Solana Beach

Fire Department

500 Lomas Santa Fe Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Director

City of Solana Beach
Parks and Recreation
635 South Highway 101
Solana Beach, CA 92075

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.
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Local Government (cont.)

Director

City of Solana Beach
Public Works Department
635 South Highway 101
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Cheryl Goddard

Land Use/Environmental Planner

County of San Diego Parks and Recreation
5500 Overland Avenue, Suite 410

San Diego, CA 92123

Clerk of the Board

County Administration Center
1600 Pacific Highway, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92101

County Clerk’s Office*
County of San Diego

1600 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

County of San Diego

Department of Parks and Recreation
5500 Overland Avenue, Suite 410
San Diego, CA 92123

Attn. EIR Review*
Del Mar Library

1309 Camino del Mar
Del Mar, CA 92014

Dena Whittington, Assistant Superintendent
Del Mar Union School District

11232 El Camino Real

Del Mar, CA 92130

Attn. EIR Review*
Encinitas Library
540 Cornish Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Attn. EIR Review

Encinitas Union School District
101 South Rancho Santa Fe Road
Encinitas, CA 92024

William Metcalf, Chief

North County Fire Protection District
330 S. Main Avenue

Fallbrook, CA 92028-2938

Kurt Luhrsen, Principal Planner
North County Transit District
810 Mission Avenue
Oceanside, CA 92054

Matthew O. Tucker, Executive Director
North County Transit District

810 Mission Avenue

Oceanside, CA 92054-2825

Attn. EIR Review*
Oceanside Public Library
330 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Larry Perondi, Superintendent
Oceanside Unified School District
2111 Mission Avenue
Oceanside, CA 92054

Rob Rundle

San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Anne Howard Steinberger,

SANDAG Marketing Manager

San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Shelby Tucker

San Diego Association of Governments
Areawide Clearinghouse

401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Tina Christiansen, Director*
San Diego County Library
Solana Beach Branch

157 Stevens Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.
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Local Government (cont.)

Brian Albright, Director

County of San Diego Department of Parks &
Recreation

5500 Overland Avenue, Suite 410

San Diego, CA 92123

William D. Gore, Sheriff

San Diego County Sheriff's Department
John F. Duffy Administrative Center
P.O. Box 939062

San Diego, CA 92193-9062

Donald Fowler, Captain

San Diego County Sheriff's Department -
Encinitas

175 North El Camino Real

Encinitas, CA 92024

Maureen Stapleton, General Manager
San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

San Diego Fire-Rescue Department
Administrative Office/General Information
1010 2nd Avenue, Suite 400

San Diego, CA 92101

Attn. EIR Review

San Diego Metropolitan Transit System
1255 Imperial Avenue, Suite 1000

San Diego, CA 92101-7400

Sharon Cooney, Planning Director

San Diego Metropolitan Transit System
1255 Imperial Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101

Attn. EIR Review

San Diego Police Department
1401 Broadway Street

San Diego, CA 92101

William Lansdowne, Chief
San Diego Police Department
1401 Broadway Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Lt. Kevin Mayer

San Diego Police Department
Headquarters

1401 Broadway Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Attn. EIR Review*

San Diego Public Library
Carmel Valley Branch Library
3919 Townsgate Drive

San Diego, CA 92130

Attn. EIR Review*

San Diego Public Library — Central
820 E Street

San Diego, CA 92101

David Gibson, Executive Officer

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control
Board

9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92123

Stuart Hurlbert

San Diego State University
Department of Biology
5500 Campanile Drive

San Diego, CA 92182

San Diego State University

College of Arts and Letters

South Coastal Information Center
4283 El Cajon Boulevard, Suite 250
San Diego, CA 92105

John W. Helmer, Director

San Diego Unified Port District
Land Use Planning

3165 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

Attn. EIR Review

San Diego Unified School District
Eugene Brucker Education Center
4100 Normal Street

San Diego, CA 92103
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Local Government (cont.)

Attn. EIR Review

San Dieguito Union High School District
710 Encinitas Boulevard

Encinitas, CA 92024

Local Elected Officials

Carlos Estrella, Chief Fiscal Officer
Solana Beach School District

309 North Rios Avenue

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Leslie Fausset, Superintendent
Solana Beach School District
309 North Rios Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075-1298

The Honorable Matt Hall, Mayor
City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

The Honorable Keith Blackburn,
Council Member

City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

The Honorable Farrah Golshan Douglas,
Council Member

City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive

Carlsbad, CA 92008

The Honorable Mark Packard,
Mayor Pro Tem

City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

The Honorable Lorraine Wood,
Council Member

City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

The Honorable Terry Sinnott, Mayor
City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

The Honorable Lee Haydu, Deputy Mayor
City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

Al Corti, Council Member

The Honorable City of Del Mar
1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

The Honorable Sherryl Parks,
Council Member

City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

The Honorable Don Mosier,
Council Member

City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

The Honorable Teresa Barth, Mayor
City of Encinitas

505 South Vulcan Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

The Honorable Lisa Shaffer, Deputy Mayor
City of Encinitas

505 South Vulcan Avenue

Encinitas, CA 92024

The Honorable Tony Kranz, Council Member
City of Encinitas

505 South Vulcan Avenue

Encinitas, CA 92024
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Local Elected Officials (cont.)

The Honorable Kristin Gaspar,
Council Member

City of Encinitas

505 South Vulcan Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

The Honorable Mark Muir, Council Member
City of Encinitas

505 South Vulcan Avenue

Encinitas, CA 92024

The Honorable Jim Wood, Mayor*
City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

The Honorable Gary Felien,
Council Member

City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

The Honorable Jack Feller, Council Member
City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92054

The Honorable Jerome Kern, Deputy Mayor
City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92054

The Honorable Esther Sanchez,
Council Member

City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

The Honorable Todd Gloria, Interim Mayor
City of San Diego

City Administration Building, 11th Floor
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Sherri Lightner,*
Council Member, District 1

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Kevin Faulconer,
Council Member, District 2

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Todd Gloria
Council President, District 3
City of San Diego

City Administration Building
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Myrtle Cole
Council Member, District 4

City of San Diego

City Administration Building
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Mark Kersey
Council Member, District 5
City of San Diego

City Administration Building
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Lorie Zapf,
Council Member, District 6
City of San Diego

City Administration Building
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Scott Sherman
Council Member, District 7
City of San Diego

City Administration Building
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Marti Emerald,
Council Member, District 9
City of San Diego

City Administration Building
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101
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Local Elected Officials (cont.)

The Honorable David Alvarez,
Council Member, District 8
City of San Diego

City Administration Building
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Mike Nichols, Mayor*
City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101

Solana Beach, CA 92075

The Honorable Thomas M. Campbell
Deputy Mayor

City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101

Solana Beach, CA 92075

The Honorable Lesa Heebner,
Council Member

City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101
Solana Beach, CA 92075

The Honorable Peter Zahn
Council Member

City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101
Solana Beach, CA 92075

The Honorable David Zito
Council Member

City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Native American Organizations and Contacts

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of
Mission Indians

Barona Band of Mission Indians

1095 Barona Road

Lakeside, CA 92040

The Honorable Greg Cox, Supervisor,
1st District*

San Diego County Board of Supervisors
1600 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Dianne Jacob, Supervisor,
2nd District*

San Diego County Board of Supervisors
1600 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Dave Roberts, Supervisor,
3" District*

San Diego County Board of Supervisors
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Ron Roberts, Supervisor,
4th District*

San Diego County Board of Supervisors
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Bill Horn, Supervisor,
5th District*

San Diego County Board of Supervisors
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335

San Diego, CA 92101

EPA Specialist

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of
Mission Indians

Barona Band of Mission Indians

1095 Barona Road

Lakeside, CA 92040
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Native American Organizations and Contacts (cont.)

Clifford LaChappa, Chairman

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of
Mission Indians

Barona Band of Mission Indians

1095 Barona Road

Lakeside, CA 92040

Luther Salgado, Sr., Chairman
Cahuilla Band of Mission Indians
5270 Highway 371

P.O. Box 391760

Anza, CA 92086

Ralph Goff, Chairman
Campo Kumeyaay Nation
36190 Church Road, Suite 1
Campo, CA 91906

Harry Paul Cuero, Vice Chairman
Campo Kumeyaay Nation

36190 Church Road, Suite 1
Campo, CA 91906

Fidel Hyde, EPA Supervisor
Campo Kumeyaay Nation
36190 Church Road, Suite 1
Campo, CA 91906

Jim Velasques

Coastal Gabrielino Dieguefio
5776 42nd Street

Riverside, CA 92509

Michael Garcia, EPA Director
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians
4054 Willows Road

Alpine, CA 91901

Will Micklin, Executive Director
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians
4054 Willows Road

Alpine, CA 91901

Robert Pinto, Chairperson

Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians
4054 Willows Road

Alpine, CA 91901

Rebecca Osuna, Chairwoman
Inaja-Cosmit Band of Mission Indians
2005 South Escondido Boulevard
Escondido, CA 92025-8207

Raymond Hunter

Jamul Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 612

Jamul, CA 91935

Erica M. Pinto, Vice-Chairperson
Jamul Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 612

Jamul, CA 91935

Mike Aguilar, Environmental Coordinator
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians

P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799

David Belardes, Chairperson
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799

Alfred Cruz, Cultural Resources Director
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799

Teresa M. Romero, Chairwoman
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799

Jacque S. Tahuka-Nunez, Vice-
Chairwoman

Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799
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Native American Organizations and Contacts (cont.)

Anita Espinoza

Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

1740 Concerto Drive

Anaheim, CA 92807

Sonia Johnston, Chairperson
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799

Joyce Perry, Tribal Manager & Cultural
Resources

Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

4955 Paseo Segovia

Irvine, CA 92675

Anthony Rivera, Jr., Chairperson
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

31411-A La Matanza Street, Suite A
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675-2674

Steve Banegas, Spokesperson

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee
1095 Barona Road

Lakeside, CA 92040

Ron Christman

Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee
56 Viejas Grade Road

Alpine, CA 91901

Paul Cuero

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation
36190 Church Road, Suite 5

Campo, CA 91906

Carmen Lucas

Kwaaymil Laguna Beach Band of Mission
Indians

P.O. Box 775

Pine Valley, CA 91962

James Truijillo, Vice-Chairperson
La Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians
22000 Highway 76

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

LaVonne Peck, Chairperson

La Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians
22000 Highway 76

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Rob Roy, Environmental Director
La Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians
22000 Highway 76

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

EPA Director

La Posta Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1120

Boulevard, CA 91905

Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson
La Posta Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1120

Boulevard, CA 91905

Evelyn Duro, Tribal Administrator
Los Coyotes Band of Cahuilla and
Cupernio Indians

P.O. Box 189

Warner Springs, CA 92086-0189

Shane Chapparosa, Tribal Spokesperson
Los Coyotes Band of Cahuilla and Cupefio
Indians

P.O. Box 189

Warner Springs, CA 92086-0189

Melody Sees, Environmental Director

Los Coyotes Band of Cahuilla and Cupefio
Indians

P.O. Box 189

Warner Springs, CA 92086-0189

Leroy Elliot, Chairperson
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1302

Boulevard, CA 91905

EPA Director

Manzanita Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1302

Boulevard, CA 91905
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Native American Organizations and Contacts (cont.)

Mark Romero, Chairperson

Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 270

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Shasta C. Gaughen, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer

Pala Band of Mission Indians

Cupa Cultural Center

35008 Pala-Temecula Road, PMB 50
Pala, CA 92059

Robert Smith, Tribal Chairman
Pala Band of Mission Indians
12196 Pala Mission Road
Pala, CA 92059

Bennae Calac, Council Member
Pauma Band of Luisefio Indians
P.O. Box 369

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Randall Majel, Chairperson
Pauma Band of Luisefio Indians
P.O. Box 369

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Raymond Basquez

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1477

Temecula, CA 92593

Mark Macarro, Chairperson
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1477

Temecula, CA 92593

Rose Duro

Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians
Cultural Committee

1 West Tribal Road

Valley Center, CA 92082

Stephanie Spencer, Chairperson
Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians
Rincon Heritage Commission

1 West Tribal Road

Valley Center, CA 92082

Bo Mazzetti, Tribal Chairman
Rincon Band of Luisefo Indians
1 West Tribal Road

Valley Center, CA 92082

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians

1 West Tribal Road

Valley Center, CA 92082

Tiffany Wolfe, EPA

Rincon Band of Luisefo Indians
1 West Tribal Road

Valley Center, CA 92082

Henry Contreras, Council Member
San Luis Rey Band of Luisefio Indians
1763 Chapulin Lane

Fallbrook, CA 92028

Merri Lopez-Keifer, Tribal Legal Counsel
San Luis Rey Band of Luisefio Indians
1889 Sunset Drive

Vista, CA 92081

Carmen Mojado, Co-Chairperson

San Luis Rey Band of Luisefio Indians
1889 Sunset Drive

Vista, CA 92081

Russell Romo, Chairperson

San Luis Rey Band of Luisefio Indians
12064 Old Pomerado Drive

Poway, CA 92064

Mel Vernon, Captain

San Luis Rey Band of Luisefio Indians
P.O.Box 1

Pala, CA 92059

Allen E. Lawson, Jr., Chairperson
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 365

Valley Center, CA 92082
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Native American Organizations and Contacts (cont.)

David Largo, Cultural Resource Manager
Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians
P.O. Box 65200

Hwy. 74

Mountain Center, CA 92539

Clint Linton, Director of Cultural Resources
Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueiio Indians
P.O. Box 507

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Virgil Perez, Spokesperson

lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel Band of
Dieguefio Indians

P.O. Box 130

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Erica Helms-Schenk,
Environmental Director

Soboba Band of Luisefo Indians
P.O. Box 487

San Jacinto, CA 92581

Rosemary Morillo, Chairperson
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians
P.O. Box 487

San Jacinto, CA 92581

Joseph Ontiveros, Director

Soboba Cultural Resources Department
P.O. Box 487

San Jacinto, CA 92581

Sydney Morris, Environmental Coordinator
Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation

1 Kwaaypaay Court

El Cajon, CA 92019

Daniel Tucker, Chairperson

Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation
1 Kwaaypaay Court

El Cajon, CA 92019

Dean Mike, Chairperson

Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians
46-200 Harrison Place

Coachella, CA 92236

Tribal EPA

Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians
47-250 Dillon Road

Coachella, CA 92236

Anthony R. Pico, Chairperson
Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians
P.O. Box 908

Alpine, CA 91903

Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups

Faeren Adams
4584 Georgia Street, #4
San Diego, CA 92116

Mike Melts, Board Chair

Agua Hedionda Lagoon Foundation
1580 Cannon Road

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Douglas Alden
610 Marine View Avenue
Del Mar, CA 92104

Bruce Allen
660 N. Granados Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Scott J. Allen
2750 Wheatstone, No. 19
San Diego, CA 92111

Carolyn Ames
2923 Cape Sebastian Place
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Linda Andrews
13220 Ocean Vista Road
San Diego, CA 92130

Andy Anson
1028 Pine Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups (cont.)

Cecilia Kemper

Arroyo Sorrento Homeowner’s Association
P.O. Box 2183

Del Mar, CA 92014

Jill McCarty

Arroyo Sorrento Property Owners
3929 Arroyo Sorrento Road

San Diego, CA 92130

Jerry Schaefer, Ph.D.
ASM Affiliates

2034 Corte Nogal
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Joan Bach
13094 Portofino Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Frances Bachman
1134 San Ricardo Court
Solana Beach, CA 92045

Joseph Bachman
1134 San Ricardo Court
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Carol Ball
120 S. Kihridge Lane
Encinitas, CA 92024

Janice Barnard
12777 Via Esperia
Del Mar, CA 92014

Teresa Barth
2140 K Orinda Drive
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Robert L. Barto
8803 Robinhood Lane
La Jolla, CA 92037-2138

Anthony S. Basile
6944 Waters End Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Fred C. Sandquist, President and Board
Member

Batiquitos Lagoon Foundation

P.O. Box 130491

Carlsbad, CA 92013

Charlie Baumgart
139 Ebano Court
Solana Beach, 92075

Phyllis Baumgart
139 Ebano Court
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Laurie Beach
560 Gardena Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Tim Bearden
4216 Thomas Street
Oceanside, CA 92056

William Beck
760 San Mario Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Sharon Beckas
7465 Olivetas Ave., Apt. 221
La Jolla, CA 92037

Carol Becker
2120 Via Mar Valle
Del Mar, CA 92014-3627

Geraldine Beckord
201 Mangano Circle
Encinitas, CA 92024

Tom Beckord
201 Mangado Circle
Encinitas, CA 92024

Barbara Beeby
6706 Clover Street
Carlsbad, CA 92011

John Bell
2345 Kettner Boulevard
San Diego, CA 92101
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Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups (cont.)

Amy Hoyt Bennett
824 Del Rio Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Amy Besser
433 Dell Court
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Chris Betancourt
45298 Esplendor Court
Temecula, CA 92592

Joan Bockman
1017 Alberta Avenue
Oceanside, CA 92054

Jill Bodenbach
361 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Diane E. Bond

Bleiler & Bond APC

12555 High Bluff Drive, Suite 150
San Diego, CA 92130

Ellie Bonner
7357 Gabbiano Lane
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Vernon Bonner
7357 Gabbiano Lane
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Kelly and Roger Boyd
802 Devonshire
Encinitas, CA 92024

Mary Jane Boyd
1304 Via Mil Cumbres
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Roger Boyd
1304 Via Mil Cumbres
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Cheryl Bray
671 Dell Street
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Robin E. Brey
521 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Rick Brooks
669 lda Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Daniel J. Brown
13259 Portofino Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

James L. Brown
280 La Veta Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jervis D. Brown
579 La Costa Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Brown Family Trust
561 La Costa Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Kim Brownell
1786 Swallowtail Road
Encinitas, CA 92024

Joan M. Herskowitz
Conservation Co-chair

Buena Vista Audubon Society
P.O. Box 480

Oceanside, CA 92049

Dennis Huckabay, President
Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation
P.O. Box 4516

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Ronald W. Wottoon, Executive Director
Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation

P.O. Box 4516

Carlsbad, CA 92018

Joan Bullock
1800 Bayberry Drive
Oceanside, CA 92054
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Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups (cont.)

Mike Bullock
1800 Bayberry Drive
Oceanside, CA 92054

Tony Burger
372 Glencrest
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Martin Buser
430 South Nardo Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Alisa Burns

California Native Plant Society
2707 K Street, Suite 1
Sacramento, CA 95816-5113

Frank Landis, Conservation Chair
California Native Plant Society,
San Diego Chapter

P.O. Box 121390

San Diego, CA 92112-1390

California Wildlife Federation
P. O. Box 1527
Sacramento, CA 95812-1527

Sheila S. Cameron
1662 Candor Drive
Leucadia, CA 92024

Craig Campion
631 Poinsettia Park Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Lisa Canning
7605 Norvanyon Way
San Diego, CA 92126

Mary Cappadonna
1014 Laguna Drive, No. 5
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Walter Carlin
14024 Rue Dazur
Del Mar, CA 92014

Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce
5934 Priestly Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Kim Carlson
1529 LauraLynn Place
Oceanside, CA 92054

Isabelle Kay

Carmel Mountain Conservancy
UCSD Natural Reserve System
9500 Gilman Drive

San Diego, CA 92093-0116

Joetta Mihalovic, Chair

Carmel Mountain Ranch Community Council
11705 Aldercrest Point

San Diego, CA 92131-3861

Frisco White, Chair

Carmel Valley Community Planning Board
5335 Camino Exquisito

San Diego, CA 92130

Carmel Valley Community Service Center
3840 Valley Centre Drive, Ste. 602, MS 101
San Diego, CA 92130

John Northrup

Carmel Valley Trail Riders Coalition
7015 Vista del Mar Avenue

La Jolla, CA 92037

Carol Carr
11305 Carmel Creek Road
San Diego, CA 92130

Thomas W. Carr
13672 Mango Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Gloria Carranza
2215 Nob Hill Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Gloria Carranza
1015 Chestnut Avenue, B3
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups (cont.)

Cassie Carter
446 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Joel S. Moskowitz, General Counsel
Caruso Acquisition Company Il, LLC
On behalf of San Diego Gas & Electric
101 The Grove Drive

Los Angeles, CA 90036

Center for Biological Diversity
PMB 447, 8033 Sunset Boulevard
San Diego, CA 90046-2401

Nadine Cerqua
765 Stratford Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

David Chadwick
4403 Highland Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Jen Charat
4981 Sanshore Court
San Diego, CA 92130

Don Christiansen
3715 Longview Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92010

Steven J. Goetsch, Ph.D., Chair

Citizens Against Freeway Expansion (CAFE)
837 Santa Rosita

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Dave Clemons
543 Glenmont Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075-1312

Duncan McFetridge

Cleveland National Forest Foundation
P.O. Box 779

Descanso, CA 91916

Marco Gonzalez, Executive Director
Coastal Environmental Rights Foundation
1140 South Coast Highway 101
Encinitas, CA 92024

Rachelle Collier
287 Hillcrest Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Andrew Concors
1632 Olmeda
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jim Coniglio
854 Heather Lane
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Don Connors
921 Begonia Court
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Peter R. Conrad
349 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jill Cooper
1019 San Patricio Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Jeff Cours
417 Santa Dominga
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Judy Cours
263 La Barranca Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Andrew Crane
1834 Pleasantdale Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Peggy Crane
2297 Bryant Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Marty Gigler

Crest Canyon Citizens Advisory Committee
13931 Durango Drive

Del Mar, CA 92014

Mike Crull
1836 Marlinda Way
El Cajon, CA 92021
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Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups (cont.)

John B. Cumming
2855 Carlsbad Boulevard, N116
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Kevin Cummins
1691 Eolus Avenue
Leucadia, CA 92024

Jim Curl
13765 Mira Montana Drive
San Diego, CA 92014

Dawn Curtis
354 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jeff Curtis
354 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Laura Dahan
741 Santa Florencia
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Elaine Daily
802 Santa Regina
Solana Beach, CA 92075

John Daily
802 Santa Regina
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Rod Riggs, Managing Editor
Daily Transcript
P.O. Box 85469
San Diego, CA 92138-5469

Cindy Davenport
541 Crouch Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

Michael Davidson
720 Sonrisa Street
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Andres Davis
671 lda Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Joe Dawson
123 Triton Circle
Encinitas, CA 92024

John Debeer
1630 Burgundy Road
Encinitas, CA 92024

Deborah DeBow
PO Box 675922
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067-5922

Darius John Degher
171 Sanford Street
Encinitas, CA 92024

Everett DeLano
DelLano & DelLano
220 W. Grand Avenue

Escondido, CA 92025
Darlena Del Mar

832 Ida Avenue

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Timothy Fennell, General Manager
22nd District Agricultural Association
Del Mar Fairgrounds

2260 Jimmy Durante Boulevard

Del Mar, CA 92014

Dustin Fuller, Sr. Environmental Planner
22nd District Agricultural Association
Del Mar Fairgrounds

2260 Jimmy Durante Boulevard

Del Mar, CA 92014

Paul Metcalf, Chair

Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board
5681 Bellevue Avenue

La Jolla, CA 92037

Nancy Wasko

Del Mar Regional Chamber of Commerce
1104 Camino del Mar, Suite 1

Del Mar, CA 92014
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Del Mar Terrace Property Owners Association
12716 Via Grimaldi
Del Mar, CA 92014

Ann Dempsey
P.O. Box 116 (1250 Crest Road)
Del Mar, CA 92014

Faye Detsky-Weil
13464 Calais Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014-3524

Russ Detweiler
1041 Monterey Vista Way
Encinitas, CA 92024

Eleni DeVall
4213 Cielo Avenue
Oceanside, CA 92056

Angela DeVargas
3218 Eureka Place
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Jim Dietz
458 Holmwood Lane
Solana Beach, CA 92075

John DiGiacomo
3471 Jefferson Street
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Michael DiPuetro
534 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Darius John Dither
171 Sanford Street
Encinitas, CA 92024

Marion Dodson
Box 1990
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067

Mary Dokken
2810 Pine Avenue,
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Law Offices of David R. Thompson
On Behalf of Mary Dokken

580 Beech Avenue, Suite C
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Dawn Douglas
13190 Carousel Lane
Del Mar, CA 92014

Bradley L. Dow I
1460 Orpheus Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Courtney Dow
1460 Orpheus Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Carl and Mary Dreibelbis
1210 Laguna Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

Neil Ducker
1446 Moreno Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

C. Faye Duggan
5861 Harbor Street
San Diego, CA 92122

J. Duncan
6927 Whitecap Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Otto Emme
2290 Via Lucia
San Diego, CA 92037

Michael Klein, D.M.D., President
Encinitas Chamber of Commerce
1106 Second Street, #112
Encinitas, CA 92024

Michael Beck, San Diego Director
Endangered Habitats League
615 La Cresta Boulevard

Crest, CA 92021
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Sean Englert
6992 Sandcastle Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Charles Evendorff
1645 MacKinnon Avenue
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Peter K. Fagen
1 Civic Center Drive, Suite 300
San Marcos, CA 92069

Brett Farrow
125 Mozart Avenue.
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Robert Feher
924 Santa Queta
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Doug Fiske
157C West Glaucus Street
Encinitas, CA 92024

Heidi Franczyk
810 Leonard Avenue
Oceanside, 92054

Karen Fraser
283 Hillcrest Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Linda Fredin
557 San Mario Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Jacqueline Winterer

Friends of the San Dieguito River Valley
P.O. Box 973

Del Mar, CA 92014

Maggie Brown, President

Friends of the San Dieguito River Valley
P.O. Box 973

Del Mar, CA 92014

Friends of Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve
P.O. Box 26523
San Diego, CA 92196

Deborah Knight

Friends of Rose Canyon
6804 Fisk Avenue

San Diego, CA 92122

David Frisk
767 Orpheus Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Gary Frost
557 San Mario Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Jim Gale
1417 Eastview Court
Oceanside, CA 92056

Chris & Karie Galindo
P.O. Box 130752
Carlsbad, CA 92013

Joe Gallagher
515 Vine Street
Oceanside, CA 92055

Vicky Gallagher
3834 Fallon Circle
San Diego, CA 92130

G. Gardner
543 Windsock Way
Carlsbad, CA 92011

James and Mary Geary
2530 Davis Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Jessica Geipel
1923 Park Crest Drive
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Jesse Giessow
1003 Hygeia Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jim Gilbert
409 Hoover Street
Oceanside, CA 92056
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Dan Gilleon
13413 Racetrack View Court
San Diego, CA 92014

Pierre Godefroy
13151 Shalimar Place
Del Mar, CA 92014

Harvey Goldman
14082 Mango Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

David Golman
404 Andrew Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Dr. Dolores G. Gonzales
110 Mangano Circle
Encinitas, CA 92024

Ruben Gonzales
110 Mangano Circle
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jane Goodman
577 Silver Berry Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Diana Gordon
12229 Carmel Vista Road, #252
San Diego, CA 92130

Julie Graboi
1314 Desert Rose Way
Encinitas, CA 92024

Veronica Grandpre
838 Ida Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Kevin Grant
2746 Caminito Cedros
Del Mar, CA 92014

Katherine Green
1419 Willowview Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Pete Zahn, Chairman

Green Chamber of San Diego County
4542 Ruffner Street, Suite 110

San Diego, CA 92111

Nicole Capretz, Director

Green Energy/Good Jobs Initiative
Environmental Health Coalition
2727 Hoover Avenue, Suite 202
National City, CA 91950

Irina Gronborg
424 Dell Court
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Louie Guassac
P.O. Box 270
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Thomas Guminski, Staff Engineer
Components Engineering

5775 Morehouse Drive

San Diego, CA 92121

Danna Gunther
685 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Harry Guzelimian
1046 Santa Florencia
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Allen M. Jones, Vice President
Land Planning and Development
H.G. Fenton Company

7577 Mission Valley Road, #200
San Diego, CA 92108

Diane Hardison
813 Santa Rosita
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Dr. James M. Hardison, Ph.D.
803 Santa Rosita
Solana Beach, CA 92075

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 7-26



Chapter 7 — Distribution List

INTERSTATE S-EORRIDOR

Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups (cont.)

Marguerite Harkins
1909 Playa Riviera Drive
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007-1431

Florence Harrod
139 Cerro Street
Encinitas, CA 92024

Joel Hartley
212 S. Rios Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Doug & Sheryl Harvey
2747 Caminito Cedros
Del Mar, CA 92014

Susan Harvey
1129 Sycamore View Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

John Haughey, M.D.
904 Shore Crest Road
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Anne Hawkins
2427 Caminito Ocean Cove
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Mary Hayward
P.O. Box 20863
El Cajon, CA 92019

Susie Hedrick
434 Santa Dominga
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Judy Hegenauer
431 Glenmont Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Jane Hendricks
1218 Sidonia Street
Encinitas, CA 92024

Paul Henkart
918 Santa Hidalga
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Juanito H. Maravilla, Legal Secretary
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP
On Behalf of Paul Henkart

396 Hayes Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

Luther/Virginia Herrle
1442 Moreno Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

Laura Herron
3627 Voyager Circle
San Diego, CA 92130

David Herskowitz
1175 Kildeer Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Joan Herskowitz
1175 Kildeer Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Cody Hewitt
542 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Lisa Hewitt

Nova Biologics, Inc.
1714 Ord Way
Oceanside, CA 92056

Lauren Hinton
341 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Bobbie Hoder, President, Board of Directors
Hospice of the North Coast

2525 Pio Pico Drive, Suite 301

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Sara Hoff
1089 Evergreen Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Victoria Holman
1023 Santa Florencia
Solana Beach, CA 92075
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Sara Honadle
1040 South Coast Highway 101
Encinitas, CA 92024

Harland Huftel
7450 Altiva Place
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Dennis Huiras
13439 Portofino Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Yvonne Huiras
13439 Portofino Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Karen Iwrey
702 West Solana Circle
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Ellen Jenne
4226 Mt. Henry Avenue
San Diego, CA 92117

Dana Johnson
816 Caminito del Mar
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Penny Johnson
1360 Hillview Court
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Jeanne Jones
1742 Swallowtail Road
Encinitas, CA 92024

Michael Jones
4444 Via Amable
San Diego, CA 92122

Gary Joynes
963 Robley Place
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Allan Juliussen
1935 Leucadia Scenic Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Hitomi Kawashima
5173 Great Meadow Drive
San Diego, CA 92130

Richard Kennedy
1465 Ravean Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Mike Kilcoin
13404 Portofino Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Janet King
908 Stevens Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Kate King
901 San Juan Place
Oceanside, CA 92058

Robert Kingston
724 Camino Santa Barbara
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Carol Kissin
5162 Prado Court
Oceanside, CA 92057

Shirley Klein
141 Turner Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Ora Lee Klemme
602 S. Nevada Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

Helen E. Klich
1005 Highland Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Jason Knapp
1253 Santa Luisa Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Thomas E. & Margaret L. Knothe
13724 Sagewood Drive
Poway, CA 92064
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James H. Knott, Il
127 Sherri Lane
Oceanside, CA 92054

Connie Knox
516 Monterey Drive
Oceanside, CA 92058

Dorothy H. Knox
13019 Longboat Way
Del Mar, CA 92014

Ron & Noreen Kolek
594 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Kyle Krahel-Frolander
570 Hidden Canyon Way, Unit C
Oceanside, CA 92054

Jill Kramer
618 Silver Berry Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Ursula Krane
13627 Calais Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Kerrin Krause
1220 Stratford Lane
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Diana & Jay Kutlow
1634 Glasgow Avenue
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

James “Jimmy” Knott

La Salina Home and Oceanside Mobile
Home Alliance Director

Homeowners/

Residents Representative

La Salina Mobile Village

1550 South Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Howard LaGrange
2575 Jason Court
Oceanside, CA 92056

Elizabeth Landeros
1028 Pine Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Richard C. Lantz
2844 Wilson Street
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Catherine Lanzi
501 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Abi Lawrance
835 Stratford Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Kimberly Lawrence
357 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Lynda Laws
926 Nolbey Street
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Frank D. Layton
962 Santa Hidalga
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Shirley Layton
962 Santa Hidalga
Solana Beach, CA 92075

James Lazar
802 SkySail Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Diane Mochizuki, Natural Resources Director
League of Women Voters North Coast

San Diego County

P.O. Box 131272

Carlsbad, CA 92013

Mary LeBlanc
834 Bluewater Road
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Freda Lee
1403 Willowview Court
Encinitas, CA 92024
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Sam Lee
545 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Linda Collins Leigh
1938 Playa Riviera Drive
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Charles Leighton
462 Santa Alicia
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Gerald Lelais
3965 Caminito del Mar Surf
San Diego, CA 92130

Carolyn Manning, Secretary

Leucadia Village Homeowners Association
Board of Directors

502 Southbridge Court

Encinitas, CA 92024

Paul Bushee, General Manager
Leucadia Wastewater District
1960 La Costa Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Robert Lewis
13713 Recuerdo Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Tom Liegler
P.O. Box 3322
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067

Kathleen Lindemann
518 Southbridge
Encinitas, CA 92024

Maria Lindley
940 Urania Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Ron Lindley
940 Urania Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Roxy Linfesty
809 Kalpati Circle, #325
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Eric Lodge
507 Morview Lane
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Jeff & Ginny Lorenz
749 Poinsettia Park South
Encinitas, CA 92024

Geoffrey Smith

Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve Citizens
Advisory Committee

1512 Frederick Street

Santa Rosa, CA 95401

Mike Hastings, Executive Director
Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon Foundation
P.O. Box 940

Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Clare Luconi
6907 Quiet Cove Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Jeff Lyle
1033 Solana Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Shari Mackin
1469 Moreno Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

Don MacLeod
536 South Rios Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Kristin MacLeod
536 S. Rios Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Jim Madrid
1436 Peartree Court
Encinitas, CA 92024
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Magnin Residence
7153 Linden Terrace
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Art Magnuson
5209 Caminito Vista Lujo
San Diego, CA 92130

Gracinda Maier
942 San Lorenzo
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Jean Marchese
1615 Olmeda Street
Encinitas, CA 92024

Lisa Margolin-Feher
991c Lomas Santa Fe Drive, Suite 424
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Mariarosa Daniela Marshall
419 S. Weitzel Street

P.O. Box 2929

Oceanside, CA 92054

Nancy Matus
1842 Playa Riviera Drive
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Larry May
6873 Mimosa Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Les Mazer
681 Crete Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Brian McCabe
657 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Dina McCabe
657 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jessica McClenny
447 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Maria McEneany
P.O. Box 2631
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067

Judy McFarland
1511 California Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

“Plumber” Scott McGervery
830 Citrus Place
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Michael E. McGinley P.E.
3340 Santa Carlotta Street
La Crescenta, CA 91214

Moira McGrain
2460 Malibu Way
Del Mar, CA 92014

Marilee McLean
639 Santa Rosita
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Kym McQuiston
917 Urania Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Samantha Melone
574 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Shelley Melone
574 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Kyle Menzies

Marci Manenson
2524 Davis Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Timothy Brick, Chair

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California

P.O. Box 54153

Los Angeles, CA 90054
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John Metzger
912 Santa Hidalga
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Thomas Metzger
1510 Sunrise Circle
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Catherine L. Miller
640 Poinsettia Park N.
Encinitas, CA 92024

Susan Miller
2469 Oakridge Cove
Del Mar, CA 92014

William E. Miller
639 Glenmont Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075-1314

Sandy Mills
633 Glencrest Place
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Dillon Miner
3624 Texas Street
San Diego, CA 92104

Eric Molldrem
225 Pacific View Lane
Encinitas, CA 92024

Rene C. Monge
139 Iguala Court
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Margie Monroy
749 B. Magnolia Avenue
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Mario Monroy
749 Magnolia Avenue, Unit B
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Nancy Morgan
1096 Urania Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Bruce Mortland
2297 Dunstan Road
Oceanside, CA 92054

Robbin Muller
724 Poinsettie Park S.
Encinitas, CA 92024

Joan Mumford
1944 Playa Riviera Drive
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Linda Musengo
655 lda Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Zeb Navarro
1316 Buena Street
Oceanside, CA 92058

Suzi Nawarabi
1915 Playa Riviera Drive
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Gwen and Jack Nelson
1360 Las Flores Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Gary Nessin
2987 Highland Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Paul Nevans
2014 Mountain Vista Way
Oceanside, CA 92054

Teresa Nevarez
443 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Sharon Newbery
1212 Vista Way
Oceanside, CA 92054

Todd Neyer
393 Orpheus Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024
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Michael Nixon
438 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

George L. Piantka, P.E.
NRG Energy, West Region
5790 Fleet Street, Suite 200
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Dianna Nunez
339 Hillcrest Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Rich O'Brien
414 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jim Schroder

Oceanside Economic Development
Commission

4020 Wooster Drive

Oceanside, CA 92056

Oceanside Chamber of Commerce
928 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Paul Ocheltree
200 Marine View Avenue
Del Mar, CA 92014-3935

Mike O'Connell
1044 Laguna Drive, No. 18
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Clint O'Conner
760 Munevar Road
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Michael Glenn O’Grady
220 E. Glaucus Street
Encinitas, CA 92024-1604

Don Omsted
1349 Rainbow Ridge Lane
Encinitas, CA 92024

Frank Paiano
2320 Soto Street
San Diego, CA 92107

Wendy Palfrey
335 Andrew Avenue
Leucadia, CA 92024

Pardee Construction Co.
6025 Edgewood Bend Court
San Diego, CA 92130

Kevin Patrick
12963 Via Latina
Del Mar, CA 92014

Nancy M. Patton
565 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

William Pearse
6960 Peach Tree Road
Carlsbad, CA 92011

James Peeler
3692 Herman Avenue
San Diego, CA 92104

Kim Pendleton
242 Luiseno Avenue
Oceanside, CA 92057

Mark Peterson
1804 Oxford Avenue
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Marc Phillips
2970 Racetrack View Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Jennifer Pickering
645 lda Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Michael Pierce
518 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

John F. Powell
7401 Magellan Street
Carlsbad, CA 92011
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Katherine Prelat
845 Nardo Road
Encinitas, CA 92024

Diane Nygaard, President
Preserve Calavera

5020 Nighthawk Way
Oceanside, CA 92056

Carey Preston
953 Arden Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Prevent Los Angeles Gridlock Usurping the
Environment (PLAGUE)

c/o Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
Rachel B. Hooper, Attorney, Erin B. Chalmers
& Laurel L. Impett, AICP, Urban Planner
396 Hayes Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

Morteza M. Rahimi
1507 Santa Sabina Court
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Jeff Ramsay
386 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jim Hare, Planning Director
Rancho Santa Fe Association
P.O. Box A

Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067-0359

Peter Smith, Manager

Rancho Santa Fe Association
P.O. Box A

Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067-0359

Ben Redman
645 Ocean View
Encinitas, CA 92024

Charlotte Reed
259 Mangano Circle
Encinitas, CA 92024

Leslie Reed
3972 Ambervale Terrace
San Diego, CA 92130

Leslie Reed
818 Ida Avenue (rental property)
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Catherine Reilly
172 N. Columbus Street
Arlington, VA 22203-2617

Resident
6914 Waters End Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Mike and Dee Rich
12912 Long Boat Way
Del Mar, CA 92014

Charles D. Richmond
2537 Via Pisa
Del Mar, CA 92014

Paul Riha
3546 Highland Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Edwin Riley
1480 Calico Lane
Escondido, CA 92029

Marilyn Rivas
2783 Caminito San Marino
Del Mar, CA 92014

Marilyn Rivas
733 Dover Court
San Diego, CA 92109

Janet Robinson
772 Corinia Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Don Rodmel
895 Genevieve Street
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Chuck Rogers
2305 Pio Pico Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008
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Sharon Clay Rose
412 Marview Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Karina L. Ross Di Stasio
358 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Mark F. Rubins, Sr., DC
3983 Packard Lane
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Elizabeth Rudee
1345 Caminito Acento
La Jolla, CA 92037

Karl Rudnick
1019 San Patricio Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Jerry Rugg
301 Mission Avenue, Unit 305
Oceanside, CA 92054

Patrick Russell
652 Poinsettia Park South
Encinitas, CA 92024

Paula and Tim Ryan
612 Santa Helena
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Father William Rowland, CIJM

Saint Patrick Catholic Community Church
3821 Adams Street

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Lynn Salsberg, R.N.
264 La Barranca Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Cindy Stankowski, Director

San Diego Archaeological Center
16666 San Pasqual Valley Road
Escondido, CA 92027-7001

Harold G. Thompson, Conservation Volunteer
San Diego Audubon Society

4010 Morena Boulevard, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92117

James A. Peugh, Conservation Committee
Chair

San Diego Audubon Society

4010 Morena Boulevard, Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92117

Andy Hanshaw, Executive Director
San Diego County Bicycle coalition
P.O. Box 34544

San Diego, CA 92163

Gabriel Solmer, Director
Environmental Law and Policy Clinic
San Diego Coastkeeper

2825 Dewey Road, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92106

James W. Royle, Jr., Chairperson
Environmental Review Committee

San Diego County Archaeological Society
P.O. Box 81106

San Diego, CA 92138-1106

Andy Hanshaw, Executive Director
San Diego County Bicycle Coalition
P.O. Box 34544

San Diego, CA 92163

Paul Lanspery, Deputy General Manager
San Diego County Water Authority

4677 Overland Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

Edalia Olivo-Gomez
Environmental Specialist

San Diego Gas & Electric

8315 Century Park Court, CP21E
San Diego, CA 92123

Debra L. Reed, President
San Diego Gas & Electric
8330 Century Park Court
San Diego, CA 92123
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Jim Seifert, Manager of Corporate
Real Estate Land Services & Facilities
On behalf of San Diego Gas & Electric
8335 Century Park Court

San Diego, CA 92123

San Diego Gas & Electric
Planning and Land Use
P.O. Box 1831

San Diego, CA 92112

San Diego Metropolitan Transit System
1255 Imperial Avenue
San Diego, CA 92101

Tom Deméré, Ph.D.

San Diego Natural History Museum
P.O. Box 121390

San Diego, CA 92112-1390

Attn. EIR Review
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Regional Open Space Park
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Encinitas, CA 92023
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San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy

P.O. Box 230634

Encinitas, CA 92023
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Marie B. Schmitz
7980 Pat Street
La Mesa, CA 91942-2548

Bruce J. Schryver
803 Spindrift Lane
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Ken Schultz
1870 Wilsone Avenue
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Matt Shakter
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Jan Hudson
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Document Review Committee

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter
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San Diego, CA 92111

Nilmini Silva-Send
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San Diego, CA 92110-2492

Jacqueline Simon
802 Caminito del Sol
Carlsbad, CA 92011-2405

Ray Simon
225 Brooks Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

Jim O’Neal, President of the Board of
Directors

Skyloft Homeowners Protective Corporation
c/o J.D. Richardson Company

2355 Northside Drive

San Diego, CA 92108

Belinda Smith
8540 5th Avenue
San Diego, CA 92103

Janis Smith
510 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Susan E. Smith

Seiurus Biological Consulting
13716 Ruette le Parc, Unit E
Del Mar, CA 92014

Gerald Sodomka
105 Mozart Avenue
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007-2314

Sharon Garrow, President

Solana Beach Chamber of Commerce
210 West Plaza

P.O. Box 623

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Carlos Soledade
521 Gardena Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Kirsten Soledade
521 Gardena Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Marty Sommercamp
1016 Santa Florencia
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Steven Soto
1309 Bush Street
Oceanside, CA 92058

Southern California Edison
P.O. Box 800
Rosemead, CA 91770

Tracey Alsobrook, Project Manager

San Dieguito Wetlands Restoration Project
Southern California Edison

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Patrick Tennant, Project Manager

San Dieguito Wetlands Restoration Project
Southern California Edison

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Melissa Spiegler
669 Stratford Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Robert Spiegler
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Encinitas, CA 92024
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Byron Spratt
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Encinitas, CA 92024

Joan Stabenau
7426 Lantana Terrace
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Diane Stacey
576 Stratford Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024

Marcia Stanley
4039 Carmel View Road, No. 99
San Diego, CA 92130

Tom and Lahrisa Steenback
501 San Luis Rey Drive
Oceanside, CA 92058

Tom Stekmann
5239 El Arbol
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Pat Steward
12921 Caminito Del Canto
Del Mar, CA 92014

James Stiven
1109 Lagoon View Court
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Kathleen Stiven
1109 Lagoon View Court
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Jordan Stockham
1417 Priaeus Street
Encinitas, CA 92024

Frank Sullivan
1277 Santa Luisa Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Executive Committee
Surfrider Foundation

San Diego County Chapter
P.O. Box 1511

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Mrs. R. Sutherland
1474 Stewart Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

Frank Sutton
1078 Neptune
Encinitas, CA 92024

Bill Swinnea
1944 Playa Riviera Drive
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Donna Szydelko
13050 Caminito Cristobal
Del Mar, CA 92014

Ross Tanner
13851 Mercado Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014

Laura Tarabini
221 Mangano Circle
Encinitas, CA 92024

Reed Thompson

UBS Financial Services, Inc.
1200 Prospect Street, Suite 500
La Jolla, CA 92037

Greg Thomsen
7155 Linden Terrace
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Brooke Tigh
438 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Cynthia Tigh
438 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Kamei Tolba, M.D., FAPP
398 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Torrey Pines Association
P.O. Box 345
La Jolla, CA 92038
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Torrey Pines Community Planning Board
14151 Bogquita Drive

Del Mar, CA 92014

David Schonbrunn, President
Transportation Solutions Defense and
Education Fund

P.O. Box 151439

San Rafael, CA 94915

Sumukh Trilokekar
8775 Costa Verde Boulevard, # 1108
San Diego, CA 92122

Lynne Truong
1045 Santa Queta
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Daniel Turitto
1522 Old Creek Court
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Sarah Turitto
1522 Old Creek Court
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Jeff Turnbull
550 Gardena Court
Encinitas, CA 92024

Charlotte Ulm
249 Pacific View Lane
Encinitas, CA 92024

Robert Uzes
3580 Vista Laguna Road
Fallbrook, CA 92028

Mary Vartanian
325 W. Orange Grove Avenue
Sierra Madre, CA 91024

Edgar Vasquez
529 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Dana Vieweg
457 Union Street
Encinitas, CA 92024

Humberto Viveros
1566 Caudor Street
Encinitas, CA 92024

Karen von Dessonneck
1165 Eolus Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

James W. Waldorf, Inc.

Real Estate Appraisal and Consulting
5431 Avenida Encinas, Suite H
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Pat Wallace
1901 Bush Street, No. 101
Oceanside, CA 92058

Richard F. Walsh
907 Caminito Estrada Unit B
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Molly Wardell
630 Barbara Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Evelyn Weidner
537 Ocean View
Encinitas, CA 92024

Felicia Weinbaum, MBA
12991 Longboat Way
Del Mar, CA 92014

Tracy Weiss
630 Barbara
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Leslie Welsh
1814 MacKinnon Avenue
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Dolores Welty
2076 Sheridan Road
Encinitas, CA 92024
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Judy Wegenauer
431 Glenmont Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

The Western Family
510-514 La Costa Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Judith Weston
1644 Legays Drive
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Paul Whitworth
6965 Waters End Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92011

Cliff Whynaught
1250 Kirmar Place
Oceanside, CA 92054

Karen Whynaught
1250 Kirmar Place
Oceanside, CA 92054

Virginia Wilken
447 Carmel Creeper Place
Encinitas, CA 92024

Wendy Wilkens
2842 Cape Sebastian
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Claudia E. Wilson
123 Buena Ventura Court
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Mary Wilson
1441 Moreno Street
Oceanside, CA 92054

Diane E. Wintriss
3707 Ruette de Ville
San Diego, CA 92130

Chuck Wise
1820 Amalfi Drive
Leucadia, CA 92024

Mark Wisniewski
2036 Countrywood Way
Encinitas, CA 92024

Mary Witesman
695 Normandy Road
Encinitas, CA 92024

John Wolfe
802 Santa Hidalga
Solana Beach, CA 92075

James Wong
1309 Windsor Road
Cardiff-by-the-Sea, CA 92007

Darren Woolcott
13122 Caminito Pointe
Del Mar, CA 92014

Linda M. Woolcott
13122 Caminito Pointe Del Mar
Del Mar, CA 92014

Susan Yamata
804 Avenida de San Clemente
Encinitas, CA 92024

Ronette Youmans
607 Orpheus Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024

Peter Zahn

Counsel, District Law Offices

2163 Newcastle Avenue, Suite 200
Cardiff, CA 92007

Carol Zukowski
5081 Caspian Drive
Oceanside, CA 92057

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary.

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 7-41



Chapter 7 — Distribution List

INTFRSTATE 5 (‘ORRIDOR

* Received a hard copy of the Executive Summary. I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
page 7-42



	Chapter 4 - California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation
	4.1 Determining Significance under CEQA
	4.2 Less than Significant Effects of the Proposed Project
	4.3 Less the Significant Impacts with Mitigation &/or Minimization
	4.3.1 Cultural Resources
	4.3.2 Paleontological Resources
	4.3.3 Hazards & Hazardous Materials
	4.3.4 Noise
	4.3.5 Biological Resources

	4.4 Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects
	4.4.1 Visual/Aesthetics
	4.4.2 Community Character & Cohesion

	4.5 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes
	4.6 Climate Change
	4.6.1 Regulatory Setting
	4.6.2 Project Analysis
	4.6.3 Quantitative Analysis
	4.6.4 Construction Emissions
	4.6.5 AB 32 Compliance
	4.6.6 Adaptation Strategies

	4.7 Mitigation Measures for Significant Impacts under CEQA

	Chapter 5 - Comments & Coordination
	5.1 Project Scoping Process
	5.2 Hearings on the Draft & Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS
	5.3 Project Development Team Meetings
	5.4 NEPA - Section 404 Integration Process
	5.5 Additonal Consultation & Coordination with Public Agencies

	Chapter 6 - List of Preparers
	Chapter 7 - Distribution List



