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Chapter 4 - California Environmental Quality Act
Evaluation

4.1 Determining Significance under CEQA

The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is subject to state and federal environmental review
requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with both the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Caltrans is the lead
agency under CEQA and 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 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:

e Air Quality e Hydrology and Water Quality

e Cultural Resources e Land Use

e Energy e Paleontology

e Farmland e Parks and Recreational Facilities
e Floodplains e Pedestrian and Bicycle

e Growth e Traffic & Transportation

e Geology and Soils e Ultilities and Emergency Services
e Hazards and Hazardous Materials

For a full discussion of environmental consequences for the above issues, please see related sections in
Chapter 3.

4.3 Less than Significant Impacts with Mitigation and/or Minimization
4.3.1 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 would range from 539.3 ha (1332.0 ac) under the 10+4 with
Barrier alternative to 512.7 ha (1266.33 ac) under the 8+4 with Buffer alternative. The 10+4 with Buffer
alternative and 8+4 with Barrier alternative would result in 525.8 ha (1298.7 ac) and 535.1 ha (1321.66 ac),
respectively.

Impacts to 9.88 ha (24.41 ac) to 13.10 ha (32.35 ac) of riparian and wetland habitat, depending on the
selected alternative, would be considered significant. Impacts to sensitive habitats would total between
31.51 ha (77.83 ac) and 33.68 ha (83.19 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 0.04 ha (0.1 ac)
impacted by the 8+4 with Buffer alternative to 0.1 ha (0.24 ac) impacted by the 10+4 with Barrier
alternative. Temporary impacts would be similar for all alternatives at approximately 0.1 ha (0.25 ac) of
eelgrass impacted. Impacts to eelgrass would be considered significant.

4.3.2 Noise

Determination for noise impact under the CEQA, comparison is made between the No Build noise level and
the build noise level. A significant traffic noise impact is considered to occur if the increase between the two
noise levels and the uniqueness of the setting, the sensitive nature of the noise receptors, the magnitude of
the noise increase, the number of receptors affected, and the absolute noise level. The CEQA noise
analysis is completely independent of the NEPA 23 CFR 772 analysis discussed in Chapter 3, which is
centered on noise abatement criteria.

The Noise Study Report assesses the potential noise impacts associated with the /-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. The proposed build alternatives would increase noise levels
between 3-5 dBA in most locations by 2030, with some areas potentially experiencing an increase as high
as 9 dBA change. Soundwalls are recommended at various locations to abate for highway traffic noise
(Section 3.15). Soundwalls are proposed in locations were receptors are predicted to experience a noise
level of 75 dBA or above with the proposed build alternatives (Section 3.15). Implementation of proposed
noise abatement would reduce noise impacts to less than significant.
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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.

4.3.3 Wetlands and Other Waters

As described in Section 3.18 of this document, impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. would
range 9.29 ha (22.97 ac) under the 8+4 with Buffer alternative to 11.67 ha (28.86 ac) under the 10+4 with
Barrier alternative. Impacts to jurisdictional waters would be considered significant under CEQA.

4.4 Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects

Impacts to Community Cohesion (for the two barrier alternatives) and Visual/Aesthetics would remain
significant after mitigation identified in Chapter 3.

4.4.1 Visual/Aesthetics

As described in Section 3.7, all four alternatives would result in highly adverse changes to the existing
visual environment along the project corridor. While impacts to visual resources would be similar for all
four alternatives, the 10+4 with 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 8+4 with Buffer alternative would result in the least amount of change to the existing visual
environment, because it would require the least amount of additional pavement. The proposed project
would affect two existing views in San Diego, two existing views in Solana Beach, seven existing views in
Encinitas, four existing views in Carlsbad, and one existing view in Oceanside. Impacts to these views
range from moderate visual impact to high visual impact and are considered significant.

4.4.2 Community Character and Cohesion

The 10+4 with 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 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.

4.5 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible
since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts
and secondary impacts generally commit future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can
result from environmental accidents associated with the project. The following resources would be
converted: wetlands, sensitive species and natural communities, farmlands, homes, floodplain, cultural
resources, and visual resources.

4.6 Climate Change

4.6.1 Regulatory Setting

While climate change has been a concern since at least 1988, as evidenced by the establishment of the
United Nations and World Meteorological Organization’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC), the efforts devoted to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction and climate change research
and policy have increased dramatically in recent years. These efforts are primarily concerned with the
emissions of GHG related to human activity that include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane, nitrous oxide,
tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride, HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2 —
tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane).

In 2002, with the passage of Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), California launched an innovative and pro-
active approach to dealing with GHG emissions and climate change at the state level. Assembly Bill 1493
requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop and implement regulations to reduce
automobile and light truck GHG emissions. These stricter emissions standards were designed to apply to
automobiles and light trucks beginning with the 2009-model year; however, in order to enact the standards
California needed a waiver from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The waiver was denied
by EPA in December 2007. See California v. Environmental Protection Agency, 9th Cir. Jul. 25, 2008,
No. 08-70011. However, on January 26, 2009, it was announced that EPA will reconsider their decision
regarding the denial of California’s waiver. On May 18, 2009, President Obama announced the enactment
of a 35.5 mpg fuel economy standard for automobiles and light duty trucks which will take effect in 2012.
This standard is the same standard that was proposed by California, and so the California waiver request
has been shelved.

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05. The goal of this
Executive Order is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to: 1) 2000 levels by 2010, 2) 1990 levels by the
2020 and 3) 80 percent below the 1990 levels by the year 2050. In 2006, this goal was further reinforced
with the passage of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 sets the
same overall GHG emissions reduction goals while further mandating that CARB create a plan, which
includes market mechanisms, and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions
of greenhouse gases. “Executive Order S-20-06 further directs state agencies to begin implementing AB
32, including the recommendations made by the state’s Climate Action Team.
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With Executive Order S-01-07, Governor Schwarzenegger set forth the low carbon fuel standard for
California. Under this executive order, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels is to be
reduced by at least 10 percent by 2020.

Climate change and GHG reduction is also a concern at the federal level; however, at this time, no
legislation or regulations have been enacted specifically addressing GHG emissions reductions and climate
change. California, in conjunction with several environmental organizations and several other states, sued
to force the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to regulate GHG as a pollutant under the Clean
Air Act (Massachusetts vs. Environmental Protection Agency et al., 549 U.S. 497 (2007). The court ruled
that GHG does fit within the Clean Air Act’s definition of a pollutant, and that the EPA does have the
authority to regulate GHG. Despite the Supreme Court ruling, there are no promulgated federal regulations
to date limiting GHG emissions.

On December 7, 2009, the EPA Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding greenhouse gases
under section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act:
e Endangerment Finding: The Administrator finds that the current and projected concentrations
of the six key well-mixed greenhouse gases--carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CH,), 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 finds that the combined emissions of these
well-mixed greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines
contribute to the greenhouse gas pollution which threatens public health and welfare.

These findings do not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities. However, this
action is a prerequisite to finalizing the EPA’s proposed greenhouse gas emission standards for light-duty
vehicles, which were jointly proposed by EPA and the Department of Transportation’s National Highway
Safety Administration on September 15, 2009. 2

According to Recommendations by the Association of Environmental Professionals on How to Analyze
GHG Emissions and Global Climate change in CEQA Documents (March 5, 2007), an individual 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 participate in a potential impact
through its incremental contribution 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.” See CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(i)(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. To gather sufficient information on a global scale of all past, current, and future projects in order
to make this determination is a difficult if not impossible task.

2 http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment.html

As part of its supporting documentation for the Draft Scoping Plan, CARB recently released an updated
version of the GHG inventory for California (June 26, 2008). Shown below is a graph from that update that
shows the total GHG emissions for California for 1990, 2002-2004 average, and 2020 projected if no action
is taken.
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Taken from: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm
Figure 4-1 California Greenhouse Gas Inventory

Caltrans and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, have taken an active
role in addressing GHG emission reduction and climate change. Recognizing that 98 percent of
California’s GHG emissions are from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all human made GHG
emissions are from transportation (see Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006), Caltrans has
created and is implementing the Climate Action Program at Caltrans that was published in December 2006.
This document can be found at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf.

4.6.2 Project Analysis

One of the main strategies in the Caltran’s 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 miles per hour) and speeds over 55 mph; the
most severe emissions occur from 0-25 miles per hour (see Figure below). 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.

1-5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS
page 4-3



Chapter 4 — California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation

In Chapter 1 of this document, it is written that the overall project purpose is 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 of 2030. This 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 four Direct Access Ramps (DARs) that provide access for
HOV/Managed Lanes users directly on to the HOV/Managed Lanes. Transportation System Management
(TSM), Multi-Modal and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Alternatives were incorporated
(Section 2.2.4).

The average time to travel the project area in 2030 for the northbound direction would be between
approximately 27 and 39 minutes during the morning peak and approximately 67 and 69 minutes during the
evening peak. The average time to travel the project area in 2030 for the southbound direction would take
between approximately 53 and 54 minutes during the morning peak and approximately 40 and 48 minutes
during the evening peak. The average time for travel for northbound directions in 2030 for the 10+4
Barrier/Buffer alternatives would be approximately 25 and 27 minutes in the morning and approximately 30
and 36 minutes during the evening peak. The average time to travel the project area for 10+4 Barrier/Buffer
alternatives in the southbound direction would be between approximately 28 and 35 minutes during the
morning peak and approximately 26 and 30 minutes during the evening peak. The average time for travel
in 2030 for northbound direction for 8+4 Barrier/Buffer alternatives would be between approximately 27 and
29 minutes in the morning and approximately 45 and 50 minutes during the evening peak. The average
time for travel in the southbound direction in 2030 for 8+4 Barrier/Buffer alternatives would be between
approximately 36 and 47 minutes in the morning and approximately 29 and 30 minutes during the evening
peak.

This project is included in the 2007 Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP) and in
included in the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 2030 Regional Transportation Plan /
Pathways for the Future (RTP) and the 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).

The 2030 RTP included that the consumption of nonrenewable energy (primarily gasoline and diesel fuel)
associated with construction activities and the operation of passenger, public transit, and commercial
vehicles results in GHG emissions that cause global climate change (also referred to herein as “climate
change” and “global warming”). In addition, alternative fuels like natural gas (including CNG and liquid
natural gas [LNG]), ethanol, and electricity (unless derived from solar, wind, nuclear, or another energy
source that does not produce carbon emissions) also result in GHG emissions and contribute to global
climate change.
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Source: Center for Clean Air Policy— http://www.ccap.org/Presentations/Winkelman%20TRB%202004%20(1-13-04).pdf

Figure 4-2  Fleet CO, Emissions versus Speed (Highway)

4.6.3 Quantitative Analysis

To estimate the potential beneficial or negative effect of the proposed project on San Diego regional GHG
levels, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) EMFAC 2007 vehicle emissions model for the San
Diego Air Basin was used to calculate carbon dioxide 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 Effect’s 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 4.1
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Table 4.1: Average Difference in Regional CO5 Emissions

Alternative | Model | Fuel Efficiency | Diesel Efficiency | Regional Efficiency
Year | Consumption | Fuel Fuel Fuel CO, Annual | CO, |
(gal/day) Savings | Consumption | Savings | AvgEmissions | Savings
(gal/day) | (gal/day) (gal/day) | (tons/day) (tons/day)
2006 2006 | 4,139,840 na 497,950 na 44,940 na
Existing
2030 2030 | 5,866,570 na 655,770 na 64,260 na
No Build
2030 2030 | 5,829,250 37,320 657,040 -1,270 63,910 350
10+4
w/DAR’s
2030 8+4 | 2030 | 5,830,190 36,380 657,150 -1,380 63,920 340
W/DAR’s

Compared to the No Build Alternatives, implementation of the Alternative 10 + 4 Barrier/Buffer is estimated
to reduce 2030 CO, emissions in the San Diego Region by up to 350 tons per day. Compared to the No
Build Alternatives, implementation of the Alternative 8 + 4 Barrier.Buffer 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.

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 onsite 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 include:
e Use low-emission onsite 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.

e Use catalytic converters on gasoline-powered equipment.

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

Traffic & 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.
Comprehensive Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would 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, alternate route strategies.

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 Executive Orders 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. Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s Strategic Growth Plan calls for a
$238.6 billion infrastructure improvement program to fortify the state’s transportation system, education,
housing, and waterways, including $100.7 billion in transportation funding through 2016.>  As shown on the
figure below, 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 of a variety of strategies: system monitoring and evaluation,
maintenance and preservation, smart land use and demand management, and operational improvements.

% Governor's Strategic Growth Plan, Fig. 1 (http:/gov.ca.gov/pdfigov/CSGP.pdf)
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Figure 4-3

As part of the Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006, C’l
http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf), 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 is working closely with
local jurisdictions on planning activities; however, Caltrans does not have local land use planning authority.
Caltrans is also supporting efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the transportation sector by
increasing vehicle fuel economy in new cars, light and heavy-duty trucks; Caltrans is doing this by
supporting on-going 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 EPA and CARB. Lastly, the use of alternative fuels is also
being considered; Caltrans is participating in funding for alternative fuel research at the UC Dauvis.

Table 4.2 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 4.2: Climate Change Strategies

Partnership Estimated CO, Savings (MMT)
Strategy Program Lead IGENCY Method/Process 2010 2020
Intel_'governmental Caltrans | Local Governments Review and seek to mitigate Not Estimated | Not Estimated
Review (IGR) development proposals

Local and regional

Smart Land Use Planning Grants Caltrans | agencies & other | Competitive selection process Not Estimated | Not Estimated
stakeholders
Regional Plans and | Regional Regional plans and application
Blueprint Planning Agencies Caltrans process 0.975 78
Operational
ool & Strategic Growth Plan Caltrans | Regions StateBITS;ECongestionSManagement .007 217

Intelligent Trans. System
(ITS) Deployment

Plan

Mainstream Energy &

Office of Policy Analysis

GHG into Plans and | & Research; Division of | Interdepartmental effort POI'Cy. este}bhshment, guidelines, Not Estimated | Not Estimated
o ) X technical assistance
Projects Environmental Analysis
Educational & Information | Office of Policy Interdepartmental, CalEPA, Analytical report, data collection, . ;
Program Analysis & Research CARB, CEC publication, workshops, outreach NojilEsiimeiel || Neii Esineie
Fleet Greening & Fuel Fleet Replacement 0.0065
Di . ening Division of Equipment Department of General Services | B20 0.0045 0.45
iversification

B100 .0225
Non-vehlcylar Sisigy Csareln Green Action Team Energy Conservation Opportunities 0.117 .34
Conservation Measures Program

. 2.5 % limestone cement mix
Portland Cement Office of Rigid Pavement Cemen.t and  Construction 25% fly ash cement mix 12 3.6
Industries o . .36

> 50% fly ash/slag mix
Goods Movement afoﬁ::ment f Scecs Cal EPA, CARB, BT&H, MPOs | Goods Movement Action Plan Not Estimated | Not Estimated
Total 2.72 18.67
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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, storm
surges and intensity, and the frequency and intensity of wildfires. These changes may affect the
transportation infrastructure in various ways, such as damaging roadbeds by longer periods of intense
heat; increasing storm damage from flooding and erosion; and inundation from rising sea levels. These
effects would 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.

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, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-13-08 which directed a
number of state agencies to address California’s vulnerability to sea level rise caused by climate change.

The California Resources Agency (now the Natural Resources Agency, (Resources Agency)), through the
interagency Climate Action Team, was directed to coordinate with local, regional, state and federal public
and private entities to develop a state Climate Adaptation Strategy. The Climate Adaptation Strategy will
summarize the best known science on climate change impacts to California, assess California's
vulnerability to the identified impacts and then outline solutions that can be implemented within and across
state agencies to promote resiliency.

As part of its development of the Climate Adaptation Strategy, Resources Agency was 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 report is to include:

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

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

e 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 for California.

Furthermore Executive Order S-13-08 directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency to
prepare a report to assess vulnerability of transportation systems to sea level 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.

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. However, all projects that have

filed a Notice of Preparation, and/or are programmed for construction funding the next five years (through
2013), or are routine maintenance projects as of the date of Executive Order S-13-08 may, but are not
required to, consider these planning guidelines. 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. (Executive Order S-13-08 allows some exceptions to this
planning requirement).

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 as part of Governor's
Schwarzenegger's Executive Order on Sea Level Rise and is mobilizing to be able to respond to the
National Academy of Science report on Sea Level Rise Assessment which is due to be released by
December 2010. 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 impacts, 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 would 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.

To the extent that it is applicable or feasible for the project and through coordination with the project
development team, the following measures are included in the project 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
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to help manage the efficiency of the existing
highway system. ITS is commonly referred to as electronics, communications, or
information processing used singly or in combination to improve the efficiency or safety of a
surface transportation system.

2. In addition, Caltrans, SANDAG, participating corporations, and local governments are
providing ridesharing services and park-and-ride facilities to help manage the growth in
demand for highway capacity.

3. The project would incorporate the use of energy efficient lighting, such as LED traffic
signals. LED bulbs — or balls, in the stoplight vernacular — 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 balls themselves consume 10 percent of the electricity of
traditional lights, which would also help reduce the projects CO, emissions.".

SDG&E has adopted thresholds for GHG emissions related to utility relocations based on the South Coast
Air Quality Management District's guidelines of December 2008 and the Air Resources Board's guidelines
of October 2008. The URBEMIS 9.2.4 model is utilized to estimate equipment emissions. SDG&E's
analysis of the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions associated with their utility relocations is included in
Appendix A. The analysis is included in this environmental document in order to allow SDG&E to approve
and proceed with the needed utility relocations to meet the CEQA requirements of the PUC.

" 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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4.7 Mitigation Measures for Significant Impacts under CEQA

Supporting documentation of all CEQA resource evaluation is provided in Chapter 3 of this Draft EIR/EIS.
Discussion of all impacts 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 Noise, Natural Communities and Wetlands for the State.
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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 /-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, and a Major Investment Study. Numerous community meeting 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.

5.1 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:

e March 27, 2001 in Carlsbad

e April 17,2001 in Encinitas

e May 16, 2001 in Del Mar

e June 21, 2001 in Oceanside

Notice of Preparation
On October 20, 2004, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was filed with the San Diego County Clerk, and
distributed to appropriate State and local agencies and organizations. On January 12, 2004, a Notice
of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Registrar in accordance with NEPA. Copies of the NOP
and NOI are included as Figures 5.1.1 and 5.1.2, respectively.

Comments on the NOP were received from the following:

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

o City of Solana Beach (requested analysis of four additional alternatives)

e Morton Printz (requested an extension of the public comment period)

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

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

o California Department of Fish and Game (requests 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 best management practices)

o City of Del Mar (requests traffic improvements/modifications at various intersections)

o City of Carlsbad (requests notification of the availability of the Draft EIR)

¢ Native American Heritage Commission (requests various actions to identify and mitigate project-
related impacts on cultural resources)
e  Willow Design, Inc. (proposes a conceptual study of two independent “side-by-side” freeways)

Notice of Intent

Comments on the NOI were received from the following:

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (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)

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (requests 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 best management practices)

The formal scoping meetings were held in 2004 at the following locations:

Jan. 7 Carlsbad Library - George & Patricia Gowland Meeting Room - 1775 Dove Lane
Jan. 13 Oceanside High School - Multi Purpose Room - 100 S. Horn Street

Jan 27 Encinitas Community Center - Room 142B - 1140 Oakcrest Park Drive

Feb. 10 Solana Beach City Hall - Council Chambers - 635 South Coast Highway 101

Feb. 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

Additional Project Outreach
Two newsletters were sent out and/or made available. The first edition was mailed directly to more than
100,000 addresses within one mile 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.

In October 2006, city staff and private citizens representing Solana Beach, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside met with Caltrans project team members to identify possible mitigation and enhancement
measures to integrate natural and cultural resources into freeway improvements. Basic functions of the
study were identified as “enhance visual characteristics,” and “preserve community character.” The
team developed 71 enhancement strategies to support these functions. Results were presented to
elected officials of each city. These meeting were held:

In San Diego on April 19, 2006 at the Sycamore Ridge School

In Solana Beach with City staff on February 4, 2005 and July 6, 2006

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, the /-5 NCC Project Caltrans Project Management 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

1-5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS
page 5-1



Chapter 5 — Comments and Coordination

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:
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

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

Previously, 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 information
meetings were held between march and June 2001 in Del Mar, Solana Beach, Carlsbad, and Oceanside.
In October 2000, Caltrans, SANDAG, city staff, and private citizens began the process to identify
opportunities for enhancement features that were presented to the elected officials of each city. This
continued with meetings from January 2005 to September 2006 with Caltrans, SANDAG, council and staff
members of the cities to develop the /-5 North Coast Community Enhancement Plan. In addition monthly
traffic working meetings occurred from February 2005 to January 2007 for discussion of the project
between Caltrans staff, city engineers, and planning personnel.

5.2 Project Development Team Meetings

An [-5 North Coast Project Development Team (PDT) meeting 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 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association / National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA/NMFS)
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)

California Coastal Commission (CCC)

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

San Diego Association of Governments (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.

On April 27, 2004 FHWA invited USEPA, USFWS, ACOE, and NOAA/NMFS to become cooperating
agencies. On May 20, 2004 USEPA declined invitation to participate as a cooperating agency, since
USEPA is participation via the NEPA 404 MOU process (see Section 5.3). FHWA received agreement to
participate as a cooperating agency from USFWS, ACOE, and NOAA/NMFS. On May 3, 2010 FHWA sent
an invitation and subsequently received agreement to participate as a cooperating agency from the US
Coast Guard.

5.3 NEPA - Section 404 Integration Process

On December 10, 2004, Caltrans signed an interagency Memorandum of Understanding (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, ACOE, and EPA, 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 Draft EIR/EIS. The Preliminary Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) Determination and Conceptual Mitigation Plan would be discussed for
concurrence after document circulation.

The consolidation of these processes provide for more timely decision making while improving the over all
quality of those decisions. Caltrans coordination efforts included inviting for consultation non-signatory
State Regulatory Agencies: the CDFG, 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 EPA, ACOE and USFWS (Figures 5-1 to 5-12). The Table 5.1 below provides the
dates of the NEPA/404 meetings held during the project development process.
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Table 5.1: NEPA/404 Consultation and Coordination

Date Topic(s)

11/12/2003 Kickoff Meeting

3/3/2004 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need

4/20/2004 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, and Project
Alternatives

5/20/2004 Received EPA letter that declined FHWA's invitation to participate as a cooperating agency,
since EPA is participating via the NEPA 404 MOU process

7/28/2004 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project Alternatives,
Lagoon Restoration, and list of proposed projects with independent utility and logical termini (I-
5/SR-56 and |-5 /Lomas Santa Fe)

9/28/2004 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, and Project
Alternatives

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

Alternatives

December and

Concurrence with Purpose and Need: ACOE 1/19/2005; EPA 1/10/2004(sic]; USFWS

January 2005 1/3/2005; NOAA 12/17/2004;

1/20/2005 Field Review. Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, and Project Alternatives

3/23/2005 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project Alternatives,
and Biological resources

4/27/05 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project Alternatives,

Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan and Proposed projects with independent utility and
logical termini (I-5 HOV Extension and |-5/Genesee Interchange)

May and June 2005

Concurrence with Screening Criteria: ACOE 6/29/2005; USFWS 5/25/2005; EPA 5/23/2005
and NOAA 5/19/2005

9/13/2005 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project Alternatives,
Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan

October 2005 Concurrence with |-5/ Genesee Project as independent from the /-5 NCC Project USFWS
11/1/2005; ACOE 10/26/2005; EPA 10/26/2005; NOAA 10/21/2005

11/15/2005 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project Alternatives,
Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan

11/15/2005 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project Alternatives,
Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan

1/19/2006 Meeting discussed: Lagoon Restoration and Coastal Habitat

3/30/2006 Meeting discussed: Lagoon restoration, Opportunities and Constraints for future community
enhancements

6/6/2006 Meeting discussed: Purpose and Need, Criteria for Alternative Selection, Project Alternatives,
Lagoon Restoration for mitigation plan and Proposed projects

8/1/2006 Meeting discussed: Geotechnical investigation, Coastal access, and lagoon restoration

August 2006 Concurrence with Range of Alternatives: EPA (not dated); USFWS 8/24/2006; ACOE
8/21/2006; NOAA 8/7/2006

9/21/2006 Meeting discussed: San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation
Plan - Habitat Enhancement and Restoration Proposals

6/6/2007 Meeting discussed: Lagoon restoration, proposed projects with independent utility and logical
termini (1-805 DAR with HOV Extension), and Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA)
discussion

July 2007 Concurrence with [-805 DAR with HOV Extension as independent from the /-5 NCC Project;
NOAA 7/10/07; USFWS 6/6/2007; Verbal at meeting 5/22/08 EPA, and ACOE

5/22/08 Meeting discussed: /-5 NCC Project Status, status of other projects along I-5, coordination with

mass transit and not to preclude LOSSAN, lagoons, and wildlife corridors

5.4 Additional Consultation and Coordination with Public Agencies

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 the Coastal Commission staff have met bi-monthly
separate 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 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 Coastal Commission staff member was assigned fulltime for this project
has attended the bi-monthly PWP/TREP meetings.

Concurrence on Proposed Section 4(f) De Minimis Use

SAFETEA-LU Section 6009(a) 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 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 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 (currently
this is included in the public comment period for the /-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 3.3, 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, ACOE, NOAA/NMFS,
CDFG, RWQCB, CCC, SHPO, NAHC, Camp Pendleton, and the Cities of San Diego; Del Mar; Solana
Beach; Encinitas; Carlsbad; and Oceanside. FHWA and Caltrans has 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. Continuing efforts
between FHWA and Caltrans these cities to work cooperatively to avoid conflicts with state transportation
facilities are ongoing.
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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 National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources (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 Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) is
submitted to the SHPO to: (1) document the Native American consultation efforts; (2) identify cultural
resources within a project's Area of Potential Effects (APE); (3) seek its concurrence on NRHP and CRHR
eligibility determinations; (4) identify project effects to eligible resources; and (5) propose methods to
resolve adverse effects to eligible resources.

Table 5.2: SHPO Consultation and Coordination

Date Topic(s)

March 16, 2007 Caltrans submits HPSR and technical studies to SHPO for review and concurrence on
eligibility determinations

April 29, 2007 SHPO requests 30-day extension to complete HPSR review

July 2, 2007 No SHPO response; Caltrans notifies SHPO it is moving forward in the Section 106 process

December 4, 2007 Caltrans submits Finding of Effect (FOE) document to FHWA for review

December 27, 2007 | FHWA concurs in FOE findings and forwards document to SHPO for its review

March 17, 2008 SHPO concurs in FOE findings

The next step in the Section 106 consultation with the SHPO would involve preparation of a Memorandum
of Agreement (MOA) to outline how FHWA and Caltrans would mitigate for adverse effects to two
prehistoric archaeological sites within the project's APE. A MOA is in preparation and would be signed and
executed prior to the Final EIR/EIS. The MOA would define the roles and responsibilities of the FHWA,
SHPO, Caltrans, and Native America representatives in the undertaking. The MOA would also provide
opportunities for concurring parties to be signatories to the document that would carry out its stipulations.
The MOA would outline how any project effects to historic properties/historical resources would be
addressed prior to completion of construction.

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 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. Consultation would continue until all project-related activities have been completed.

Table 5.3: NAHC and Native American Consultation and Coordination

Date

Topic(s)

2002 through 2006

Native tribes contacted to provide monitors for archaeological test excavations; monitors
present during all subsurface excavation efforts

November 2, 2004

NAHC reply; sacred lands search is negative; a list of contacts is provided

August 5, 2005

Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation contacts Caltrans; requests monitors be present
during any subsurface investigations

November 14, 2005

Caltrans requests an updated list of appropriate Native American groups/individuals in the
project region

November 20, 2005

Kwaaymii/Laguna band monitors Carmen Lucsas sends CA-SDI-16639 letter and
Photographs from monitoring effort.

December 4, 2005

Kumeyaay Monitor Clint Linton sent letter documenting monitoring effort for site CA-SDI-4553.

December 18, 2005

Kwaaymii/Laguna band monitors Carmen Lucsas sends CA-SDI-12121 letter and
Photographs from monitoring effort.

January 13, 2006

Letters sent to tribes/individuals identified by NAHC seeking their input on information
regarding cultural issues within the project’s footprint

January 20, 2006

Pala Band of Mission Indians replies; informs Caltrans project is outside their traditional
territory

January 26, 2006

Native American Cultural Resource Consultation replies; requests Native American monitors
be present during construction

March 12, 2006

Soboba Band of Mission Indians replies; suggests consultation with other Luisefio tribes
closer to the project area

July 27, 2006

Caltrans meets with Mel Vernon a Luisefio Educator and Ruth Calac a Luisefio, to discuss;
project, avoidance procedures, and the interpretive display at the scenic overlook.

September 22, 2006

Kwaaymii/Laguna Band of Indians sends Caltrans Native American monitor report for CA-SDI-
17928

December 14, 2006

Caltrans letter to Kumeyaay Cultural repatriation Committee (KCRC); request a meeting to
arrange for repatriation of one human bone from archaeological site CA-SDI-17928

January 12, 2007

Human bone repatriated to KCRC

March 14, 2007

Caltrans met with Kwaaymii and KCRC,; field visit to CA-SDI-17928

May 23, 2007 Kwaaymii representative approves soundwall for portion of CA-SDI-12670 to be adversely
affected
May 24, 2007 Caltrans contacts NAHC for Most Likely Descendant for CA-SDI-12670 if soundwall is

constructed there

June 25, 2008

Letter from Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) in response to undertaking
notification declining to participate in Section 106 process (see Figure 5-4).

August 7, 2008

Caltrans meets KCRC to present Archaeological Treatment Plans for CA-SDI-12670 and CA-
SDI-17928
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION

oy
To;  County Glark From; California Dept, of Transpartation
County Administration Centar _

1600 Pacilic Highway, Room 260 Dhstrict 11

2629 Juan Straet

San Olego CA 92101 - San Dwego, CA 92110

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Rotornos; Cabors Codo of Reguiations, Title 14, (CEQA Guidelined) Sections 15002(8), 15109,
18375,

Project Title: Morth Coast Intorstate 5 Coridor Profect

Progect Location: Qn Intersinte § from Lo Joli Village Drive in S8n Disgo norh along |-5 to
k'.lnlgm_m n Dceansids, Calforma and on Inerstates 806 from just north of Mirs Mesq
Blved to the Interstate ﬂ 14t BOG margs,

Project Description: M_mm HOV) lands in eagh
diroction along the corridar, Ome gen: |'|n in gach dueclnq_:nay_nj;p_lzq_mmum
lzn_Mgmmum-: Foad o State Route IE The umecl would also include interchangs
improvemants and auxiliary lanes whars noaded and approximataly Hve direct Access rAMPE
DARs) to allow transit vahicles and oam: a transition point infe he HOV lanas

This is to inform you that the Califernia Dy of T in with tha
Fadaral Highway Administration will ba the lead agency and will prepare an environmantal
impact reportstatoment (EIRVEIS) for the projact described within this notice. Your participation
asa agency is e In the and raview of this document,

We nied 1o know the views of your agancy as 10 tho scope and content of the anviranmantal
information that ks genmans 1o your agency’s statutory responsibifities in connedtion with the
proposed profect. Your agency will need to usa the EIR prepared by our agoncy when
ponsidenng vour pammit of other approval actions for the project,

A mora detailed projoot description, location map, and the potential environmanial alfects arm
contained in the altached maternals.

A copy of the Initial Study (__is) {_X_is nol) altached

Dua te the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the carliast posaitile
date but not later than 30 daya after recoipt of this notica.

Ploase direct your responee to _Jason A, Raynolds, Chiel:Environmontal Analysis Bransh A, M3
46 Talephone _(§58) B16-6609 _ at the address shown abova. Please supply us wnh tha narma

10f & CONAST parson in your agency.

Data ---.fJ. _/:-,g

Signature : Al -
Title

ner 2 02004

A

DEPuTY

[4910-22]

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of Intent

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this notice to advise the public that an environmental impact
statement will be prepared for a proposed highway project in San Diego County, California.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Cesar Perez, South Region Team Leader,
Federal Highway Administration, 650 Capitol Mall Suite 4-100, Sacramento, California 95814,
Telephone: (916) 498-5065.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FHWA, in cooperation with the California
Department of Transportation will prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) on a
proposal to improve Interstate 5 (I-5) in San Diego County, California. The proposed
improvement would involve the addition of high 'y vehicle (HOV) lanes/M:
Lanes and general purpose lanes to existing I-5 from the City of San Diego to the City of
Oceanside for a distance of approximately 28 miles.

Improvements to the corridor are considered necessary to provide for the existing and projected
traffic demand. Also, included in this proposal are the addition of auxiliary lanes, direct access
ramps (DARs), and interchange improvements where needed. Alternatives under consideration
include (1) taking no action; (2) adding two HOV lanes in each direction plus one general
purpose lane in each direction. Incorporated into and studied with the build alternative will be
design variations at the six lagoons along the corridor. Alternatives associated with those areas
will include (1) retaining walls within existing fill slopes; (2) widening on existing fill slopes; (3)
removing existing fill in lagoons and bridging the lagoons; (4) elevated HOV lanes on an
independent structure.

Letters describing the proposed action and soliciting comments will be sent to appropriate
Federal, State, and local agencies, and to private organizations and citizens who have previously
expressed or are known to have interest in this proposal. A series of public scoping meetings
will be held in each city along the north coast I-5 corridor between January and February 2003.
Public notice will be provided indicating the time and place of the scoping meetings.

To ensure that Lhe full range of issues related to this proposed action are addressed and all
significant issues identi and ions are invited from all interested parties.
Comments or questions concerning this proposed action and the EIS should be directed to the
FHWA at the address provided above.

(Catalog of Federal Domestlc Asslslance Program Number 20.205, Highway Planning and
The 1 ing Executive Order 12372 regarding
intergovernmental consultation on Federal programs and activities apply to this program.)

Issued on: January 5, 2004

/s/ Cesar E. Perez

Cesar E. Perez
South Region Team Leader

Figure 5-2.1: Notice of Preparation

Figure 5-2.2: Notice of Intent
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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-3819.4 -JAN- 3 2005

Mr. Cesar E. Perez

Team Leader — South Region

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 Purpose and
Need N

Dear Mr. Perez:

‘We are responding to your December 10, 2004, letter, received on December 14, 2004,
requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) concurrence through the National
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 final version of the Purpose and Need for the North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor
Project.

The Service has been extensively involved in the p ping process and of the
Purpose and Need for the North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor Project. The Service concurs with
the December 10, 2004, version of the Purpose and Need for the North Coast Interstate 5
Corridor Project.

TAKE PRIDE’
INAMERICA

Mr. Cesar E Perez (FWS-SDG-3819.4)

If you have any questions or concerns about this letter, please contact John DiGregoria of my
staff at'(760) 431-9440.

Sincerely,

Therese O’Ro '
Assistant Field Supervisor

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

LN

.(w

-

oo,

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southwest Region

501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200

Long Beach, California 90802- 4213

e
oy

rares of

DEC 17 2004 FISWR4:WBC

Mr. Charles Stoll

Deputy Director Environmental Division, District 11
California Department of Transportation

P.0. Box 85406

San Diego, California 92186-5406

Dear Mr Stoll:

This letter is in response to your request seeking concurrence with the purpose and need
for the North 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.hoffman@noaa.gov.
Sincerely,
Valerie L. Chambers
Assistant Regional Administrator
for Habitat Conservation
cc:

USFWS - Carlsbad (John DiGregoria)
EPA - San Francisce (Connell Dunning)
EPA - San Francisco (Elizabeth Goldmann)
COE - Los Angeles (Stephanie Hall)

Figure 5-3.1: USFWS Concurrence with Purpose and Need

Figure 5-3.2: NOAA/MNFS Concurrence on Purpose and Need

1-5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325

January 19, 2005
REPLYTO
ATTENTION OF:
Office of the Chief
Regulatory Branch

Charles Stoll

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

San Diego, California 92186-5406

Dear Mr. Stoll:

This letter is in response to your request of December 10, 2004, for concurrence on the
Purpose and Need statement for the North Coast Interstate 5 (I-5) Corridor Project. This
request is pursuant to Appendix A of the National Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act,
Section 404 ion Process dum of Und ding (NEPA /404MOU).

The Corps has participated with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and other regulatory agencies in the
development of a supportable purpose and need statement. The Corps concurs with the-project
Purpose and Need as presented in the document entitled “North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor
Project, “ dated December 10, 2004. We support the overall project purpose statement presented
below, which will be used to help develop and screen the alternatives that will be evaluated in
an environmental impact 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 or people and goods for the planning
design year of 2030.

More specifically, the project objectives 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/for enhance the human and natural environment along the I-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 ives for i to both NEPA and

Section 404. Under Appendix A of the NEPA /404 MOU, we will be asked to concur on both
the screening 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.
Please refer to this letter and 200401089-SJH in your reply.

Sincerely,

Puwaen ]

David ]. Castanon
Acting Chief, Regulatory Branch

cc
USFWS - Carlsbad (John DiGregoria)

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

TN
Rt

;f é UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
> < REGION IX
e ppon 75 Hawthome Street

$San Francisco, CA 941053901

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 D ber 10, 2004 for 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 cfforts 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 5-3.3: ACOE Concurrence with Purpose and Need

Figure 5-3.4: EPA Concurrence with Purpose and Need

I-5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS
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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 level meeting was d 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 integration
process continues.

Other Federal Mitigation Efforts
Several mitigation projects that were established as permining i for other

federal projects occur within the footprint of the proposed project, ing the B;
Lagoon Enhancement Project and the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) Marine

Program. The i Laguon Ent Project is one of the largest wetland
projects undertaken as ion for a port project in the United States and was
loped as a i to mitigate lost in the Outer Los Angeles Harbor due to

d:edgmg and construction. The SONGS Marine Mmgatlon Program is an environmental
program ped to mitigate 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

the i impl ion of these

‘We are pleased that the Purpose and Need statement indicates that Caltrans and FHWA
“will seek to not impede these efforts and will ldenufy opportunities to offset potemlal pro;ect
impacts to the i extent i and that “ent to the condil
sensitive envi 1 habitat will be incorp d, where feasible and practicable when
considering cost, logﬁncs, and technology.” This supports the objective of “protecting and/or
hancing the natural and conveys the transportation agencies’ intentions to
protect the coastal lagoon during project develop

Thank you for this opp ity to participate in the d 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 alse contact Connell Dunning at 415-947-4161
(dunning. gov) or Elizabeth Gold at 415-972-3398
(goldmann.clizabeth@epa.gov).

Sincerely,

Lisa’B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activities Office

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

08/24/2008

238 FAX T804318502 __ US FISH AND WILDLIFE ooz

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Carlshad Fith snd Wildlife Office

6010 Hidden Valley Road

Carlebad, Callfiornia 92011
In Reply Refer To:
FWS-5DO-3819.9

AUG 2 4 2008
Ms. Susanne Glasgow
Deputy District Direcior
Environmental Division
Depanment of Transporiation
2529 Juan Street
P.0. Box 85406, M.S. 46
San Diego, Califomia 92110
Subject: Concurrence on Range of Alternatives for North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor
Project

Dear Ms. Glasgow:

The U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your letier dated August 1, 2006,
requesting our concumence on the range Dflhﬂ'ﬂ.lh\‘ﬁ for the Narth Coast Interstate 5 Cormidor
Project 1o be i in the draft 11 Those fves include
the 1044 with Buffer, 10+4 with Barrier, 8+4 with Buffer, 844 with Barrier, and the No Build
Aliemative, You have also requested our concurrence on the removal of the B+2HOV aliemative
from fusther review,

Information provided during previous meetings has givea details on the reason for dropping the
8+2HOV alternative. The Service concurs with removing the 8+42HOV altemative from furtber
consideration dus to the projects futility in meeting future traffic needs. Also, the Service
concurs on the list of al jves for further and ges that  number of
projects would continoe 1o go forth in the No Build Altemative scenario,

If you have any questions with regards 1o this letter please contact Kurt Roblek of my staff (760-

4319440, ext. 308).
Thérese D'l\ﬁ{k?j

Assistant Field Supervisar

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

‘TAKE PRIDE'
INAMERICA

Figure 5.3.4: (cont.) Figure 5.3.5: USFWS Concurrence with Range of Alternatives
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vt UNITED STATES DEFARTMENT OF COMMERCE
'#. z | Matlonal Ooesnic snd Atmospheric Administraticn
\.'I.rf MATIONAL MARINE FISHERIZS SERVICE
ey
| Southwest Regean

501 VWost Owan Baulevard, Suite 8200

Lang Baach, California 80802 @213

F/SWR4:RSIT
Mg 7 06
Ms. Susanne Glasgow
Deputy District Director
Enviranmental Division
Department of Transportalion
2829 Juan Strect
P.0O. Box 85406, M.S. 46
San Diego, California 92110

Dear Ms. Glasgow:

NOAA's Natiomal Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed your letter of August |, 2006,
wm\h seeks our concurrence on  range of project altematives 1o be considered in the d.mﬂ

| Tmpact St Report (DEIS/R) for the North Const Interstate 3 (1-5) Comider
Project. Those altemnatives include the 1044 with Bulfer, 10+4 with Barrier, 8+4 with Buffer,
8+4 wilh Bumier, and the No Build ai Furthermore, you have Qar
concurrence with the removal of the 8+2HOV alterative from [urther vonsideration.

As a cansequence of a series of meelings where sdditional information was provided to justify
those altermtives selected o be carried forward during the development of the DEIS/R, NMFS
concurs with your proposed range of altematives. In addition, we eoncur with your decision to
remove the 8+2HOV from further consideration.

Should you have any questions regarding our commants, pleass contact me at 562-980-3043 or
vie email at: bob,hoTiy (Enoaa. gov.

Sueerely.

VALl

Rohert 8. Moffman
Aszislant Regional Adminisirator
For Habitat Conservation

cc:

EPA - Connel Dunning
EPA - Elizabeth Goldniann
o tephanie J. Hall
USFWS - Kurt Rohlek

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325

REPLYTO August 21, 2006

Office of the Chief
Regulatory Branch

California Department of Transportation, District 11
Attention: Susanne Glasgow, Deputy District Director
Environmental Division, MS-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 q revised and itted on August 1, 2006.

the ity for on this project, and pursuant
to the Nahunal 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 analysxs in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Report (EIS/EIR). Your ittal also ion of the “No Build
Alternative”, as well as projects that would be mdcpendent from the I-5 Corridor Project.

The “Range of Alternatives” to be carried forward in the Draft EIS/EIR includes the
following: the 10+4 with Buffer Alternative, the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative, the 8+4 with

Buffer Alternative, and the 8+4 with Barrier Al ive. The “No Build Al ives” include
the I-5/1-805 Widening, I-5/Genesee Avenue Interchange, I-5 Mid-Coast Free Improvements, I-
805 North SR-56 Imp: , SR-78 and the LOSSAN Rail

Impmvements Projects that would be mcorporabed 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 Comdor Pro;ect

include the Sorrento Valley Road/Rosell Sh- et, Bir
Leucadia auxiliary lane, Encini d, and 1-5/SR-78 C projects. The I- 5/SR -56
Freeway Connectors, the Lomas Santa Fe t and the HOV E: ion between San

Dieguito River and San Elijo Lagoon Bridge are considered separate projects and would
proceed independently.

The next step in the NEPA/404 Integration Process is the preparation of the project Draft
EIS/EIR. The Corps values our role as a Cooperatmg Agency for the pmposed project and the
ity to provide i input and with regard to
n-gomg project efforts. If you have any questions, please contact Stephame] Hall of my staff
at (213) 452-3410. Please refer to this letter and 200401089-SJH in your reply.

Sincerely,

Byl

David J. Castanon
Chief, Regulatory Branch

o

EPA-San Francisco (Connell Dunning)
EPA-San Francisco (Elizabeth Goldmann)
'USFWS-Carlsbad (Kurt Roblek)
NOAA-Long Beach (Bob Hoffman)

Figure 5-3.6: NOAA/NMFS Concurrence with Range of Alternatives Figure 5-3.7: ACOE Concurrence with Range of Alternatives
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ey
1@ H UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

B, 5 REGION

ottt 75 Hawthome Streat
San Franciseo, CA 84105-3901

Lisa Catheart-Randall Suzanne Glasgow

Team Leader - South Region California Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration Distries 11, M5-242

650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100 4050 Taylor Steet

Sacramento, CA 95814 San Diega, CA 92110

Subject: C on Range of Al ives for North Coast -5 Corridor Project

Dear Ms. Catheart-Randall and Ms, Glasgow

This lenter responds to your dated August 1, 2006 letter requesting concurrence on Range
of Altemative 1o be analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the North
Coast |-5 Corridor Frojeet in Sun Diego, CA (enclosed). The request is pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act Scction 404 Inicgration Process Memorandum of’
Understanding, 2006 (WEPA/AD4 MOLT).

The U5, Environmentzl Protection Agency (EPA) affers its concurrence on the Range of
Alermatives listed below and further described in the enclused August 1, 2006 letrer. As

discussed in the I-5 Corridor Project Intergency mectings, thésc aliernatives will be analyzed in
the Draft EIS to be completed for this project:

1044 with Buffer Altemative
10+4 with Barrier Allemative
844 with Buffer Alternative
B4+4 with Barrier Aliemative

‘We commend the California Department of Transpontation (Cpltrns) and Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) for responding to our concerns regarding other projects within
the I-5 Comidor {see enclosed table, Propesed Profects Along North Coast Interstate 5
Carridor). As noted in previous interapency meetings, EPA, s well as U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, 1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Marine Fisheries Service, have
expressed concerns that decisions resulting from other projects within the study area along [-3
may preclude the ideration of a range of ble al ives for the North Coast 1.5
Corridor Project. Caltrans and FHWA have provided sdditi on the indef
utility and logieal termini for these projects, including information on whether they would
preclude evaluation of alternatives for -5, We have agreed with the independent utility of the
5/36 Freeway Connectors, the Lomas Santa Fe Interchange, and the HOV Extension between
San Dieguilo River and San Elijo Lagoon Bridge. We agree with the decision to either
incorporate the an alysis of the Serrenie Valley R Street,

Dirmingham to Leucadia auxiliary lane, Encinitas Baal, d, and 578 indo the

Pristed on Resyobed Fager

analysis of the Nonh Coast project, or 10 analyze the projects separately after a decision is
rendered on the North Coast project.

We note that during Interagency meetings, the California Coastal Commission has
continued 1o mise concerns related to the potential impects to coastal resources from the
proposed project alternatives. We encourage Caltrans and FHWA 1o continue coordinating with
the Califormia Coastal Comumission regarding its concerms, and suppart inclusion af any
additional design modificstions to further avoid and minimize constal impacts. We also support
additional altematives be analyzed in the Draft IS should a broader range of alternatives be
needed to sutisly state requirements.

As 8 next step, and as described in the NEPA/404 MOU, EPA will review the Drafi EIS.
We are available to eontinue working with the Interagency Group to fusther refine the design of
project alternatives (o increase messures W avoid and minimize impacts 1o resources. [n addition,
we would like t continue being involved in conceplual mitigation discussions.

Thank you for requesting our concurrence on the range of aliemnatives to be analyzed in
the Droft EIS. 1F you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (415) 972-3988 or
Coanell Dunning of my saff i (415) 9%47-4161 or at Dunning.Connellf@epa.gov.

Sineerely, )
ﬁw wekl Mo -:}1,;-
\;:g Duane James, Manager e
Environmental Review Office

Enclosure:  Calrans Request for Concumence

Ce: “Suzanne Glusgow, Culifornia Depertment of Transporiation
Tami Grove, California Coastal Commission
Pim Beare, Califomia Department of Fish and Game
Stephanie Hall, U.S. Army Corps of Enginsers
Kun Roblek, U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service
Fob Hoffman, National Oceanic and Aimospheric Adminiswation
Hichard Chavez, SANDAG

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 25 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
Critetia

Dear Mr. Fong:

‘We are responding to your April 28, 2005, electronic mail message received on ‘fpril 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, Califomi_a, 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 2
INAMERICA

Figure 5-3.8: EPA Concurrence with Range of Alternatives

Figure 5-3.9: USFWS Concurrence with Range of Alternatives
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= Mr. Gene K. Fomg (FW5-SDG-3819.7) 2

If you have any questions or concems about this comespondence, please 1 John Di i
v iGire
of my staff a1 (T60) 431-9440, extension 208, e s e

Sincerely,

O fos

Therese O"Rourke
Assistant Field Supervisor

ce: Charles "Muggs” Stoll, Deputy District Director Environmental Division, Caltrans.
District 11 Office

J(Jnunbv‘
H W ® | UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT DF CDMMERCE
A (5 DOceanic and

o NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Tares of Southwest Region
501 West Ocean Bouleverd, Suits 4200
Long Beach, California 908024213

MAY 19 2005 F/SWR4:RSH

Mr. Charles Stoll

Deputy Director Environmental Division, District 11
California Department of Transportation

P.0. Box 85406

San Diego, California 92186-5406

Dear Mr Stoll:

This letter is in response to your request seeking concurrence with the April 27, 2005,
version of the screening criteria for the North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor Project.
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service concurs with those criteria.

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.hoffman@noaa.gov.

Sincerely,

(At

Valerie L. Chambers
Assistant Regional Administrator
for Habitat Conservation

cc:

USFWS - Carlsbad (John DiGregoria)
EPA - San Francisco (Connell Dunning)
EPA - San Francisco (Elizabeth Goldmann)
COE - Los Angeles (Stephanie Halt)
FHWA — Sacramento (Cesar Perez)

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 80053-2325

June 29, 2005
REPLYTO
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 provides ion criteria and 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
plarmed 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 arange of reasonable alternatives for the North Coast I-5 Corridor Project.
Although suppl ion 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 5.3.9: (cont.)

Figure 5.3.10: NOAA/NMFS Concurrence with Criteria Matrix

Figure 5.3.11: ACOE Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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Once again,

we appreciate this opportunity f inued i "
development of PP! PP ity for continued involvement in the

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,
|& A

David J. Castanon
Chief, Regulatory Branch )
cc
EPA (Connell Dunning)
EPA (Elizabeth Goldmann)
USFWS (John DiGregoria)
NOAA (Robert Hoffman)
Caltrans (Gladys Baird)
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U.S.EPA/OFA
T
gw :g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
o @c‘i REGION IX
"

75 Hawthome Strest
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

May 23, 2005

Cesar E. Perez

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

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

Dear Mr. Perez:

This responds to your letter, dated April 20, 2005, requesting concurrence on Screening
Criteria for the North Coast I-5 Corridor Project in San Diego, CA. The request is pursuant o
Appendix A of the National Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration
Process Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/404 MOU).

EPA offers our concurrence on the Screening Criteria as they are presented in the
enclosed document entitled, “Screening Criteria Table - North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor
Project,” as revised and sent on April 28, 2005. As discussed in the I-5 Corridor Project Agency
Meetings, these screening criteria will be used to narrow the broad set of initial alternatives to a
final set of ives for detailed in the Draft Envi ! Impact S
(EIS). 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 ions to minimi i | impacts through this process.

The screening criteria, as defined here, should form the basis for a revised set of criteria,
which will be used to evaluate alternatives in the Draft and Final EIS. This evaluation will
It lead to selection of & d alternative. We expect that this latter set of criteria will
rely on more detailed i ion for envi. | impacts, g lly not available at this early
stage. Your excellent work on these screening criteria forms a solid basis for the final criteria to
be included in the Draft EIS.

As a next step, and as described in the NEPA/404 MOU, we will work with FHWA and
the other project sponsors to identifying a range of alternatives to be included in the Draft EIS.
‘We also look forward to coordination on EPA’s concerns regarding the independent utility of
multiple projects planned along the I-5 Corridor. As noted in previous interagency meetings,
EPA as well as Army Corps of Engineers, Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Marine
Fisheries Service, have expressed concerns that decisions resulting from these projects may
preclude the ideration of a range of alternatives for the North Coast I-5 Corridor

Printed on Recycled Paper

@oo1
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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. We have agreed with the independent utility of the
State Route 56 Improvement Project in the City of San Diego but have remaining concerns with
several interchange projects along the corridor, especially at Manchester. EPA is meeting with
FHWA 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 FHFWA on this matter.

Thank you for requesting our agreement on Screening Criteria to identify alternatives that
will be analyzed in the Draft EIS, If you have any questions or comments, please contact me or
Connell Dunning of my staff at (415) 947-4161 or at Dunning.Connell@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Nova Blazej, Acting Manager
Environmental Review Office

Enclosure: Screening Criteria Table
Cc:  Charles “Muggs” Stoll, California Department of Transportation
John DiGregoria, Fish and Wildlife Service
Stephanie Hall, Army Corps of Engineers
Bob Hoffman, National Marine Fisheries Service
Tami Grove, California Coastal Commission
Pam Beare, California Department of Fish and Game

Figure 5.3.11: (cont.)

Figure 5.3.12: EPA Concurrence with Criteria Matrix
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1. Traffic Flow and Congestion Relief

U.5.EPA/OFA @ooa

) Screening Criteria Table - North Coast Interstate 5 Corridor Project
Evaluation Criteria Measured

Parameter

Tatal hours of vehicle travel; daily vehicle hours of delay
compared to No Build; LOS (A, B, C ...); Peak Period Miles of
LOS F; Origin-Destination Travel Times along I-Scorrid

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE GENCY
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.0. BOX 942896
SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001
(916) 653-6624 Fax: (916) 653-9824
@ohp park

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, G

2. Compatible with futwre bus rapid transit and
modal opti

Accommodate mass transit included in 2030 RTP

+ 3, Impacts to FEMA 100-year floodplains

4. Impacts to Waters of the U8, including
wetlands and coastal lagoons

Acres
Acres directly and indirectly affected

5. Impacts to Waters of the State including

Acres directly and indirectly affected

wetlands
6. Impacts to Coastal Commission wetlands

Acres directly and indirectly affected

7. Impascts to transitional/upland habitats
associated with wetlands and shading of wetlands
8. Iu_‘nl:tl to Federal and State T and E plant

Acres permanently and temporarily affecied

Effects on hydrology (sedimentation) and tidal circulation

Species directly and indirectly affected

| Species
9 Iulmgum Federal and State T and E snimals
species

Species directly and indirectly affected

10. Impacts to Federal and State listed T and E
habitat

Acres of habitat directly and indirecily affected

11 Impacis to existing permitted restoration
efforts

Acres of existing restoration efforts direcily and indirectly affecied

12. Impacts to biclogical core areas and linkages
including thoss in NCCP arcas

YeuNo

13, Economic impacts to the region

Hours of delay times average cost per hour of delay

14, Impacts to Environmental Justice communities

YesNo, number of communities affected

15, Residential units displaced
T6. Commanity Connectivity

Number of residential units

Number and type of facility that can restore connectivity

17. Busincsses displaced
18. New Right of Way

Number of businesses

Acres acquired

19, Project Cost-including Right of Way
scquisition and construction

Total Cost (in mallions)

20, Estimated biological mitigation costs

Total Cost/Acre

21. Number of 4(1) resources aifected

Name/type of resource/acres affoctcd

22. Eligible and listed cultural resource sites
affected

Number of cligible and number of listed sites

23, Noise Lmy
24. Visual Impacts

Number of receptor sites that exceed Noise Abatement Criteria

natage of wal
Effects an public views of ocean/scenic resource areas

25, Median planting remain

YesMNo and type of planting

32. Air Quality

26. Mature Tree Removal Number and type of wees
27, Mainlainability of Facilly High/Medim/Low
28, Geometric Design Standands Number of design exceptiona/lype
9. Consistency with lacal land use and Plans non-conforming
circulntion plans
Water Quality Standards
Number of known sites

the freeway and nu VMT

sz

Numiber of residences and sensitive receptors within 100 meters of
the frecwy and numberof VMT |

www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

March 17, 2008 Reply To: FHWA070320A
Gene K. Fong, Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration

California Division

650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Finding of Effect for the Proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor Project, San Diego
County, CA

Dear Mr. Fong:

Thank you for consulting with me about the subject undertaking in accordance with the
Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and
the California Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the
Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (PA).

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requested a finding of effect for the above
cited undertaking. An inventory and determinations of eligibilities had been previously
forwarded for our comments.

The undertaking will affect both archeological and built environment resources. While
effects to most historic properties can be avoided either by conditions or design, two
archeological properties will be adversely affected. While Caltrans’ request makes
various effects determination, the undertaking will have an adverse effect. | concur with
this finding.

The adverse effects to the two archeological sites are the results of construction of
sound walls. Caltrans proposes to mitigate these effects through data recovery and
design of the sound walls. The sound walls are proposed in portions of the sites which
show evidence of surface and to some extent, subsurface disturbance. The walls have
been designed to limit deep disturbance through placement of footings every eight feet
rather than continuous. Data recovery will be limited to the ADI and will focus on those
areas where footings are proposed and the most intact archeological resources are
present.

Caltrans has included an ESA Action Plan, two research designs and a draft MOA with
their finding of effect. The research designs and the ESA Action Plan seem reasonable.
My only question is why these three separate documents are not incorporated into a
single historic property treatment plan? Caltrans proposes to add the ESA Action Plan

Mr. Fong
March 17, 2008
Page 2 of 2

as a construction stipulation, but for the purposes of the MOA, it would be cleaner and
simpler to incorporate all of these documents into a single plan.

The MOA would benefit from three major changes. First, does FHWA plan to
participate in this MOA or should it be formatted for Caltrans to participate as the
Agency Official? If the latter is the case, the MOA should include reference to the MOU
delegating Caltrans such authority. Second, as noted above, by incorporating the two
research designs and ESA Action Plan into a single Historic Property Treatment Plan
would make the MOA much simpler. The HPTP could be become an appendix to the
MOA and the citation could provide for changes to the plan without amending the MOA.
Reference to treatment of individual properties would be added to the plan and not
called out in the MOA. Finally, the MOA should use standard administrative stipulations
which are found in most of OHPs MOAs and PAs rather than the ones proposed. Other
editorial changes are necessary such as Caltrans agreeing to implement the stipulations
of the agreement document.

In summary, given the limited nature of the adverse effects, the proposed treatment of
historic properties is reasonable.

Thank you for considering historic properties as part of your project planning. If you
have any questions, please contact Dwight Dutschke of my staff at your earliest
convenience at (916) 653-9134 or e-mail at ddutschke@parks.ca.gov or Natalie Lindquist
at (916) 654-0631 or e-mail at nlindquist@parks.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer

Figure 5-3.12: (cont.)

Figure 5-4.1: SHPO Concurrence
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United States Department of the Interior M i e W S0 10
M. Chris White (FWS-SDG-3819.5) 2 O 18 (PWS-SOS10-
FISH AND WILDLIE ERVICE L 1 Enda 4 TH — N
Fcological Services Should you have any questions regarding the species listed of your respansibilities under the Act "““I‘; "" Sy ';r‘“'"“‘ T”‘ I‘ ’I“'" g
Carlshadd Fish and Wildhife Office 1 ~ -t : at may oocur in the vicinity of Interstate 5
pledse call John DiGregoria of my staff at (7600 431-9440, extension 208 4 : L
6010 Hadden Valley btosd I . & 3 - in San Diego County, California
Carlshadd, Calilormia 9000
o fe Sincerely,
ir_l Reply Refer Too Commaon Name Selentific Name Stutus
FWS-SIXG-3819.5
JAN 2 6 2105 ; q BIRI
) : O, . coastal California gnatcucher Poliopiita californica culifomica T
Mr. Chris While i
. ) ental Resource Therese O'Rourke
Chief, Environmental Resource Studies st cig FRbd % iooryli least Bell's vireo Vireo bellif pusillius 3
Caltrans, District 11 Assistant Frold Supcrvisor
P.0. Box 83406 M5-46 weshe Charadvius alexandrinus nivosis I
San Diego, California U2186- 506
g Enclosure
z brown pehican Pelecanus occidenaliv E
Re Reguest for Candidate, Proposed, Threatened. or Endangered Species for the Interstate 5
Widening Project. San Dicgo County, Colifornia light-footed clapper rail Rallus lomgirastris levipes E
Deer Mr. White: California least tem Sterna atillarum browni E
The LS. Faish and Wil Service (Service) has reviewed the information provided in your southwestem willow Mycatcher Empicdonax traillif extimus E
Docember 14, 2004, lotior to aiscss the potential presence of Tederully listed threatened.
red. or proposed species at the proposed project site. We do not have site specific
information for your project sarea. However, 1o assist you in evaluating whether or not the Branchinecta sundisgonensix E
proposed project may affect listed specics, we are providing the atached list of species that occur
in the general project wree, We recommend thit you seek assistance from u biologist familiar with Streprocephalis wootioni I
your project site, and with the listed species 1o nssess the potential for direct. in 4
cumulative effects ikely 1o result from the proposed activity. You should als
Californin Depantment of Fish and Game for State-listed and sensitive species that muy ocour in Del Mar manzanite Arctostapirylas planduloss ssp.orassifilia :
the aren of the pr seil progect. Please nole that Sune-listed species are protecied under the
provisions of the il Endungered Species Act Encinitas Baccharis Bacchariy vanessae E
If it is determined that the proposed praject may opased species, or the S Dk anilroat Arnbribic pumila E
designution of any critical habita, you should request initiation of consultation (or conference for &
proposed species) with the Service pursuant 1o section 7 of the Endangered Specics Act of 1973 San Diewo button celary Ervegiunt aristulatum var, parisii E
(Aet), as amended (16 US.C 1531 et seq.). Inform sultation may be used 10 exe )
information and resolve conflicts with respest to listed species prior to o wiillen request Tor formal Sai Diiun imcam minl Porarynr abramsi P
consultation A
spreading navarretio Nuvarretia fossalis 1
thi leaved brodisea Brodiaee filifolia T
E=Endangered  T=Threatened
TAKE PRIEE'E_’
INAMERICA
Al =

Figure 5-4.2: USFWS Listed Endangered, Threatened and Proposed Species
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Lol rViEEs

h sl Wildlife Office

) Hiddden Valloy Rosd
Cartahal, Califneriia 92011

Carlab

I Reply Refer Tox
FWS-20608- -1 DIVSL-D00)

Nov 1 3 zoo7
Mr. Clhris White
Chaef, Environmenial Resouree Studies
Caltrans, Distric
.0 Boa B5406 M5-46
San Diego, Culifornia 62

Eb-5400

Subject: Request for Candidnte, Proposed, Threstened, or Endangered Species for the Interstaie 5
Widening Project, Degn County, Califormia

Deat Mr. White

The U S Fish nid Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the infarmation provided in vour November |
2007, leter 1o assesy the polentiol presenc i sgered, or proposed
apecies ot the proposed project site. We do not have site specific imformation for vour project aree
However, to assist you in evaluating whether or not the proposed project may affect listed species, we are
providing the attuched list of spe at otctr in the genaral project nrea, We recommend that you seek
assistance from & hialogist familiar with your project site, and with the listed species 10 assess the
patertial for direct, indirect, and cunulative effects lkely to resall from the proposed activity. You
shiuld also contact the Califormda Department of Fish and Clame for Ste-listed and sensit pecits
that may occur in the anea of the proposed project. Please note that Sume-Trsted species are protecied
wndder the provisions of the Californin Endmnpered Specles Act

17 it is determined thut the proposed project may affect o listed or proposed species, or the desig
habitat, you should request initiation of consultation (or conference for proposed speries)
with the Service pursuant 10 section 7 Emdangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), us amended (16
LLS.CL 15310 et seq.). Informal consultation may be used to exchange information snd resolye conflicts
with respect 1o lised specion prior Lo a writien reguest for formal consulition

any erific

out nesponsibilities under the Act, please

Should you have any questions regarding the species lsted or
call Janet Stuckrath of my stafl at (764) 4319440, extension 270,

Sincerely, —

. = AT
herese OFRinirke

Assistunt Field Superyisor

Enclusure

TAKE PR]DE'&: 4
INAMERICA ~—

Mr. Chris White (FWS.

2008-B-01 DIVSL-09)

Listed Endangered, Threatened and Proposed Species
that may occur in the vicinity of Interstate 5
in San Diego County, Califormia
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FPreserving America’s Heritage
June 25, 2008

Mr. Chris White, Chief
Envisonmental Resource Studies
Department of Transportation
Environmental Division, M5.242
4030 Taylor Street

San Dicge, CA 92110

Ref: Propaed 1.5 North Coast Corridor Project
San Diego County, California

Diear Mr. White:

On April 28, 2008 the Advisory Council on Historit Preservation (ACHF) received your notification
regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking. Based upen the information you provided,
we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Jnvolvement in Reviewtng Individval Section
.fﬂ_'é Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Histaric Properties™ (36 CFR Part B, does not apply to
this undertaking. Accordingly. we do not believe that our participation in the consubation 1o resolve
adverse c_l‘l'nna is needed. However, if we receive a request for participation from the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Offices, affected Indian tribe, o consulting
party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision. Additi shanild cii hange, and
you determine that our participation is needed to conclude the consubiation process, please notify us

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800,6(b)1 Kiv). you will need 1o file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA),
developed in consultation with the California SHPO, Indian tribes, and other consulting partics, and
:g;: e Mr.h.. e sion of the > ion process. The filing of the MOA with the

an illment of its stipulations ase required to camplete your compl ihill
Sextion 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. s BT e

Thank you for roviding us with your notification of adverse effoct. 15 or require
fusther assistance, please contact Carol [Legard at 202-606-8522 or ¢

Sincerely,
LaShavio Johnson
Hustoric Predervation Technician

Federal Permitting. Licensing and Assistance Section
Office of Federal Agency Programs

ADVISOIRY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

00 Penraybvamia dwwnue MW, Suite 503 » Washngton, DC 20004
Phone: 2004068503 « Fax: 202-606-8447 » achpl@ache gov » wew acha gov

Figure 5-4.2: (cont.)

Figure 5-4.3: ACHP Response to Undertaking Notification
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Chapter 6 — List of Preparers

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

FHWA

Cesar E. Perez, P.E., Senior Transportation Engineer, State Programs, Master of Science
Transportation, University of Nebraska, Bachelor of Science Civil Engineering, University of
Puerto Rico, 32 years of experience.

California Department of Transportation — District 11

Bruce April, Senior Environmental Planner, Branch Chief - Environmental Stewardship and
Agency Coordination; Bachelor of Science Biology, San Diego State University, 18 years
Caltrans experience.

May Alsheikh, P.E. Transportation Engineer, Bachelor of Science Civil Engineering, Bachelor of
Science, Civil Engineering, San Diego State University, Licensed Civil Engineer, PE, 11 years
Caltrans experience.

Kent Askew, Project Landscape Architect; Bachelor of Science Botany, San Diego State
University, Registered Landscape Architect (CA #4165), 17 years Caltrans experience.

Gladys T. Baird, Associate Environmental Planner (Natural Sciences); Bachelor of Science
Biology, San Diego State University, 8 years Caltrans experience.

Deb Dominici, Registered Professional Archaeologist (RPA), Environmental Resource Studies;
Master of Arts Anthropology, San Diego State University, 30 years Caltrans experience.

Jayne Dowda, Branch Chief, Environmental Engineering: Registered Civil Engineer, Bachelor of
Science Civil Engineering, San Diego State University, 21 years Caltrans experience.

Ted J Evans, P.E., Project Engineer; Bachelor of Science Environmental Resources Engineering,
Humbolt State University, 12 years Caltrans experience.

Kelly Finn, Senior Environmental Planner; Master of Science Natural Resources Conservation,
Bachelor of Arts Biology and Environmental Studies, University of California, Santa Cruz,
Master of Science Natural Resources Conservation, University of Massachusetts, Amherst 8
years Caltrans experience.

Mike Fordham, Transportation Engineer, Registered Civil Engineer, Master of Science Civil
Engineering (Geotechnical); Bachelor of Science Civil Engineering, University of Nevada,
Reno, 12 years Caltrans experience.

Susanne Glasgow, Deputy Director Environmental, Bachelor of Arts Geography, Resource and
Environmental Conservation, San Diego State University, 37 years Caltrans experience.

Shay Lynn M. Harrison, Associate Environmental Planner; Bachelor of Science Environmental
Science, University of California at Riverside, 11 years 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 Civil Engineering, Cornell University, 30 years Caltrans experience.

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

Arturo Jacobo, P.E., Senior Transportation Engineer, Project Manager; Registered Civil Engineer,
Bachelor of Science Structural Engineering, San Diego State University, 20 years Caltrans
experience.

Ken James, P.E., Transportation Engineer, Route Manager, Traffic Operations; Registered Civil
Engineer, Bachelor of Science Civil Engineering, Texas Tech University, 10 years Caltrans
experience.

Maijid Kharrati, P.E., Senior Transportation Engineer, Project Manager; Registered Civil Engineer,
Bachelor of Science Civil Engineering, University of California, Irvine, 27 years Caltrans
experience.

Allan Kosup, Corridor Director and Supervising Transportation Engineer; Registered Civil
Engineer, Bachelor of Science Civil Engineering, Professional Engineer 1987, 27 years
Caltrans experience.
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Jorge A. Perez-Valdes, P.E., Project Engineer; Registered Civil Engineer, Masters of Science Civil
Engineering, San Diego State University, Bachelor of Science Civil Engineering, Instituto
Tecnoloégico de Tijuana, 12 years Caltrans experience.

Keith Ploettner, P.E., Senior Transportation Engineer, Design Manager; Registered Civil Engineer
and Traffic Engineer, Bachelor of Science Civil Engineering, San Diego State University, 25
years Caltrans experience.

Martin D. Rosen, Senior Environmental Planner, Heritage Resources Coordinator; Master of
Science and Bachelor of Science Anthropology, University of California at Los Angeles, 29
years Caltrans experience.

Sue Scatolini, Associate Environmental Planner (Natural Sciences); Masters of Science Ecology,
San Diego State University, Bachelor of Science Aquatic Biology, University of California at
Santa Barbara, 10 years Caltrans experience.

Luke Serna, Environmental Planner; Bachelor of Science Environmental Studies, University of
California Santa Barbara, 5 years Caltrans experience.

Michelle Trudell, Associate Environmental Planner; Masters of Science City Planning, San Diego
State University, Bachelor of Science Environmental Studies, University of California at Santa
Barbara, 12 years Caltrans experience.

Chris White, Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Resource Studies; Masters of Science
Anthropology, University of California at Los Angeles, 27 years Caltrans experience.

Aly Wayne, Transportation Planner; Master of Arts City Planning, Bachelor of Science
Environmental Management and System Planning, San Diego State University, 3 years
Caltrans experience.
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Michael Downs, Senior Social Scientist; Doctor of Philosophy Anthropology, Master of Arts
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Nick Larkin, Urban and Environmental Planner; Master of Arts Urban Planning, San Diego State
University, Bachelor of Arts Urban Studies and Planning, California State University Los
Angeles, 5 years experience.
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Director *

Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance

Department of the Interior

Main Interior Building, MS 2340

1849 C St.

Washington, DC 20240

Office of the Secretary *
U.S. Department of Agriculture
1400 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20250

Environmental Clearance Officer *
Dept. of Housing and Urban
Development

450 Golden Gate Ave.

P.O. Box 36003

San Francisco, CA 94102

Attn. EIR Review *

National Park Service

1111 Jackson St., Ste. 700

Pacific Great Basin System Support
Office

Oakland, CA 94607

Regional Director *

Federal Emergency Management
Agency

Region IX, Bldg. 105

Presidio, CA 94129

Commander *

11th Coast Guard District

Coast Guard Island
Building #42

Alameda, CA 94501

Centers for Disease Control *
Environmental Health and Injury

Control Special Programs Group
1600 Clifton Rd., Mail Stop F-29
Atlanta, GA 30333

David Valenstein *

Federal Railroad Administration

Office of Railroad Development

1200 New Jersey Ave., SE
MS-20

Washington, DC 20590
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Federal Elected Officials

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

4305 University Avenue, Suite 515
San Diego, CA 92105

State Government

CA Air Resources Board

EIR Regional Impact Division
P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Tam Doduc, Chairperson

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 "I" St.

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Governor's Office of Planning &
Research

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Paul D. Thayer, Executive Officer*

State Lands Commission

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

California Wildlife Federation
921 11th St., Ste 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein *
United States Senate

750 B Street, Suite 1030

San Diego, CA 92101

Milford Donaldson

State Historic Preservation Officer
CA Dept of Parks & Recreation
1416 9th St.

Sacramento, CA 95814

Director *

State Clearinghouse

Office of Planning & Research
1400 10th St.

Sacramento, CA 95814

Mike Chrisman, Secretary
Resources Agency

1416 9th St., Ste. 1311
Sacramento, CA 95814

Eric Gillies*

Staff Environmental Scientist

Division of Environmental Planning and

Management

State Lands Commission

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

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

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

1800 Thibodo Rd., Suite 310
Vista, CA 92083

David Webb, Captain

California Highway Patrol

Oceanside Border Communications
Center

1888 Oceanside Blvd.

Oceanside, CA 92054-3486

Sherilyn Sarb, Deputy Director
California Coastal Commission
San Diego Coast District Office
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Ste. 103
San Diego, CA 92108-4402

California Dept. of Health Services
Office of Public Affairs

714 P St., Room 1350

Sacramento, CA 95814

Executive Officer

Integrated Waste Management Board
8800 Cal Center Dr.

Sacramento, CA 95826

Executive Director
Energy Commission
1516 Ninth St.
Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Barbara Boxer *
United States Senate

600 B Street, Suite 2240

San Diego, CA 92101

L. Ryan Broddrick

CA Dept. of Fish & Game
1416 9th St.
Sacramento, CA 95814

Michael Brown, Commissioner
California Highway Patrol

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

Vice Chancellor

Attn. Contract Management

The California State University
Physical Planning and Development
400 Golden Shore Bivd.

Long Beach, CA 90802-4275

Larry Myers, Executive Secretary
Native American Heritage
Commission

915 Capitol Mall, Rm. 364
Sacramento, CA 95814

Director

Dept. of Food and Agriculture
1220 N St.

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Brian Bilbray *
U.S. House of Representatives
50th District

462 Stevens Avenue, Suite 107
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Pam Beare

CA Dept. of Fish & Game
4949 Viewridge Ave.

San Diego, CA 92123

The Captain

California Highway Patrol
San Diego Office

4902 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92110

Lynn L. Jacobs, Director

State Dept. of Housing and
Community Development

1800 Third St.

Sacramento, CA 95811-6942

California Native Plant Society
2707 K St., Ste 1
Sacramento, CA 95816-5113

Director

Dept. of Conservation
1416 Ninth St.
Sacramento, CA 95814
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State Government (continued)

Museum of Vertebrate Zoology
2593 Life Sciences Bldg.
Berkeley, CA 94720

Don Chadwick

California Dept. of Fish & Game
4949 Viewridge Ave.

San Diego, CA 92123

California Dept. of Transportation
Division of Aeronautics

1120 N Street, MS 40

P.O. Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

State Elected Officials

The Honorable Nathan Fletcher *
California State Assembly

75th District

9909 Mira Mesa Blvd., Suite 130
San Diego, CA 92131

Museum of Vertebrate Zoology
2593 Life Sciences Bldg.
Berkeley, CA 94720

Marilyn Fluharty

California Dept. of Fish & Game
4949 Viewridge Ave.

San Diego, CA 92123

The Honorable Martin Garrick *
California State Assembly

74th District

1910 Palomar Point Way, #106
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Local Government-City/County

John Robertus, Executive Officer

San Diego Regional Water Quality
Control Board

9174 Sky Park Court, Ste. 100

San Diego, CA 92123

Rob Rundle

SANDAG

401 B St., Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101

Director

City of Oceanside
Parks and Recreation
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Chris Hazeltine, Director
City of Encinitas

Parks and Recreation
505 S. Vulcan Ave.
Encinitas, CA 92024

Headquarters Environmental Program
1120 N St., MS 27

P.O. Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

California Environmental Protection
Agency

1001 “I” St.

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Christine Kehoe *
California State Senate

39th District

2445 5th Avenue, Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92101

Director

City of Carlsbad

Parks and Recreation

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

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

Diana Martinez

California Dept. of Parks & Recreation
P.O. Box 942896

San Diego, CA 92121

Nadell Gayou
Resources Agency

P.O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA 94236

The Honorable Diane L. Harkey *
California State Assembly

73rd District

302 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Christopher Means

Regional Water Quality Control Board
9174 Sky Park Ct., Ste. 100

San Diego, CA 92123

Robert Reider, Section Supervisor,
Rules

Air Pollution Control District

10124 Old Grove Road

San Diego, CA 92131

Marilee Mortenson, CTC Liaison
Department of Transportation
Division of Environmental Analysis
1120 N Street, MS-27

P.O. Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

Nadell Gayou

California Regional Water Quality
Control Board

Region 9-San Diego

9174 Sky Park Ct., #100

San Diego, CA 92123

The Honorable Mark Wyland *
California State Senate

38th District

1910 Palomar Point Way, #105
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Shelby Tucker

SANDAG Areawide Clearinghouse
401 B St., Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

William B. Kolender, Sheriff

San Diego County Sheriff's Dept.
John Duffy Administration Center
9621 Ridgehaven Ct., MS-041
San Diego, CA 92142

* A hardcopy was sent to recipient.
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Local Government-City/County (continued)

Director

San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Ave.

San Diego, CA 92123

Dennis Martinek, Chair

City of Oceanside

Oceanside Planning Commission
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Fred Sandquist, President
Batiquitos Lagoon Foundation
P.O. Box 130491

Carlsbad, CA 92013

Denise Stillinger, President
San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy
P.O. Box 230634

Encinitas, CA 92023

Dick Bobertz, Executive Director
The San Dieguito River Park
14103 Highland Valley Road
Escondido, CA 92025

Attn. EIR Review

San Diego Police Department
Headquarters

1401 Broadway

San Diego, CA 92101

David Scherer, Director
City of Del Mar

Public Works Department
1050 Camino del Mar
Del Mar, CA 92014

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

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Richard Dennison, Superintendent,
Public Safety

Torrey Pines State Reserve

12600 N. Torrey Pines Road

San Diego, CA 92037

Bruce C. Foster, Senior Vice
President

Regulatory Affairs

Southern California Edison
P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Attn. EIR Review

San Diego Unified School District
Eugene Brucker Education Center
4100 Normal St.

San Diego, CA 92103

San Diego Fire-Rescue Department

Administrative Office/General
Information

1010 2nd Avenue, Suite 400

San Diego, CA 92101

Stacey LoMedico, Director
City of San Diego

Parks & Recreation

202 C Street, MS 37C
San Diego, CA 92101

William Kloetzer, EIR Review

Agua Hedionda Lagoon Foundation
1580 Cannon Rd.

Carlsbad, CA 92008

William Metcalf, Chief

North County Fire Protection District
315 East Ivy St.

Fallbrook, CA 92028

Larry Perondi, Superintendent
Oceanside Unified School District
2111 Mission Ave.

Oceanside, CA 92054

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

Mark Muir, Director
City of Encinitas

Fire and Marine Safety
505 S. Vulcan Ave.
Encinitas, CA 92024

County Clerk's Office *
County of San Diego
1600 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

Jerry Hittleman, City Planner
City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Unit Chief

California Dept. of Forestry & Fire
2249 Jamacha Rd.

El Cajon, CA 92019

Attn. EIR Review *

San Diego Public Library - Central
820 E Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Attn. EIR Review
Metropolitan Transit System
1255 Imperial Ave., Ste. 1000
San Diego, CA 92101-7400

Patrick Murphy, Director
City of Encinitas
Planning and Building
505 S. Vulcan Ave.
Encinitas, CA 92024

Sharon Cooney, Planning Director
San Diego Metropolitan Transit
Systems

1255 Imperial Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101

San Diego Gas & Electric
Planning & Land Use
P.O. Box 1831

San Diego, CA 92112

Timothy Brick, Chair
Metropolitan Water District
P.O. Box 54153

Los Angeles, CA 90054

Debra L. Reed, President
San Diego Gas & Electric Co.
8330 Century Park Ct.

San Diego, CA 92123

Larry Watt, Director

San Dieguito Water District
505 S. Vulcan Ave.
Encinitas, CA 92024

Donald Fowler, Captain

San Diego County Sheriff's Dept. -
Encinitas

175 North EI Camino Real

Encinitas, CA 92024
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Local Government-City/County (continued)

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

Director

City of San Diego

City Planning & Community
Investment Planning Division

202 C Street, MS 5A

San Diego, CA 92101

Attn. EIR Review

San Dieguito Union High School
District

710 Encinitas Blvd.

Encinitas, CA 92024

Director

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

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

157 Stevens Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Paul Lanspery, Deputy General
Manager

San Diego County Water Authority

4677 Overland Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

Director

City of Del Mar

Fire Department
1050 Camino del Mar
Del Mar, CA 92014

Attn. EIR Review *

San Diego Public Library
Carmel Valley Branch Library
3919 Townsgate Drive

San Diego, CA 92130

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

Sharon Garrow, President

Solana Beach Chamber of Commerce
210 W. Plaza

P.O. Box 623

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 *
Oceanside Public Library
330 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Jerry Hittleman, Director
City of Oceanside
Planning Department
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Larry Watt, Director

City of Encinitas

Public Works Department
505 S. Vulcan Ave.
Encinitas, CA 92024

Attn. EIR Review
Cardiff School District
1888 Montgomery Ave.
Cardiff, CA 92007

Michael J. Bardin, General Manager
Santa Fe Irrigation District

5920 Linea Del Ciello

Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067

Attn. EIR Review

City of Solana Beach

Fire Department

500 Lomas Santa Fe Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Carlos Estrella, Chief Fiscal Officer
Solana Beach School District

309 North Rios Avenue

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Peter Weiss, City Manager
City of Oceanside

300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Attn. EIR Review *
Del Mar Library

1309 Camino del Mar
Del Mar, CA 92014

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

Attn. EIR Review

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

Jim Barrett, Director

City of San Diego

Water Department

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

Director

City of Oceanside

Water Utilities Department
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Attn. EIR Review

Oceanside Fire Department
Headquarters

300 N. Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92054

Karen P. Brust, City Manager
City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

Kevin M. Hardy, General Manager
City of Carlsbad

Carlsbad Municipal Water District
P.O. Box 9009

Carlsbad, CA 92018

Phil Cotton, City Manager
City of Encinitas

505 S. Vulcan Ave.
Encinitas, CA 92024

Attn. EIR Review

San Diego Regional Chamber of
Commerce

402 West Broadway, Suite 1000

San Diego, CA 92101

City Planner

City of Oceanside
Planning Department
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

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

Dena Whittington, Assistant
Superintendent

Del Mar Union School District

225 Ninth Street

Del Mar, CA 92014

Linda Niles, Director

City of Del Mar

Department of Planning / Community
Development

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

Nancy Wasko

Del Mar Regional Chamber of
Commerce

1104 Camino del Mar, Suite 1

Del Mar, CA 92014
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Local Government-City/County (continued)

Oceanside Chamber of Commerce
928 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

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

Brian Mooney, Planning Director
City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

Local Elected Officials

The Honorable Jerry Sanders, Mayor*
City of San Diego

City Administration Building

11th Floor, 202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Maggie Houlihan,
Mayor*

City of Encinitas

505 S. Vulcan Ave.

Encinitas, CA 92024

The Honorable Kevin Faulconer,
Council President Pro Tem, District
2

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Attn. EIR Review *
Georgina Cole Library

1250 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Director

City of Carlsbad

Community Development Department
1635 Faraday Avenue

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Brian Jones

San Diego Transit Corporation
Planning Department

100 16th Street

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

The Honorable Pam Slater-Price,
Supervisor, 3rd District*

San Diego County Board of
Supervisors

1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Todd Gloria,
Councilmember, District 3

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

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

Lisa Hildabrand, City Manager
City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Clerk of the Board

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

The Honorable Ron Roberts,
Supervisor, 4th District*

San Diego County Board of

Supervisors

1600 Pacific Hwy, Room 335

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Jim Wood, Mayor*
City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

The Honorable Tony Young,
Councilmember, District 4

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce
5934 Priestly Dr.
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Director

City of Carlsbad

Fire Department Administration
2560 Orion Way

Carlsbad, CA 92010

The Honorable Crystal Crawford,
Mayor*

City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

The Honorable Claude Lewis, Mayor*
City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad , CA 92008

The Honorable Carl DeMaio,
Councilmember, District 5

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Director

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

Suzie Meyer, Administrative Secretary
City of Carlsbad Police Department
2560 Orion Way

Carlsbad, CA 92010

The Honorable Mike Nichols, Mayor*
City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101

Solana Beach, CA 92075

The Honorable Sherri Lightner,
Councilmember, District 1

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Donna Frye,
Councilmember, District 6

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

* A hardcopy was sent to recipient.
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Local Elected Officials (continued)

The Honorable Marti Emerald,
Councilmember, District 7

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Carl Hilliard,
Councilmember

City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

The Honorable Joe G. Kellgjian,
Councilmember

City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101

Solana Beach, CA 92075

The Honorable Dan Dalager,
Councilmember

City of Encinitas

505 S. Vulcan Ave.

Encinitas, CA 92024

The Honorable Ann J. Kulchin,
Mayor Pro Tem

City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive

Carlsbad, CA 92008

The Honorable Ben Hueso,
Council President, District 8

City of San Diego

City Administration Building

202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Mark Filanc,
Councilmember

City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

The Honorable David W. Roberts,
Councilmember

City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Vacant Councilmember Seat
City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

The Honorable Matt Hall,
Councilmember

City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive

Carlsbad, CA 92008

The Honorable Dianne Jacob,
Supervisor, 2™ District

San Diego County Board of

Supervisors

1600 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Don Mosier,
Councilmember

City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

The Honorable Teresa Barth,
Councilmember

City of Encinitas

505 S. Vulcan Ave.
Encinitas, CA 92024

The Honorable Jack Feller,
Councilmember

City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

The Honorable Mark Packard,
Councilmember

City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups

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

San Diego State University
South Coastal Information Center
College of Arts and Letters

4283 El Cajon Blvd., Ste. 250
San Diego, CA 92105

Stuart Hurlbert

San Diego State University
Department of Biology
5500 Campanile Drive

San Diego, CA 92182

Joetta Mihalovic, Chair

Carmel Mountain Ranch Community
Council

11705 Aldercrest Pt.

San Diego, CA 92131-3861

Lynne Ann Baker
Endangered Habitats League
13626 Orchard Gate Dr
Poway, CA 92064-2126

Carmel Valley Community Service
Center

3840 Valley Centre Dr., Ste. 602, MS

101

San Diego, CA 92130

The Honorable Greg Cox,
Supervisor, 1% District

San Diego County Board of

Supervisors

1600 Pacific Highway

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Thomas M. Campbell,
Councilmember

City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101

Solana Beach, CA 92075

The Honorable Jerome Stocks,
Councilmember

City of Encinitas

505 S. Vulcan Ave.

Encinitas, CA 92024

The Honorable Jerome Kern,
Councilmember

City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92054

The Honorable Keith Blackburn,
Councilmember

City of Carlsbad

1200 Carlsbad Village Drive

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Jerry Schaefer, Ph.D.
ASM Affiliates

2034 Corte Nogal
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Pardee Construction Co.
12626 High Bluff Dr.
San Diego, CA 92130

The Honorable Richard Earnest,
Councilmember

City of Del Mar

1050 Camino del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

The Honorable Lesa Heebner,
Councilmember

City of Solana Beach

635 South Highway 101

Solana Beach, CA 92075

The Honorable James Bond,
Councilmember

City of Encinitas

505 S. Vulcan Ave.

Encinitas, CA 92024

The Honorable Esther Sanchez,
Councilmember

City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92054

Isabelle Kay

Carmel Mountain Conservancy
UCSD Natural Reserve System
9500 Gilman Drive

San Diego, CA 92093-0116

Jim Hare, Planning Director
Rancho Santa Fe Association
Box A

Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067
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Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups (continued)

Brian Biamonte

BNB Environmental Consulting
4665 Point Loma Ave.

San Diego, CA 92107

Diana Gordon
12229 Carmel Vista Rd., #252
San Diego, CA 92130

Geoffrey Smith

Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve
Citizens Advisory Committee

11572 Alkaid Dr.

San Diego, CA 92126-1372

Marty Gigler

Crest Canyon Citizens Advisory
Committee

13931 Durango Drive

Del Mar, CA 92014

Dawn Rawls, Chair

The San Dieguito Lagoon Committee
1087 Klish Way

Del Mar, CA 92014

Jim Peugh

San Diego Audobon Society
2776 Nipoma St.

San Diego, CA 92106-1112

Louie Guassac
P.O. Box 270
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

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

2260 Jimmy Durante Blvd.

Del Mar, CA 92014

Cecilia Kemper

Arroyo Sorrento Homeowner’s
Association

P.O. Box 2183

Del Mar, CA 92014

Paul Metcalf, Chair

Del Mar Mesa Community Planning
Board

5681 Bellevue Ave.

La Jolla, CA 92037

Milton Phegley

University of California San Diego
Campus Community Planning
9500 Gilman Drive, #0066

La Jolla, CA 92093-0066

Sierra Club-San Diego Chapter
Document Review Team

3820 Ray Street

San Diego, CA 92104

California Native Plant Society
c/o Natural History Museum
P.O. Box 121390

San Diego, CA 92112-1390

San Diego County Archaeological
Society, Inc.

EIR Review Committee

P.O. Box A81106

San Diego, CA 92138-1106

Frisco White, Chair

Carmel Valley Community Planning
Board

5335 Camino Exquisito

San Diego, CA 92130

Marilyn Rivas
733 Dover Court
San Diego, CA 92109

Del Mar Terrace Property Owners
Assn.

c/o Marsh

12716 Via Grimaldi

Del Mar, CA 92014

Ralph Sullivan
610 N. Horn St.
Oceanside, CA 92054

Shannon Davis

Sierra Club-San Diego Chapter
3820 Ray Street

San Diego, CA 92104

David Hogan

Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 7745

San Diego, CA 92167

Judith Weston
1644 Legays Drive
Cardiff, CA 92007

John Northrup

Carmel Valley Trail Riders Coalition
7015 Vista del Mar Ave.

La Jolla, CA 92037

Friends of Los Pefiasquitos Canyon
Preserve

P.O. Box 26523

San Diego, CA 92196

Dennis Ridz, Chair

Torrey Pines Community Planning
Board

14151 Boquita Drive

Del Mar, CA 92014

Ben Redman
645 Ocean View
Encinitas, CA 92024

Tom Demere

San Diego Natural History Museum
P.O. Box 121390

San Diego, CA 92112-1390

Cindy Stankowski, Director

San Diego Archaeological Center
16666 San Pasqual Valley Rd.
Escondido, CA 92027-7001

Evelyn Weidner
537 Ocean View
Encinitas, CA 92024

Jan Hudson

Shaw Ridge Homeowners Assn.
5121 Shaw Ridge Rd.

San Diego, CA 92130

Jill McCarty

Arroyo Sorrento Property Owners
3929 Arroyo Sorrento Rd.

San Diego, CA 92130

Torrey Pines Association
P.O. Box 345
La Jolla, CA 92038

Dan Gilleon
13413 Racetrack View Ct.
San Diego, CA 92014

San Diego Audobon Society
4891 Pacific Highway, Suite 112
San Diego, CA 92110

Attn. EIR Review

Save Our Heritage Organization
2476 San Diego Ave.

San Diego, CA 92110-2838

Paul Ocheltree
200 Marine View Ave.
Del Mar, CA 92014-3935

* A hardcopy was sent to recipient.

I-5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS
page 7-8



Chapter 7 — Distribution List

Interested Companies, Organizations, Citizens and Community Planning Groups (continued)

Jordan Stockham
1417 Priaeus St.
Encinitas, CA 92024

Don Connors
921 Begonia Ct.
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Native American Organizations and Contacts

David Baron

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band
of Mission Indians

Barona Band of Mission Indians

1095 Barona Road

Lakeside, CA 92040

Harry Paul Cuero, Chairperson
Campo Kumeyaay Nation
36190 Church Road, Suite 1
Campo, CA 91906

Will Micklin, Executive Director
Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office

P.O. Box 2250

Alpine, CA 91903-2250

Anita Espinoza

Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
1740 Concerto Drive

Anaheim, CA 92807

EPA Specialist

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band
of Mission Indians

Barona Band of Mission Indians

1095 Barona Road

Lakeside, CA 92040

Jim Velasques

Coastal Gabrielino Dieguefio
5776 42nd Street

Riverside, CA 92509

Rececca Osma, Spokesperson
Inaja Band of Mission Indians
309 S. Maple Street
Escondido, CA 92025

Anthony Rivera, Chairperson
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemem Nation

31411-A La Matanza Street

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

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

Ronda Welch-Scalco, Chairperson

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band
of Mission Indians

Barona Band of Mission Indians

1095 Barona Road

Lakeside, CA 92040

Shasta Gaughen, Assistant Director
Pala Band of Mission Indians

Cupa Cultural Center

35008 Pala-Temecula Rd., PMB 445
Pala, CA 92059

Rebecca M. Maxcy, Chairperson
Inaja Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 364

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

David Belardes, Chairperson
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799

Hitomi Kawashima
5173 Great Meadow Drive
San Diego, CA 92130

Celeste Huges, Spokesperson
Cahuilla Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 391670

Anza, CA 92086

Harlan Pinto, Chairperson
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 2250

Alpine, CA 91903-2250

Clint Linton

Jamul Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 612

14191 Highway 94

Jamul, CA 91935

Joyce Perry, Tribal Manager & Cultural
Resources

Juanefio Band of Mission Indians

Acjachemem Nation

31742 Via Belardes

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675

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

Ralph Goff, Chairperson
Campo Band of Mission Indians
36190 Church Road, Suite 1
Campo, CA 91906

Michael Garcia, EPA Director
Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office
P.O. Box 2250

Alpine, CA 91903-2250

Leon Acevedo, Chairperson
Jamul Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 612

14191 Highway 94

Jamul, CA 91935

Kristen Rivers, Tribal Administrator
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 25628

Anaheim, CA 92807

* A hardcopy was sent to recipient.
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Native American Organizations and Contacts (continued)

Mike Agular, Environmental Coordinator
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians

P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799

Steve Banegas, Spokesperson

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation
Committee

1095 Barona Road

Lakeside, CA 92040

EPA Director

La Posta Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1048

Boulevard, CA 91905

EPA Director

Manzanita Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1302

Boulevard, CA 91905

Bennae Calac, Cultural Resource
Coordinator

Pauma & Yuima Band of Mission
Indians

P.O. Box 369

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Sonia Johnston, Chairperson
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799

Carmen Lucas

Kwaaymil Laguna Beach Band of
Mission Indians

P.O. Box 44

Julian, CA 92036

Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson
La Posta Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1048

Boulevard, CA 91905

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

Boulevard, CA 91905

EPA Coordinator

Pauma & Yuima Band of Mission
Indians

P.O. Box 369

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Alfred Cruz, Cultural Resources
Coordinator

Juanefio Band of Mission Indians

P.O. Box 25628

Santa Ana, CA 92799

Tracy Lee Nelson, Chairperson
La Jolla Band of Luisefio Indians
Star Route, Box 158

Valley Center, CA 92082

Katherine Saubel, Spokesperson
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 189

Warner Springs, CA 92086-0189

Mike Linto, Chairperson

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

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Christobal C. Devers, Chairperson

Pauma & Yuima Band of Mission
Indians

P.O. Box 369

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Paul Cuero

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage
Preservation

36190 Church Road, Suite 5

Campo, CA 91906

Jack Musick, Chairperson

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians
22000 Highway 76

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Evelyn Duro, Tribal Administrator
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 189

Warner Springs, CA 92086-0189

Howard Maxcy, Chairperson

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

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Benjamin Magante, Sr.

Pauma Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 369

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Ron Christman

Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee
56 Viejas Grade Road

Alpine, CA 91901

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

Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Melody Sees, Environmental Director
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 189

Warner Springs, CA 92086-0189

Robert Smith, Chairperson
Pala Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 50

12 Pala-Temecula Road
Pala, CA 92059

Paul Macarro

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians
Cultural Resource Center

P.O. Box 1477

Temecula, CA 92593

* A hardcopy was sent to recipient.
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Native American Organizations and Contacts (continued)

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

Temecula, CA 92593

Ruth Calac, President

Rincon Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Rincon Heritage Commission

P.O. Box 68

One West Tribal Rd.

Valley Center, CA 92082

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

Valley Center, CA 92082

Rodney Kephart, Environmental
Coordinator

Santa Ysabel Band of Dieguefio Indians

P.O. Box 130

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

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

Alpine, CA 91903

Raymond Basquez

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1477

Temecula, CA 92593

Rincon Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Cultural Committee

P.O. Box 68

One West Tribal Rd.

Valley Center, CA 92082

Erlinda Jones, Spokesperson

Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians
325 N. Western Avenue

Hemet, CA 92343

Charlene Ryan, Cultural Director
Soboba Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 487

Santa Jacinto, CA 92581

Mark Mojado, Cultural Resources
San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 1

Pala, CA 92059

John Currier, Chairperson

Rincon Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
P.O. Box 68

One West Tribal Rd.

Valley Center, CA 92082

Carmen Mojado, Co-Chairman

San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians
1889 Sunset Drive

Vista, CA 92081

Ben Scerato, Spokesman

Santa Ysabel Band of Dieguefio Indians
P.O. Box 130

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Robert J. Salgado, Jr., Chairperson
Soboba Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 487

Santa Jacinto, CA 92581

Kirstie Orosco, Environmental
Coordinator

Rincon Band of Luisefio Mission Indians

P.O. Box 68

One West Tribal Rd.

Valley Center, CA 92082

Henry Contreras, MLD

San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians
1763 Chapulin Lane

Fallbrook, CA 92028

Devon Reed Lomayesva, Esq., Tribal
Attorney

Santa Ysabel Band of Dieguefio Indians

P.O. Box 130

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Daniel Tucker, Chairperson
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians
5459 Dehesa Road

El Cajon, CA 92021

Rob Shaffer, Tribal Administrator
Rincon Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
P.O. Box 68

One West Tribal Rd.

Valley Center, CA 92082

Russell Romo, Chairman

San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians
12064 Old Pomerado Drive

Poway, CA 92064

Johnny Hernandez, Spokesman

Santa Ysabel Band of Dieguefio Indians
P.O. Box 130

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Dean Mike, Chairperson

Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission
Indians

46-200 Harrison Place

Coachella, CA 92236

* A hardcopy was sent to recipient.
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CHAPTER 1.0 -
INTRODUCTION

The following discusses existing and planned properties adjacent to the proposed Interstate 5 (I-5) North
Coast Corridor Project (NCC Project or proposed project) that may warrant protection under Section 4(f) of
the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966. The discussion is prepared in support of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) being prepared for the
proposed project. Figure 1 shows the proposed project’s regional location. Figures 2 and 3 show the
locations of the potential 4(f) resources evaluated in this document.

Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966, codified in federal law as 49 U.S.C. 303, declares that “[it] is the
policy of the United Sates Government 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.”

Section 4(f) specifies that “the Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportation program or
project...requiring the use of any publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, wildlife and
waterfowl refuge of national, State or local significance, or land of an historic site of national, State, or local
significance (as determined by the Federal, State or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area,
refuge, or site) only if:

e There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and the program or project includes
all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or
historic site resulting from such use; or

e consideration of any impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation or enhancement measures,
results in a de minimis impact on a Section 4(f) property.

Section 4(f) also requires consultation with the Department of the Interior and, as appropriate, the involved
offices of the Department of Agriculture and Housing and Development in developing transportation
projects and programs that use lands protected by Section 4(f). Reviews by these Departments are not
required for Programmatic 4(f) Evaluations or de minimis findings.

This Appendix is organized into five chapters: Chapter 1 addresses regulatory language, Chapter 2 offers
a brief project description of each build alternative, Chapter 3 identifies all potential Section 4(f) resources
within a half mile radius of the project and analyzes the resources afforded protection under Section 4(f)
that are not directly used, Chapter 4 is a de minimis impact analysis for five parks and two historic
resources, and Chapter 5 identifies references.
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Key Resource Name Key Resource Name

1 UCSD Park 15 |Earl Warren Middle School

2 Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve Trail 16 |Skyline Elementary School

3 Los Penasquitos Canyon Presenve 17 |[Solana Vista Elementary School

4 Torrey Hills School 18 [San Elijo Lagoon County Park and Ecological Reserve

5] Torrey Hills Neighborhood Park 19 [Glen Park

6 Torrey Pines State Reserve 20 |George Berkich Park

7 Del Mar Heights Elementary School 21 |Cardiff Sports Park

8 Del Mar Hills Academy of Arts and Sciences 22 |Hall Property Community Park

9 Solana Highlands Elementary School & Park 23 | Ada Harris Elementary School & Park

10 [San Dieguito River Park 24  |San Dieguito High School AN
11 |Surf and Turf Rec Park (aka Del Mar Golf Center) 25 |Mildred MacPherson Park oC E
12 |St James Academy 26 |San Dieguito United Methodist Pre-school Fl ¢

13 [La Colonia Park 27 |Encinitas Viewpoint Park

14 |Santa Fe Christian School
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Key Resource Neme
28 | Cottonwood Creek Park 50 | Maxton Brown Park ¢ Evaluated Resources
29 | Quail Park Botanical Gardens 51| Buena Vista Elementary School
30 | Paul Ecke Sports Park 52 | Hosp Grove Park
31 | Magdalena Ecke Family YMCA 53 | Buena Vista Lagoon
32 | Paul Ecke Central Elementary School 54 | South Oceanside Elementary School and Park
33 | Orpheus Park 55 | Marshall Street Swim Center & Park
34 | James MacPherson Park 56 | Palmquist School / Lincoln Middle School
35 | Capri Elementary School 57 | Ditmar Elementary School
36 | Batiquitos Lagoon 58 | Center City Golf Course
37 | Aviara Trails 59 | Ron Ortega Recreation Park
38 | South Carlsbad State Beach 60 | Oceanside High School
39 | Poinsettia Park 61 | Joe Balderrama Park & Recreation Center
40 | Car Country Park 62 | Laurel Elementary School
41 | Cannon Park 63 | San Luis Rey River Trail
42 | Agua Hedionda Lagoon and CDFG Reserve 64 | Capistrano Park

43 | Carlsbad State Beach

44 | Jefferson Elementary School
45 | Coastal Rail Trail - Carlsbad m\s
46 | St Patrick's Catholic School o %
47 | Chase Field and Pine Avenue Park P@\f«‘(‘}P §

48 | Holiday Park
49 | Rotary Park
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CHAPTER 2.0 -
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Four build alternatives and one no-build alternative are under consideration for the I1-5 NCC Project. These
alternatives are briefly described as follows. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS for a detailed
description of the project alternatives:

10 + 4 with Barrier Alternative

e The 10+4 with Barrier alternative would construct one High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed
Lane in each direction from Voigt Drive to just south of Manchester Avenue.

e To provide a continuous HOV lane through the 1-5/I-805 junction, a freeway-to-freeway connector
ramp would be constructed to connect the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes beginning at Voigt Drive
to the existing HOV lanes that begin just north of the 1-5/1-805 junction.

e Two HOV/Managed Lanes would be constructed in each direction from just south of Manchester
Avenue to Harbor Drive/Vandegrift Boulevard.

e From Del Mar Heights Road to State Route 78 (SR-78), a concrete barrier would separate
HOV/Managed Lanes from general-purpose lanes. Standard shoulder widths of 3.0 m (10 ft) would
be provided on either side of the barrier.

e From Voigt Drive to Del Mar Heights Road, and from SR-78 to Harbor Drive /Vandegrift Boulevard,
painted stripes of variable widths would serve as a buffer, in lieu of a barrier, separating
HOV/Managed Lanes from general-purpose lanes.

e Direct Access Ramps (DAR) would provide new freeway access for HOV/Managed Lanes users at Voigt
Drive, Manchester Avenue, Cannon Road and Oceanside Boulevard.

e One general-purpose lane would be constructed in each direction on I-5 from just south of Del Mar
Heights Road to SR-78.

e Auxiliary lanes would be constructed at various locations.

10 + 4 with Buffer Alternative

The 10+4 with Buffer alternative would function similarly to the 10+4 with Barrier alternative but would
separate HOV/Managed Lanes from general-purpose lanes with a 1.2-m (4-ft) variable buffer width in lieu
of the barrier.

8 + 4 with Barrier Alternative

e The 8+4 with Barrier alternative would construct one HOV/Managed Lane in each direction from
Voigt Drive to just south of Manchester Avenue.

e To provide a continuous HOV lane through the I-5/I-805 junction, a freeway-to-freeway connector
ramp would be constructed to connect the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes beginning at Voigt Drive
to the existing HOV lanes that begin just north of the 1-5/1-805 junction.

e Two HOV/Managed Lanes would be constructed in each direction from just south of Manchester
Avenue to Harbor Drive/Vandegrift Boulevard.

e From Del Mar Heights Road to State Route 78 (SR-78), a concrete barrier would separate
HOV/Managed Lanes from general-purpose lanes. Standard shoulder widths of 3.0 m (10 ft) would
be provided on either side of the barrier.

e From Voigt Drive to Del Mar Heights Road to Harbor Drive /Vandegrift Boulevard, painted stripes of
variable widths would serve as a buffer, in lieu of a barrier, separating HOV/Managed Lanes from
general-purpose lanes.

e DARs would provide new freeway access for HOV/Managed Lanes users at Voigt Drive, Manchester
Avenue, Cannon Road and Oceanside Boulevard.
e Auxiliary lanes would be constructed at various locations.

No general purpose lane would be construction with the 8+4 with Barrier Alternative.

8 + 4 with Buffer Alternative

The 8+4 with Buffer alternative would function similarly to the 8+4 with Barrier alternative but would
separate HOV/Managed Lanes from general-purpose lanes with a 1.2-m (4-ft) variable buffer width in lieu
of the barrier.

Coordination

This project has been developed in coordination with various federal, state, regional and local agencies.
FHWA is the lead agency for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans) is the lead agency for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In
support of the Draft EIR/EIS, these 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 (refer to Chapter 5: Comments and Coordination for more details).
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CHAPTER 3.0 -DISCUSSION OF PROPERTIES Map ) Dist (km) | Dist (mi)

ID Resource City toI-5 tol-5

To create a comprehensive list of resources that could potentially be subject to analysis under Section 4(f), 25 | Mildred MacPherson Park Encinitas 0.64 040

Google Earth aerials, field reviews were conducted to identify potential resources. The list was cross-checked 26 | San Dieguito United Methodist Pre-school Encinitas 0.18 0.1

with the General Plan Recreation Elements and parks and recreation websites of the cities in which the 27 | Encinitas Viewpoint Park Encinitas 0.31 0.19

resources are located. All potential Section 4(f) resources within one-half mile of the NCC Project corridor are 28 | Cottonwood Creek Park Encinitas 0.76 0.47

tabulated below. This chapter discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges and historic properties 29 | Quail Park Botanical Gardens Encinitas 0.48 0.30

found within or adjacent to the project area for 1) public ownership, 2) public access, 3) eligible historic 30 | Paul Ecke Sports Park Encinitas 0.00 0.00

properties, 4) permanent use of the resource and analysis of the use, and 5) analysis of proximity impacts. 31 | Magdalena Ecke Family YMCA Encinitas 0.04 003

From this analysis, the following list was developed. The locations of each property are shown in Figures 2 32 | Paul Ecke Contral Flementary Schoo Em!n!tas 0.9 087

and 3. After assembly of this list, the properties were researched to determine if they met the criteria for 33 | Orpheus Park Encfn!m 039 024

eligibility as Section 4(f) properties. The remaining properties were inspected to confirm their location with 34 | James MacPherson Park Encinitas 0.01 0.01

respect to the proposed project and to inventory the attributes of each property. In certain cases the actual 35 | Capri Elementary School Encinitas 061 038

property was found to be outside the half-mile limit of the study area. Therefore, the properties outside the 36 | Batiquitos Lagoon Carlsbad 0.00 0.00

half-mile limit of the study area were deleted from the analysis. 37 | Aviara Trails Carlsbad 0.24 0.15

38 South Carlsbad State Beach Carlsbad 0.53 0.33

Table 1. Potential Section 4(f) Resources and Distance from I-5 NCC Project 39 | Poinsettia Park Carlsbad 056 035

40 Car Country Park Carlsbad 0.01 0.01

Map Dist (km) | Dist (mi) 41 Cannon Park Carlsbad 0.56 0.35

D Resource City to -5 to -5 42 | Agua Hedionda Lagoon and CDFG Reserve Carlsbad 0.00 0.00

1 | UCSD Park San Diego 0.16 0.10 43 | Carlsbad State Beach Carlsbad 0.64 0.40

2 Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Reserve Trail San Diego 0.02 0.01 44 Jefferson Elementary School Carlsbad 0.51 0.32

3 | Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve San Diego 061 038 45 | Coastal Rail Trail - Carlsbad Carlsbad 0.03 0.02

4 | Torrey Hills School San Diego 040 025 46 | StPatrick's Catholic School Carlsbad 0.16 0.10

5 | Torrey Hills Neighborhood Park San Diego 065 040 47 | Chase Field and Pine Avenue Park Carlsbad 0.11 0.07

6 Torrey Pines State Reserve San Diego 0.27 0.17 48 Holiday Park Carlsbad 0.00 0.00

7 Del Mar Heights Elementary School San Diego 0.58 0.36 49 Rotary Park Carlsbad 0.77 0.48

8 Del Mar Hills Academy of Arts and Sciences San Diego 0.39 0.24 50 Maxton Brown Park Carlsbad 0.71 0.44

9 Solana Highlands Elementary School & Park San Diego 0.35 0.22 51 Buena Vista Elementary School Carlsbad 0.10 0.06

10 San Dieguito River Park San Diego 0.00 0.00 52 Hosp Grove Park Carlsbad 0.61 0.38

1 Surf and Turf Recreation Park (aka Del Mar Golf Center) San Diego 0.02 0.01 53 Buena Vista Lagoon Carlsbad & Oceanside 0.00 0.00

12 St James Academy San Diego 0.08 0.05 54 South Oceanside Elementary School and Park Oceanside 0.27 0.17

13 La Colonia Park Solana Beach 0.34 0.21 55 Marshall Street Swim Center and Park Oceanside 0.40 0.25

14 | Santa Fe Christian School Solana Beach 0.19 0.12 56 | Palmquist School / Lincoln Middle School Oceanside 0.48 0.30

15 Earl Warren Middle School Solana Beach 0.55 0.34 57 Ditmar Elementary School Oceanside 0.72 0.45

16 Skyline Elementary School Solana Beach 0.29 0.18 58 Center City Golf Course Oceanside 0.00 0.00

17 Solana Vista Elementary School Solana Beach 0.53 0.33 59 Ron Ortega Recreation Park Oceanside 0.03 0.02

18 San Elijo Lagoon County Park and Ecological Reserve Solana Beach & Encinitas 0.00 0.00 80 Oceanside High School Oceanside 0.05 0.03

19 Glen Park Enginitas 0.60 0.37 61 Joe Balderrama Park & Center Oceanside 0.24 0.15

20 George Berkich Park Encinitas 0.77 0.48 62 Laurel Elementary School Oceanside 0.69 0.43

21 | Cardiff Sports Park Encinitas 0.71 044 63 | San Luis Rey River Trail Oceanside 0.00 0.00

22 Hall Property Community Park Encinitas 0.00 0.00 64 Capistrano Park Oceanside 0.34 0.21
23 Ada Harris Elementary School & Park Encinitas 0.23 0.14
24 San Dieguito High School Encinitas 0.45 0.28
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Appendix A: Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f) +O-R+T+ cO-A-

3.1 RESOURCES NOT PROTECTED BY SECTION 4(f) Table 3. Section 4(f) Resources and Type

The properties in Table 2 are not subject to the provisions of Section 4(f) because: 1) they are not publicly Map ID Resource City Type

owned, 2) they are not open to the public, 3) they are not eligible historic properties, and/or 4) the project 1 ucsp ?ark _ ~ SanDiego community park
does not permanently use the property and does not hinder the preservation of the property. 2 Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Reserve Trail  San Diego trail
3 Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve San Diego open space
4 Torrey Hills School San Diego sports fields
Table 2. Resources Not Protected by Section 4(f) and Type 5 Torrey Hills Neighborhood Park San Diego community park
6 Torrey Pines State Reserve San Diego open space
Map . .
D Resource City Type Notes 7 ge: mar ::ugr:s ilementfa/;y Sch(;ol zan Dfego playground and f:elds
Surf and Turf Recreation Park (Dl - ] ] 8 el Mar Hills Academy o rts an an Diego playground and fields
11 San Diego golf and tennis private Sciences
Mar Golf Center)
" S and 9 Solana Highlands Elementary School &  San Diego community park
12 | St James Academy San Diego p aygfri(e)rdns an private Park
13 La Colonia Park Solana Beach community park
- playground and . X
14 | Santa Fe Christian School Solana Beach fields private 15 Earl Warren Middle School Solana Beach playground and fields
San Dieguito United Methodist playground and 16 Skyline Elementary School Solana Beach playground and fields
26 Encinitas " private .
Pre-school fields 17 Solana Vista Elementary School Solana Beach playground and fields
29 Quail Park Botanical Gardens Encinitas gardens private 19 Glen Park Encinitas community park
gym, pool, skate 20 George Berkich Park Encinitas community park
31 Magdalena Ecke family YMCA Encinitas park, andflinlii’oor private 21 Cardiff Sports Park Encinitas sports fields
soccer fields
I T and osed o th 22 Hall Property Community Park Encinitas community park
32 Paul Ecke Central Elementary School Encinitas P aygfriceatjdns an ¢ OSPEUb”OC © 23 Ada Harris Elementary School & Park Encinitas community park
34 | James MacPherson Park Encinitas park no access 2 San Dieguito High School Encinitas sports fields
a5 Caori Elementary School Encinitas playground and | closed to the 25 Mildred MacPherson Park Encinitas community park
p Y fields public 27 Encinitas Viewpoint Park Encinitas community park
2 k Park Encini i k
44 | Jefferson Elementary School Carlsbad playgfr.otmd and | closed :P the 8 Cottonwood Creek Parl ncinitas community parl
ields public 33 Orpheus Park Encinitas community park
46 | St Patrick's Catholic School Carlsbad playgfr_ound and private 36 Batiquitos Lagoon Carlsbad open space
ields . . .
37 Aviara Trails Carlsbad trail
62 Laurel Elementary School Oceanside playgfrigtldnsd and clos;:b:;the 38 South Carlsbad State Beach Carlsbad beach, open space
39 Poinsettia Park Carlsbad community park
40 Car Country Park Carlsbad community park
41 Cannon Park Carlsbad community park
3.2 SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES EVALUATED FOR PROXIMITY IMPACTS 43 Carlsbad State Beach Carlsbad beach, open space
45 Coastal Rail Trail - Carlsbad Carlsbad trail
All public gnd publicly acces_sed parks, recreational faci_litiesI _and wild_life refuges within .approximatlely Q.S 47 Chase Field and Pine Avenue Park Carlsbad sports fields and community park
km (0.5 ml). of any of the prOJe(?t alte_rnatlves have been identified gnd |nspected. The attributes contrlbu'slng 48 Holiday Park Carlsbad community park
to the Section 4(f) resources listed in Table 3 below have been inventoried and the effects of the project .

h . . . . 49 Rotary Park Carlsbad community park
upon these attributes evaluated. It is not expected that the proposed project would result in a constructive ) _
use due the project’s proximity to these resources. Each of these Section 4(f) resources is described briefly 50 Maxton Brown Park Carlsbad passive recreation
below. 51 Buena Vista Elementary School Carlsbad playground and fields

53 Hosp Grove Park Carlsbad community park
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Map ID Resource City Type
54 Buena Vista Lagoon Carlsbad & open space
Oceanside

55 South Oceanside Elementary School Oceanside community park
and Park

56 Marshall Street Swim Center and Park Oceanside community park

57 Palmquist School / Lincoln Middle Oceanside playground and fields
School

58 Ditmar Elementary School Oceanside playground and fields

60 Ron Ortega Recreation Park Oceanside sports fields

61 Oceanside High School Oceanside sports fields

62 Joe Balderrama Park & Center Oceanside community park

64 San Luis Rey River Trail Oceanside trail / bike path

65 Capistrano Park Oceanside community park

UCSD Park

This park, owned by the University of California San Diego (UCSD), is located on the University campus,
approximately 0.16 km (0.10 mi) west of I-5. It is accessible by vehicular traffic along Canyon View Road
and by pedestrians from the UCSD campus. There is no dedicated parking for the park, although parking is
available in pay lots nearby. There are three other parks within two miles of the park. This park is
approximately 125 ha (309 ac) in size and is divided into three types of natural reserves: ecological
reserve, grove reserve, and restoration lands as identified in the 1989 Long range Development Plan for
USCD. Ecological Reserve areas are biologically sensitive and no buildings, roads or driveways are
permitted. Grove Reserve includes the eucalyptus stands that are distributed throughout the campus.
Restoration Lands are areas that have been disturbed by erosion, invasive vegetation, and past military
use, but could be restored to enhance biological value. The park’s natural features include canyons, steep
slopes, native vegetation, and hiking trails that are open to the public. The park’s status as publicly owned
qualifies UCSD Park as a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use (as defined by
Section [f]) of any portion of park, and public access would not change as the I-5 NCC Project would not
impact Canyon View Road or the UCSD campus. The topography of the area prevents direct views of the
proposed project, and there are other campus facilities between the park’s trails and I-5. The topography
also acts as a natural barrier from freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would
remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use of
UCSD Park because the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or
attributes of the park.

Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve and Trail

Los Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve is an open space park, including a system of trails, jointly owned and
administered by the City and County of San Diego, and accessible on the south side of Sorrento Valley
Boulevard, approximately 1.6 km (1.0 mi) east of Vista Sorrento Parkway. The Preserve is located
approximately 0.61 km (0.38 mi) from I-5; however, a hiking trail extends westward beyond the Preserve
boundary to Vista Sorrento Parkway. The reserve is approximately 1,619 ha (4,000 ac) of Pefiasquitos and
Lopez canyons and is characterized by steep slopes, riparian stream corridors, flat mesa tops, and grassy
hillsides. It hosts a diverse collection of flora and fauna. The preserve allows biking and hiking on
designated trails. The preserve and ftrail's status as a publicly owned open space park makes Los
Pefasquitos Canyon Preserve and Trail a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no

use of any of the trails by the proposed project, .nor would the project impact any of the access points to
the Preserve. Scenic views from the trails would not be substantially impaired, as the canyon topography
obscures most views of I-5. This topography also acts as a natural sound barrier. Vegetation, wildlife, air
quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions, and there would be no change in
drainage patterns for the area. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use of Los
Pefiasquitos Canyon Preserve because the proximity of the project would not impair the protected
activities, features, or attributes of the preserve.

Torrey Hills School

Torrey Hills School is a public elementary school in the Del Mar Union School District, located
approximately 0.40 km (0.25 mi) east of I-5. It is accessible via Calle Mar de Mariposa. The playground and
sports field include three backstops, four unlighted basketball courts, eight handball courts, and three tot
lots. These facilities are open to the public and publicly owned and are therefore protected under Section
4(f). There would be no use of the resource by the proposed project, and access to the school would not
change as the proposed project would not impact Calle Mar de Mariposa. There are several blocks of
development between the school and the proposed project, which act as a barrier to freeway noise.
Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore,
the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the project would not
substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the school.

Torrey Hills Neighborhood Park

Torrey Hills Neighborhood Park is a 6.07 ha (15.0 ac) public park, located approximately 0.65 km (0.40 mi)
east of |-5. It is accessible from Calle Mar de Mariposa. Facilities at the park include two lighted baseball
fields, one large multipurpose field, one unlighted basketball court, picnic tables, and one tot lot. Public
access and ownership makes Torrey Hills Neighborhood Park a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection.
None of the proposed project alternatives would require a use of any portion of the park. Access to the park
would not change as the project would not impact Calle Mar de Mariposa. The topography acts as a
natural barrier from freeway noise. Vegetation, views, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain
similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because
the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the park.

Torrey Pines State Reserve

Torrey Pines State Reserve is located in the northwest corner of the City of San Diego. The Reserve is
managed by the California Department of Parks and Recreation. The Reserve, as shown in Figure 4, is
809 ha (2,000 ac) of land surrounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west, the City of Del Mar to the north, the
community of La Jolla to the south, and I-5 to the east. The Reserve consists of several components,
including the Main Reserve, an Extension Reserve, Los Pefiasquitos Marsh Natural Preserve, and Torrey
Pines State Beach. The Main Reserve and Los Pefasquitos Lagoon are the portions of the Reserve
located closest to the proposed project.

The Reserve includes a Visitor Center located at 12600 North Torrey Pines Road, and approximately 12.1
km (7.5 mi) of hiking trails, 8.9 km (5.5 mi) of which are located within the Main Reserve. Public ownership
and use of the park and trails within the Main Reserve is provided at the main park entrance off of Camino
Del Mar along Torrey Pines Park Road. Four developed viewpoints are located within the trail network (see
Figure 4 insert). The Reserve offers a variety of programs for the public and volunteers ranging from
interactive presentations and guided tours to trail maintenance. The Reserve is open daily from 8:00 a.m.
until sunset. The visitor center opens daily at 9:00 a.m.
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The mouth of Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon is located at the northern end of the main reserve. Los Pefiasquitos
Lagoon is encompassed by the Los Pefiasquitos Marsh Natural Preserve and is one of the last salt marsh
areas and waterfowl refuges remaining in southern California. Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon is home to several
rare and endangered species of birds and serves as a stopping and nesting place for many migratory birds.

There would be no Section 4(f) use of the Reserve by the proposed project. All improvements associated
with the proposed project near the Reserve, including Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon, would take place within the
existing Caltrans right-of-way. Access would not change as the proposed project would not impact North
Torrey Pines Road or Torrey Pines Park Road. The proposed project is visible from the Reserve. Most of
the developed viewpoints (see Figure 4 insert) are westerly toward the Pacific Ocean. However, views from
the park toward the proposed project would not be affected since the I-5 freeway is visible in the existing
condition and improvements to |-5 associated with the proposed project would not substantially alter
existing views. Freeway noise in the Reserve is inaudible due to topography and the distance to I-5.
Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore,
the proposed project is not expected to cause a use of the Reserve because the proximity of the project
would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the reserve.

Del Mar Heights Elementary School

Del Mar Heights Elementary School is a public elementary school in the Del Mar Union School District,
located approximately 0.58 km (0.36 mi) west of I-5 on the top of the slope. It is accessible to vehicular
traffic on Boquita Drive off of Del Mar Heights Road. The playground and sports fields at the school include
one unlighted basketball court, two unlighted baseball fields, one handball court, and two tot lots. These
facilities are open to the public on afternoons and weekends. Public access and ownership qualify these
campus facilities as a resource afforded projection under Section 4(f). There would be no use of the school
by the proposed project, and access would not be changed as there would be no impact to Del Mar
Heights Road in this area. Visual impacts remain consistent with existing views. Noise measurements
taken at adjacent receptors indicate existing noise levels between 64 decibels (dBA) and 69 dBA, which is
above the 67 dBA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for Category B receptors, which include residences,
recreational areas, picnic areas, playgrounds, active sport areas, parks, motels/hotels, schools, churches,
libraries, and hospitals. For more information on the fundamentals of noise, please refer to Chapter 3.15 in
the Draft EIR/EIS. The future with no-build would increase the dBA by one. A soundwall at that location
was found to be unreasonable. Since, increases in noise less than 3 dBA are generally not perceptible by
the human ear, noise levels would remain consistent the existing conditions. Vegetation, wildlife, air
quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is
not expected to cause a use of the school because the proximity of the project would not impair the
protected activities, features, or attributes of the school.

Del Mar Hills Academy of Arts and Sciences

Del Mar Hills Academy is a public elementary school in the Del Mar Union School District, located
approximately 0.39 km (0.24 mi) west of I-5, and accessible by vehicular traffic along Mango Drive off of
Del Mar Heights Road. The playground and sports field includes two unlighted basketball courts, one
asphalt volleyball court, one unlighted baseball field, three tot lots, and a YMCA Boys and Girls Club
building. These facilities are open to the public on afternoons and weekends. Public access and ownership
qualify these campus facilities as a resource afforded projection under Section 4(f). There would be no use
of the resource by the proposed project, and access would not be changed as there would be no impact to
Del Mar Heights Road in this area. Noise measurements taken at three receptors on the recreational
facilities on the campus indicate existing noise levels between 64 decibels (dBA) and 69 dBA, which is

above the 67 dBA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for Category B receptors, which include residences,
recreational areas, picnic areas, playgrounds, active sport areas, parks, motels/hotels, schools, churches,
libraries, and hospitals. For more information on the fundamentals of noise, please refer to Chapter 3.15 in
the Draft EIR/EIS. The future with no-build would increase the dBa by one. A soundwall at that location
was found to be unreasonable. Since, increases in noise less than 3 dBA are generally not perceptible by
the human ear, noise levels would remain consistent the existing conditions. Views of the project from the
Academy are very limited and would remain consistent with existing views. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality,
and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not
expected to cause a use of Del Mar Hills Academy because the proximity of the project would not impair
the protected activities, features, or attributes of the Academy.

Solana Highlands Elementary School and Park

Solana Highlands Elementary is a public elementary school in the Solana Beach School District, located
approximately 0.35 km (0.22 mi) east of I-5, accessible from Long Run Drive off of High Bluff Drive. Solana
Highlands Park is a community park adjacent to the elementary school with two unlighted baseball fields,
two unlighted basketball courts and two unlighted half-court basketball courts, two handball courts, and two
tot lots. These facilities are open to the public on afternoons and weekends. Public access and ownership
qualify these campus facilities as a resource afforded protection under Section 4(f). There would be no use
of the resourceproperty by the proposed project, and access would not be changed as there would be no
impact to Long Run Drive or High Bluff Drive in this area. Views of the project from the school and park are
very limited as there are five blocks of development between the school, park and the proposed project,
which also act as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain
similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because
the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the school and
park.

La Colonia Park

La Colonia Park is a 0.73-ha (1.79-ac) community park located 0.34 km (0.21 mi) west of I-5 in the Eden
Gardens community of Solana Beach. It is accessible from Stevens Avenue. Facilities at the park include
one half-court basketball court, one tot lot, a large grass area for active and passive uses, and a picnic
area with barbeques and picnic tables. Public ownership and access qualify La Colonia Park as a resource
subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the park by the proposed project,, and access
to the school would not change as the project would not impact Stevens Avenue. Views of the project to
the freeway are very limited as there is development between the park and the proposed project, which
acts as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to
the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the
proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the school and
park.

Earl Warren Middle School

Earl Warren Middle School is a public school in the San Dieguito Union High School District, located
approximately 0.55 km (0.34 mi) west of I-5, accessible from Stevens Avenue off of Lomas Santa Fe Drive.
The playground and sports fields include three unlighted basketball courts, two unlighted half-court
basketball courts, four backstops, four volleyball nets, and pull-up bars. These facilities are open to the
public when school is not in session. They are often rented out to sports leagues on weekends. Public
ownership and access qualify these campus facilities as a resource afforded projection under Section 4(f).
There would be no use of the resource by the proposed project. Access to the school would not change as
the project would not impact Stevens Avenue or Lomas Santa Fe Drive in this area. Views of the project
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from the school are very limited as there is development between the school and the proposed project,
which also acts as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would
remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use
because the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the
school.

Skyline Elementary School

Skyline Elementary is a public school in the Solana Beach School District, located approximately 0.29 km
(0.18 mi) west of I-5, accessible from Lomas Santa Fe Drive. The playground and sports fields include two
unlighted basketball courts, three unlighted half-court basketball courts, three handball courts, two back
stops, and two tot lots. These facilities are open to the public on afternoons and weekends. This public
ownership and access qualify these campus facilities as a resource afforded projection under Section 4(f).
There would be no physical use of the facilities by the proposed project, and access to the school would
not change as the project would not impact Lomas Santa Fe Drive in this area. Views of the project from
the school are very limited as there are several blocks of development, including retail and dining
establishments, between the school and the proposed project, which also act as a sound barrier to freeway
noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the project would
not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the school.

Solana Vista Elementary School

Solana Vista Elementary is a public school in the Solana Beach School District, located approximately 0.53
km (0.33 mi) east of I-5, accessible from Santa Victoria. The playground and sports field include one
unlighted basketball court, one unlighted half-court basketball court, two handball courts, and one tot lot.
These facilities are open to the public on afternoons and weekends. This public ownership and access
qualify these campus facilities as a resource afforded projection under Section 4(f). There would be no use
of the school by the proposed project, as access to the school would not change and there are no impacts
to Santa Victoria. Views of the project from the school would be very limited as there are five blocks of
development between the school and the proposed project, which act as a barrier to freeway noise.
Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore,
the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered.

Glen Park

Glen Park is a public park owned by the City of Encinitas, located approximately 0.60 km (0.37 mi) west of
I-5, accessible from Orinda Drive. The 1.82-ha (4.49-ac) park has one unlighted basketball court, one
unlighted tennis court, one volleyball court, one tot lot, picnic benches, and a Scout and Youth Center.
Public ownership and access make Glen Park a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be
no use of the resource by the proposed project. Access to the school would not change as the project
would not impact Orinda Drive. Views of the project from the park are very limited as there is housing
development between the park and the project, which acts as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation,
wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the
proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the project would not impair the
protected activities, features, or attributes of the park.

George Berkich Park

George Berkich Park is a public park owned by the Cardiff School District, adjacent to Cardiff Elementary
School, located approximately 0.77 km (0.48 mi) west of I-5. It is accessible from Montgomery Avenue. The
1.8 ha (4.5 ac) park has one unlighted basketball court and two additional basketball hoops, one unlighted

baseball field, one tot lot, and a picnic area with benches. Public ownership and access make George
Berkich Park a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the resource by the
proposed project, and access to the park would not change as the project would not impact Montgomery
Avenue. Views of the project from the park are obstructed by several blocks of development and natural
topography, which acts as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality
would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a
use because the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of
the park.

Cardiff Sports Park

Cardiff Sports Park is a public park owned by the City of Encinitas located approximately 0.71 km (0.44 mi)
east of I-5. It is accessible from Lake Drive. The 3.7 ha (9.2 ac) has four lighted baseball fields. Public
ownership and access make Cardiff Sports Park a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would
be no use of the park by the proposed project, and access to the park would not change as the project
would not impact Lake Drive. Views of the project from the park are obstructed by eight blocks of
development and natural topography, which also act as a barrier to freeway noise, vegetation, wildlife, air
quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is
not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities,
features, or attributes of the park.

Hall Property Community Park

Hall Property Community Park along the I-5 right-of-way is a park planned for construction by the City of
Encinitas. The Hall Property Community Park Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified by the
City in 2008 (EDAW 2008). The City of Encinitas purchased the approximately 18-ha (44-ac) site for park
development in May 2001. The Park plan includes a mixture of active and passive uses. Active uses would
include softball/baseball fields, a basketball court, multiuse turf fields, a teen center, a dog park, an
amphitheatre, a skate park, and possibly an aquatic facility. Passive uses would include gardens, picnic
areas, trails, and a scenic overlook (Figure 5).

The City coordinated with Caltrans on the park design to ensure that implementation of the proposed
project would not require a 4(f) use of lands planned for the park. In the Hall Property Community Park
Final Program EIR, the City has agreed to an easement dedication of land that would provide the right-of-
way needed to improve I-5, therefore the provisions of 4(f) are not triggered (23 CFR § 774.11[i].).

Park access would not change as the project would not impact Somerte Avenue or Warwick Avenue. The
proposed project is visible from the park. However, views from the park toward the proposed project would
not be affected since the I-5 freeway is visible in the existing condition and improvements to I-5 associated
with the project would not substantially alter existing views. It is not known at this time if the proposed
project would increase noise levels in the park. At this time, the City of Encinitas has not finalized details of
the park design, and therefore grading plans are not available. Caltrans would, however, continue to
coordinate with the City, and once final grading and landscape plans are available, noise measurements
would be taken to determine if noise levels in the park exceed the NAC for Category B receptors. If noise
levels exceed the NAC, then noise abatement would be considered for areas of frequent human-use that
would benefit from a noise reduction. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain
similar to the existing conditions. The proposed project is not expected to cause a use of Hall Property
Community Park because the proximity impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities,
features, or attributes of the park.
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Ada Harris Elementary School and Park

Ada Harris School is a public elementary school in the Cardiff School District, located approximately 0.23
km (0.14 mi) east of I-5. It is accessible from Windsor Road off of Villa Cardiff Drive. Ada Harris Park is a
community park contiguous to the elementary school with three unlighted basketball courts, one back stop,
one soccer field, one handball court, and one tot lot. These facilities are open to the public on afternoons
and weekends. This public access and ownership qualifies these campus facilities as a resource afforded
projection under Section 4(f). There would be no use of the resource by the proposed project, and access
to the school and park would not change as the project would not impact Windsor Road or Villa Cardiff
Drive. Views of the project from the school and park are obstructed by six blocks of development and
natural topography, which acts as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water
quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to
cause a use because the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or
attributes of the school and park.

San Diequito High School

San Dieguito Academy is a public school in the San Dieguito Union High School District, located
approximately 0.45 km (0.28 mi) east of I-5 and accessible from Santa Fe Drive. Facilities at San Dieguito
Academy include one unlighted soccer field and dirt track, one unlighted baseball field, four unlighted
basketball courts, four lighted tennis courts, and pull-up bars. The sports fields are open to the public
during weekday afternoons, and the tennis courts are open to the public on the weekends. Public access
and ownership qualify these campus facilities as a resource afforded projection under Section 4(f). There
would be no use of the school by the proposed project, and access to the school would not change. Views
of the freeway from the school are obstructed by several blocks of development, which acts as a barrier to
freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing
conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the
project would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the school.

Mildred MacPherson Park

Mildred MacPherson Park is a public mini-park owned by the City of Encinitas, located approximately 0.64
km (0.40 mi) west of I-5. It is accessible from South Vulcan Avenue off of Santa Fe Drive. The 0.4-ha (1-ac)
park includes one unlighted half-court basketball court, one tot lot, and picnic facilities. Public ownership
and access make Mildred MacPherson Park a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be
no use of the resource by the proposed project and access to the park would not change as the project
would not impact South Vulcan Avenue or Santa Fe Drive. Views of the project from the park are
obstructed by several blocks of development, which acts as a barrier to freeway noise.. Vegetation, wildlife,
air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions.

Encinitas Viewpoint Park

Encinitas Viewpoint Park is a public neighborhood park owned by the City of Encinitas, located
approximately 0.31 km (0.19 mi) west of I-5,, and accessible from East D Street off of South Vulcan
Avenue. The 1.1-ha (2.7-ac) park includes one tot lot, picnic facilities, and passive recreation space.

The park has specified hours for off-leash dog activity. Public ownership and access qualify the park as a
resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the resource by the proposed
project., and access to the park would not change as the NCC Project would not impact South Vulcan
Avenue or East D Street. Views of the project from the park are limited as there are several blocks of
residential development between the park and the proposed project. The development also acts as a
barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the

existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity
of the project would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the park.

Cottonwood Creek Park

Cottonwood Creek Park is a 3.3-ha (8.2-ac) public park owned by the City of Encinitas. The park is located
approximately 0.76 km (0.47 mi) west of I-5 at the northeast corner of the Encinitas Boulevard and North
Vulcan Avenue, west of the intersection of Encinitas Boulevard and I-5. Cottonwood Creek Park includes
two unlighted half-court basketball courts, two lighted tennis courts, a gazebo, a climbing rock, one tot lot,
and passive recreation areas, including two nature viewing areas with picnic tables. It is separated from I-5
by existing development and is not immediately adjacent to the freeway. Public ownership and access
qualify Cottonwood Creek Park as a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection.

The proposed project would not use any portion of the existing park. All improvements associated with the
proposed project near the existing and future portions of Cottonwood Creek Park would take place within
the existing Caltrans right-of-way. Access to the park would not change as the proposed project would not
impact North Vulcan Avenue or Encinitas Boulevard. Commercial development partially obscures the
proposed project from Cottonwood Creek Park. However, unobscured views would not be affected since
the I-5 freeway is visible in the existing condition. The view of the freeway is dominated by the view east
down Encinitas Boulevard showing the bridge passing over Encinitas Boulevard. Improvements to I-5
associated with the proposed project would not dramatically alter the existing view, as they would consist
primarily of the widening of the existing bridge.. Commercial business, distance from the proposed project,
and terrain act as barrier from freeway noise for the park. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality
would remain similar to the existing environment. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause
a use because the proximity of the project would not substantially impair the protected activities, features,
or attributes of the park.

Orpheus Park

Orpheus Park is a neighborhood park owned by the City of Encinitas, located approximately 0.39 km (0.24
mi) west of I-5, accessible from Orpheus Avenue. The 1.2-ha (2.9-ac) park includes one tot lot, picnic
facilities, limited off-leash dog hours, and passive recreation space. Public ownership and access qualify
Orpheus Park as a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be use of the resource by the
proposed project, and access to the park would not change as the project would not impact Orpheus
Avenue. Views of the project from the park are obscured by topography and several blocks of residential
development,, which act as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality
would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a
use because the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of
the park.

Batiquitos Lagoon

Batiquitos Lagoon Ecological Reserve is a wetlands preserve serving a variety of wildlife habitat on the
coast between Encinitas and Carlsbad in Figure 6. It is surrounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west; steep
hills to the south traversed by La Costa Avenue; gentle slopes to the north adjacent to the Aviara
development and golf course; and San Marcos Creek to the east, which serves as the connection between
Batiquitos Lagoon and the watershed farther east. Batiquitos Lagoon is approximately 247 ha (610 ac) in
size. The lagoon’s watershed includes portions of the cities of Carlsbad, San Marcos, and Encinitas. The
lagoon’s primary freshwater tributaries are San Marcos Creek to the east, which flows under EI Camino
Real, and Encinitas Creek to the south, which empties into the lagoon under La Costa Avenue.
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Batiquitos Lagoon is currently owned by the State of California and is preserved as a State Ecological
Reserve with public access, a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. Batiquitos Lagoon is currently
managed by a number of agencies as a restoration project initiated by the Port of Los Angeles to compensate
for the loss of marine resources resulting from construction of new cargo terminals in the Port of Los Angeles.
The Port of Los Angeles is working with the City of Carlsbad, the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG), the California State Lands Commission, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to restore Batiquitos Lagoon. Batiquitos Lagoon includes a Nature
Center, located at 7380 Gabbiano Lane, and a public hiking trail 3.2 km (2 mi) long. The public hiking trail
begins at the end of Gabbiano Lane and continues almost to EI Camino Real on the east end of the lagoon
(see Figure 6). Public access to the trail is provided from the public parking lot near the Nature Center and
four public parking lots along Batiquitos Drive (Batiquitos Lagoon Foundation 2006).

There would be no use of Batiquitos Lagoon by the proposed project. All improvements associated with
the proposed project, including proposed enhancements to the existing Park and Ride lot, trails, and the
nature center, would take place within the existing Caltrans right-of-way. Access would not change as the
NCC Project would not impact Gabbiano Lane or Batiquitos Drive. The proposed project is visible from
Batiquitos Lagoon. Views from the park toward the proposed project would not be substantially affected as
the freeway is visible in the existing condition and improvements to I-5 associated with the proposed
project would occur within the right-of-way and would not dramatically alter the existing view.

Existing noise levels at Batiquitos Lagoon are estimated to be between 62 and 64 dBA.. Modeling indicates
the proposed project would result in a noise increase of approximately 2 to 4 dBA, with maximum sound
levels estimated at 68 dBA. Vegetation would remain similar to the existing conditions. Wildlife in the area
include gnatcatchers on the north shore in east and west basins near the Caltrans right-of-way. They
gnatcatchers fly in and out of Caltrans right-of-way all along the east basin. Also in the east basin is an
island near the Caltrans right-of-way where Least Terns nest. There is no single standard or threshold for
determining adverse noise effects on bird species, however, and studies that have identified noise effects
for other bird species have not been scientifically proven to affect the species found at Batiquitos Lagoon.
Furthermore, existing noise in excess of 70 dBA occurs over various wetland and upland habitats along the
I-5 NCC Project corridor where bird populations exist.

In addition, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the
proposed project is not expected to cause a use of Batiquitos Lagoon because the proximity impacts would
not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the lagoon.

Aviara Trails

The Lagoon Trail of the Aviara Trails system is 3.4 km (2.1 mi) in length and parallels the Batiquitos
Lagoon’s north shore. It is located approximately 0.24 km (0.15 mi) east of I-5 and is accessible to the
public from Gabbiano Lane. The trail’s status as a publicly owned recreation area makes the Aviara Trails a
resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the trail by the proposed project.
Access to the trail could include trail improvements extending the trial into Caltrans right-or-way if
maintenance agreements are reached. Otherewise there is no change to public streets as the project
would not impact Gabbiano Lane. The proposed project is visible from the Lagoon Trail. Views from the
trail toward the proposed project would not be substantially affected since the I-5 freeway is visible in the
existing condition. Improvements to |-5 associated with the proposed project would not dramatically alter
the existing view. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing

conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the
project would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the trails.

South Carlsbad State Beach

South Carlsbad State Beach is a 4.8-km (3-mi) stretch of beach, located approximately 0.53 km (0.33 mi)
west of I-5. It is accessible from Carlsbad Boulevard. The beach is open to the public for swimming,
surfing, fishing, picnicking, and camping. Public ownership qualifies South Carlsbad State Beach as a
resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the beach by the proposed project.
Access to the beach would not change as the NCC Project would not impact Carlsbad Boulevard. The
proposed project has limited views from the beach due to topography and development located, including a
power plant, between the beach and the proposed project. Unobscured views from the beach towards the
proposed project would not be substantially altered since I-5 is visible in the existing conditions. The
improvements to I-5 associated with the proposed project would not dramatically alter existing views.
Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore,
the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the project would not
substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of South Carlsbad State Beach.

Poinsettia Park

Poinsettia Park is a 17-ha (42-ac) public park, located approximately 0.56 km (0.35 mi) east of I-5, and
accessible to the public from Hidden Valley Road. Facilities at the park include three lighted baseball fields,
ten lighted tennis courts, two lighted basketball courts, one lighted soccer field, picnic tables, and one tot
lot. Public ownership and access quality Poinsettia Park a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection.
There would be no use of the resource by the proposed project. Access to the park would not change as
the project would not impact Hidden Valley Road. Views of the project from Poinsettia Park are limited as
there is development between the park and the freeway, which acts as a barrier to freeway noise.
Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore,
the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the project would not impair
the protected activities, features, or attributes of the park.

Car Country Park

Car Country Park, owned by the City of Carlsbad, is a small 0.42-ha (1.03-ac) passive recreation area
along Paseo Del Norte. The park is located immediately adjacent to I-5, and situated between several car
dealerships to the north and south. The park contains land areas, a picnic table, landscaping, and a
meandering sidewalk. No other facilities are located at the park. Public ownership and access qualify Car
Country Park as a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the resource by
the proposed project. Access to the park would not change as the project would not impact Paseo Del
Norte. The proposed project is visible from Car Country Park, as there are no barriers between the park
and I-5. However, views from the park toward the proposed project would not be substantially affected
since the I-5 freeway is visible in the existing condition and improvements to I-5 associated with the
proposed project would not dramatically alter the existing view. Existing noise levels are estimated at
approximately 75 dBA. Future noise levels with the proposed project are anticipated to increase between 3
to 5 dBA at this location, which would likely be perceptible to the healthy human ear. However, the
estimated increase in noise due to the project would not likely deter people who might otherwise decide to
visit the park. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing
conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the
project would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the park.
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Cannon Park

Cannon Park is a 1-ha (2.4-ac) public park, located approximately 0.56 km (0.35 mi) west of I-5, accessible
from Cannon Road and Carlsbad Boulevard. The park has one basketball court, one volleyball court, one
backstop, picnic tables, and a tot lot area. Public ownership and access qualify Cannon Park as a resource
subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the resource by the proposed project, and
access to the park would not change as the project would not impact Cannon Road or Carlsbad Boulevard.
Views from the park toward the proposed project would remain unchanged since existing views are
obstructed by topography, residential and commercial development, as well as by the Encina Power Plant.
This development also acts as a barrier from freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water
quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to
cause a use because the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or
attributes of the park.

Carlsbad State Beach

Carlsbad State Beach is a 2.3-km (1.4-mi) stretch of State-owned beach, located approximately 0.64 km
(0.40 mi) west of I-5 and accessed along Carlsbad Boulevard. The beach is open to the public for
swimming, surfing, fishing, scuba diving, sunbathing, and other beach-related activities. Public ownership
and access qualify Carlsbad State Beach as a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be
no use of the beach by the proposed project. Access to the beach would not change as the project would
not impact Tamarack Avenue. The proposed project cannot be viewed from the beach as there are many
blocks of development, including the Encina Power Plant, between the beach and the proposed project.
Freeway noise is inaudible from the beach due to distance from I-5, wave action from the ocean, and
existing development and topography. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain
similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because
the proximity of the project would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the beach.

Coastal Rail Trail — Carlsbad

The Coastal Rail Trail in Carlsbad is a 1.9-km (1.2-mi) stretch of trail, located approximately 0.54 km (0.33
mi) west of |-5, accessible from Tamarack Avenue and Oak Avenue. Activities on the trail include
walking/jogging and biking. Public ownership and access qualify the Coastal Rail Trail as a resource
subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the resource by the proposed project,, and
access to the trail would not change as the project would not impact Tamarack Avenue or Oak Avenue.
The proposed project cannot be viewed from the trail as there are several blocks of residential and
commercial development between the park and the proposed project, which acts as a barrier to freeway
noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the project would
not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the trail.

Chase Field

Chase Field is a 1.1-ha (2.7-ac) playing field located approximately 0.11 km (0.07 mi) west of I-5. It is
accessible from Harding Street off of Carlsbad Village Drive. Facilities include three lighted baseball fields
and a snack bar. The field’s status as a publicly owned park with public access qualifies the field as a
resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the field by the proposed project, and
access to the field would not change as the project would not impact Harding Street or Carlsbad Village
Drive in this area. Views from the field toward the freeway are obscured by two blocks of development,
which also act as a barrier to freeway. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain
similar to the existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because

the proximity of the project would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of
Chase Field.

Pine Avenue Community Park

The Pine Avenue Community Park is a 3.1-ha (7.7-ac) park adjacent to Chase Field, located approximately
0.18 km (0.11 mi) west of I-5 and accessible from Harding Street off of Carlsbad Village Drive. Facilities at
Pine Avenue Park include a lighted soccer field, a lighted baseball field, two half-court basketball courts,
picnic tables, and a tot lot area. Public ownership and access qualify the park as a resource subject to
Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the park by the proposed project, and access to the park
would not change as the project would not impact Harding Street or Carlsbad Village Drive in this area.
Views of the project from the park are obscured by two blocks of development, which also act as a barrier
to freeway. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity of the project would
not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the park.

Holiday Park

Holiday Park is a 2.4-ha (5.9-ac) public park, owned by the City of Carlsbad, located on the corner of
Chestnut Avenue and Pio Pico Drive (Figure 7). Holiday Park features horseshoe pits, a picnic area, a tot
lot play area, restrooms, and large shade trees. There would be no use of Holiday Park by the proposed
project. However, implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would require the use of a 0.3-ha
(0.73-ac) strip of the existing Pio Pico Drive. The location of this right-of-way use is shown in Figure 7.
Currently, parking is allowed on the east side of Pio Pico Drive. The loss of this existing street right-of-way
would stretch approximately 244 m (800 ft) along Pio Pico Drive and displace on-street parking. Based on
an assumption of one parking space equaling 6.1 m (20 ft), the loss of 244 m (800 ft) of available parking
would result in a loss of 40 available parking spaces. Three small parking lots exist at the park itself with
approximately 30 parking spaces each, resulting in a net total of approximately 90 parking spaces. Five of
these parking spaces are reserved for handicapped parking. Street parking is allowed on the majority of the
streets surrounding the park. Field reconnaissance at the park was conducted on two separate occasions
to determine if parking was constrained in the existing condition. One site visit was conducted on a summer
evening during the workweek when it was expected that the majority of residents surrounding the park
were home. Another was conducted on a Saturday afternoon in the summer when it can be expected that
the park would have a large number of patrons. During both visits, it was observed that the parking lots
adjacent to the park were approximately half full; fewer than 10 cars were observed along Pio Pico Drive
itself, and the majority of the street parking surrounding the park was vacant. Consequently, the loss of
parking along Pio Pico Drive would not substantially reduce parking available for Holiday Park. Access
patterns would change slightly with the loss of on-street parking along Pio Pico Drive, but adequate parking
would remain available in the immediate vicinity.

Existing views of the freeway atop a low embankment would be replaced by a retaining wall, topped by a
proposed soundwall. Although the wall would alter views to the west, this would not affect activities at the
park. Additionally, noise levels would actually be reduced slightly with construction of the soundwall. The
retaining/soundwall would be between 3.6-7.6 m (12-15 ft) in height and feature architectural detailing (see
-5 NCC Draft EIR/EIS, Figures 3-7.66 through 37.69). Landscaping would also be provided at the base of
the wall. If, during final design, it is found that conditions have substantially changed, noise abatement may
not be necessary at some locations. The final decision of the noise abatement would be made upon
completion of the project design and the public involvement processes. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and
water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. The proposed project would not cause a
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constructive use because the proximity impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities,
features, or attributes of the park.

Rotary Park

Rotary Park is a 0.3-ha (0.8-ac) public park, located approximately 0.77 km (0.48 mi) west of I-5. It is
accessible from Grand Avenue and Carlsbad Village Drive. The park has a gazebo and benches.
Public ownership and access qualify Rotary Park a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There
would be no use of the park by the proposed project, and access to the park would not change as the
project would not impact Grand Avenue or Carlsbad Village Drive in this area. Views of the project from
the park would be obscured by ten blocks of development, including retail and restaurants. This
development also act as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality
would remain similar to the existing conditions. The proposed project is not expected to cause a use
because the proximity impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or
attributes of the park.

Maxton Brown Park

Maxton Brown Park is a 0.4-ha (1.0-ac) public park located approximately 0.71 km (0.44 mi) west of I-5.
It is accessible from Laguna Drive and State Street off of Carlsbad Boulevard. The park includes picnic
tables and barbecue facilities. Public ownership and access qualify Maxton Brown Park a resource
subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the resource by the proposed project.
Access to the park would not change as the project would not impact Laguna Drive, State Street, or
Carlsbad Boulevard. Views of the project from the park are obscured by several blocks of development,
which act as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain
similar to the existing conditions. The proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the
proximity impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the
park.

Buena Vista Elementary School

Buena Vista Elementary is a public school in the Carlsbad Unified School District, located
approximately 0.10 km (0.06 mi) east of I-5, accessible from Buena Vista Way off of Pio Pico Drive.
Facilities at Buena Vista Elementary include three basketball courts, one volleyball court, and two
handball courts. These facilities are open to the public on afternoons and weekends. This public access
and ownership qualify these school facilities as a resource afforded projection under Section 4(f). There
would be no use of the school by the proposed project, and access to the school would not change as
the project would not impact Buena Vista Way or Pio Pico Drive in this area. Views of the project from
the school are limited, as there are three blocks of development between the school and the proposed
project. Improvements to I-5 associated with the proposed project would not dramatically alter existing
views. The proposed project would reduce freeway noise below existing levels with the construction of
the proposed soundwall. The wall heigt would be 3.0 m (10ft) andhte length is 132 m (433 ft). If, during
final design, it is found that conditions have substantially changed, noise abatement may not be
necessary at some locations. The final decision of the noise abatement would be made upon
completion of the project design and the public involvement processes. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality,
and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. The proposed project is not expected
to cause a use because the proximity impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities,
features, or attributes of the park.

Hosp Grove Park

Hosp Grove Park is a public park owned by the City of Carlsbad, located approximately 0.61 km (0.38
mi) east of I-5 at the corner of Jefferson Street and Monroe Street, near Buena Vista Lagoon. Facilities
at the 26.32-ha (65.03-ac) park include picnic tables, a tot lot, and a 2.4-km (1.5-mi) walking trail. The
remainder of the park is a eucalyptus grove. Public ownership and access qualify Hosp Grove Park as
a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the park by the proposed
project, and access to the park would not change as the project would not impact Jefferson Street or
Monroe Street. The proposed project is visible from Hosp Grove Park. However, views to and from the
park toward the proposed project would not be affected since the I-5 freeway is visible in the existing
conditions, and improvements to I-5 associated with the proposed project would not dramatically alter
the existing views. Commercial business, distance from the proposed project, and terrain act as barrier
from freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the
existing conditions. The proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity
impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the park.

Buena Vista Lagoon

Buena Vista Lagoon is an approximately 142-ha (350-ac) freshwater lagoon that is managed as an
ecological preserve by the CDFG. The Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation, a nonprofit organization,
advocates lagoon conservation and restoration marsh and wetlands areas. Buena Vista Lagoon, as
shown in Figure 8, is located between the Cities of Oceanside and Carlsbad and is bordered by the
Pacific Ocean in the west; urban development, SR-78, and Jefferson Street to the east; and urban
development to north and south. The Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation, a nonprofit organization,
advocates lagoon conservation and restoration.

The Nature Center at 2202 South Coast Highway in Oceanside operated by Buena Vista Audubon
Society. Fishing and passive recreation such as picnicking are permitted at the lagoon. The Nature
Center staff provides guided nature walks. The lagoon’s status as publicly owned ecological preserve
and recreation area makes the Buena Vista Lagoon subject to Section 4(f) protection.

There would be no use of Buena Vista Lagoon by the proposed project. All improvements associated
with the proposed project near Buena Vista Lagoon would take place within the existing Caltrans right-
of-way. The proposed project is visible from Buena Vista Lagoon. However, views from the lagoon
toward the proposed project would not be substantially changed since the I-5 freeway is visible in the
existing. Existing noise levels at Buena Vista Lagoon were measured at 53 dBA at one receptor and 63
dBA at two other receptors. Noise modeling found that noise at the lagoon resulting from operation of
the proposed project would increase by no more than 2 dBA for all three receptors. This increase in
noise would not substantially impair Buena Vista Lagoon’s ability to function as an ecological preserve.
Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. The
proposed project is not expected to cause a use of Buena Vista Lagoon because the proximity impacts
would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the lagoon.

South Oceanside Elementary School and Park

South Oceanside Elementary is a public elementary school in the Oceanside Unified School District,
located approximately 0.27 km (0.17 mi) west of I-5. It is accessible from South Horne Street off of
Cassidy Street. South Oceanside Park is a community park adjacent to the elementary school with one
baseball field and one additional backstop, three basketball courts, two tennis courts, and one tot lot.
Public ownership and access qualify South Oceanside Park as a resource subject to Section 4(f)
protection. There would be no use of the resource property by the proposed project, and access to the
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school would not change as the project would not impact South Horne Street or Cassidy Street. Views
of the project from the school are limited, as there is development between the school and the
proposed project. This development also acts as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air
quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. The proposed project is not
expected to cause a use because the proximity impacts would not substantially impair the protected
activities, features, or attributes of the school and park.

Marshall Street Swim Center and Park

Marshall Street Swim Center is an indoor public pool located approximately 0.40 km (0.25 mi) west of I-
5. It is accessible at the end of Marshall Street, off of California Street. The adjacent park has a
playground and passive recreation space with open grass areas and picnic benches. Public ownership
and access qualify Marshall Street Swim Center and Park as a resource subject to Section 4(f)
protection. Access to the swim center and park would not change as the project would not impact
Marshall Street or California Street. Views of the project from the property are limited, due to
topography and development between the Swim Center/Park and the proposed project. This
topography and development also acts as a barrier to freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality,
and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. The proposed project is not expected
to cause a use because the proximity impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities,
features, or attributes of this property.

Palmquist School and Lincoln Middle School

Palmquist Elementary is a public school in the Oceanside Unified School District, located approximately
0.48 km (0.30 mi) east of I-5. It is accessible from California Street. Adjacent to Palmquist is Lincoln
Middle School, also part of the Oceanside Unified School District and accessible from California Street.
The playground and sports field include eight unlighted basketball courts, seven backstops, a cinder
track, four volleyball nets, playground equipment, and approximately 4.0 ha (10 ac) of grass. These
facilities are open to the public on afternoons and weekends. This public access and ownership
qualifies these campus facilities as resources afforded projection under Section 4(f). There would be no
use of the resoruce by the proposed project, and access to the schools would not change as the project
would not impact California Street. Views of the project from the schools are obscured by several
blocks of development which also act as a barrier to any freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality,
and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. The proposed project is not expected
to cause a use because the proximity impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities,
features, or attributes of these schools.

Ditmar Elementary School

Ditmar Elementary is a public school in the Oceanside Unified School District, located approximately
0.72 km (0.45 mi) west of I-5, accessible from Ditmar Street off of Oceanside Boulevard. The sports
fields and playground are open to the public on afternoons and weekends. This public access and
ownership qualifies these campus facilities as a resource afforded projection under Section 4(f). There
would be no use of the school by the proposed project. Access to the school would not change as the
project would not impact Ditmar Street or Oceanside Boulevard in this area. Views of the project from
the school is obscured by a canyon and approximately ten blocks of development, which also act as a
barrier to any freeway noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to
the existing conditions. The proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity
impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the school.

Ron Ortega Recreation Park

Ron Ortega Recreation Park is a 4.9-ha (12-ac) community park, located approximately 0.03 km (0.02
mi) east of I-5, accessible from Brooks and Maxson Streets off of Mission Avenue. The park includes
two lighted baseball fields, two tot lots, a picnic area, and a snack bar that are open to the public. Public
ownership and access make Ron Ortega Recreation Park a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection.
There would be no use of the park by the proposed project, and access to the park would not change
as the project would not impact Brooks or Maxson Streets or Mission Avenue in this area. Views of the
project from the park are very limited due to grade separation and existing development between the
park and proposed project. A soundwall is proposed at this location and would reduce future project
noise levels to below existing levels. The wall height is 3.7 m (12 ft) and 4.3 m (14 ft),while the length is
258 m (845 ft). If, during final design, it is found that conditions have substantially changed, noise
abatement may not be necessary at some locations. The final decision of the noise abatement would
be made upon completion of the project design and the public involvement processes. Vegetation,
wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. The proposed
project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity impacts would not substantially impair the
protected activities, features, or attributes of the park.

Oceanside High School

Oceanside High School is a public high school in the Oceanside Unified School District, located
approximately 0.05 km (0.03 mi) west of I-5, with fields parallel to southbound I-5. It is accessible from
Mission Avenue, and from South Horne Street off of Mission Avenue. Facilities at the high school
include eight outdoor basketball courts, and a lighted football field and track. These facilities are open
to the public on afternoons and weekends. This public access and ownership qualify these campus
facilities as a resource afforded projection under Section 4(f). There is no direct use of the school
property by the proposed project. The school access off Mission Avenue would be modified slightly as a
result of the proposed improvements to the I-5/Mission Avenue interchange, but these modifications
would not eliminate any existing turn movements into and out of the school, and pedestrian accessibility
would be improved. .Measurements taken at the school’s athletic fields, which is a Category B activity
for noise protocol that exceeds the 67 dBA recommend withexisting noise levels that range between 69
and 75 dBA. The project is predicted to increase noise levels at this location by approximately 1 to 2
dBA (refer to Section 3.15 Noise). However, increases in noise less than 3 dBA are generally not
perceptible by the human ear. A soundwall was considered feasible, but not reasonable. Therefore a
noise barrier was not recommended. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain
similar to the existing conditions. The proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the
proximity impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the
school.

Joe Balderrama Park and Recreation Center

The Joe Balderrama Park and Recreation Center is a 1.2-ha (3-ac) complex located approximately 0.24
km (0.15 mi) east of I-5. It is accessible from San Diego Street off of Mission Avenue. The park includes
one lighted basketball court, two lighted tennis courts, two handball courts, two tot lots, an indoor
recreation area, and picnic areas. Additionally, the Cesar Chavez Resource Center is located on-site,
which is a 1,115-m? (12,000-ft?) facility with multipurpose meeting rooms. Both the park and center are
open to the public. Public ownership and access qualify the Joe Balderrama Park and Recreation
Center a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. There would be no use of the resource by the
proposed project, and access to the park and center would not change as the project would not impact
San Diego Street or Mission Avenue in this area. Views of the proposed project would be obscured by
several blocks of residential and commercial development, which act as a barrier to freeway noise.
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Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity impacts would
not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of these facilities.

Capistrano Park

Capistrano Park is a 5.7-ha (14-ac) community park located approximately 0.34 km (0.21 mi) east of I-5
and accessible from Capistrano Drive. The park includes one lighted baseball field, one unlighted
baseball field, two lighted tennis courts, one unlighted basketball court, one tot lot, and picnic tables.
Public ownership and access qualify Capistrano Park a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection.
There would be no use of the resource by the proposed project, and access to the park would not
change as the project would not impact Capistrano Drive. Views of the proposed project from the park
are limited by topography and several blocks of development, which also act as a barrier to freeway
noise. Vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing
environment. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause a use because the proximity
impacts would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the park.

CHAPTER 4.0 — SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES PROPOSED FOR DE MINIMIS
FINDING

SAFETEA-LU Section 6009(a) 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 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 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 (currently this is included in the public comment period for the /-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 Caltransare 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 following discussion examines instances where the 1-5 NCC Project would use a portion of
resources eligible for protection under Section 4(f), including five park properties and two historic
resources. In each instance the amount of land to be used at each resource is quantified. In instances
where different build alternatives would result in differing levels of use of the Section 4(f) property,
these differences are quantified. The extent to which the proposed project would adversely affect
activities, features, or attributes of the Section 4(f) resource are examined using the 10+4 Barrier first,
since it has the largest footprint.

41 SAN DIEGUITO RIVER PARK

The San Dieguito River Park (SDRP) encompasses approximately 35,612 ha (88,000 ac) of land,
stretching from the mouth of San Dieguito Lagoon east along the San Dieguito River to Ironside Spring
on Volcan Mountain, just north of Julian. The San Dieguito River Park is a Joint Powers Authority
(JPA). The term "Joint Powers Authority" (JPA) means that some public agencies have agreed to jointly
share certain powers, such as the power to manage and acquire land. The SDRP is administered by
the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park JPA, who is working to create a regional
open space greenway and park system by preserving and restoring land along the length of the San
Dieguito River watershed. This open space greenway and park system is planned to be integrated by a
corridor of walking, equestrian, and bicycle trails that would extend from the Pacific Ocean to Volcan
Mountain.

Implementation of the proposed project would have the potential to use small quantities of land in the
western portion of the SDRP. As shown in Figure 9, the coastal area of the SDRP encompasses
approximately 178 ha (440 ac) and is bordered by the Pacific Ocean to the west, El Camino Real to the
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east, Via de la Valle to the north, and the northern edge of the Carmel Valley planning area to the
south. The coastal area of the SDRP is bisected by I-5, is located entirely within the coastal zone, and
is located within the incorporated boundaries of the cities of Del Mar and San Diego. The SDRP has a
variety of different land owners, for the JPA: CDFG, State of California 22nd District Agricultural
Association, the cities of San Diego and Del Mar, Southern California Edison (SCE), and the North
County Transit District. The SCE is a privately owned utility agency and not subject to Section 4(f)
provisions. The western area of the SDRP is currently managed by the JPA through implementation of
the San Dieguito Wetlands Restoration Project. In addition, that was developed in collaboration with
local, state, and federal agencies including the California Coastal Commission, USFWS, NMFS, CDFG,
and the cities of San Diego and Del Mar. The San Dieguito Wetlands Restoration project was initiated
to mitigate impacts on marine fish populations resulting from the cooling water systems of San Onofre
Nuclear Generating Station Units 2 & 3.

Access to the coastal area of the SDRP for recreational uses is currently very limited. Access is
currently limited to one short trail, the Riverpath Del Mar, located near the Del Mar Public Works Yard,
along Jimmy Durante Boulevard. Two new trails are proposed as a part of the restoration of the coastal
area of the SDRP. The Coast-to-Crest Trail would extend from west to east and cross underneath the I-
5 bridge parallel to the San Dieguito River, and the Mesa Loop Trail is proposed for the southeastern
portion of the SDRP. A nature center is also proposed along the Coast-to-Crest trail east of I-5. The
park’s status as a publicly owned open space preserve, wetlands restoration area, and regional open
space greenway and park system qualify the SDRP as a resource subject to protection under Section
4(f).

4.1.1 Impacts
Implementation of each of the build alternatives of the -5 NCC Project would result in the need to use

small quantities of SDRP land. Table 4 shows the approximate area of use for the SDRP land that
would be required for each alternative.

Table 4. Area of 4(f) Use of the SDRP by Alternative

SDRP 10+4 with Barrier | 10+4 with Buffer | 8+4 with Barrier | 8+4 with Buffer
Total Area Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
0.40 ha 0.28 ha 0.36 ha 0.27 ha
35,612 ha (88,000 ac) (0.99 ac) (0.69 ac) (0.89 ac) (0.67 ac)

10+4 with Barrier Alternative

Area of Land to Be Used

Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would require use of approximately 0.40 ha (0.99 ac)
of SDRP land, which is less than 0.001% of the total SDRP area (Table 2). Approximately 0.15 ha (0.37
ac) of this use would occur on property owned by the State of California, while the remaining 0.25 ha
(0.62 ac) would occur on property owned by the City of San Diego (Figures 11 and 12).

Facilities, Functions, and/or Activities Affected

The SDRP is being developed as a regional open space greenway and park system by preserving and
restoring land along the length of the San Dieguito River watershed that would be integrated by a
corridor of walking, equestrian, and bicycle trails that would extend from the Pacific Ocean to Volcan
Mountain. Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would result in minor land uses that
would not permanently affect any of the existing trails within the SDRP. The portion of the Coast-to-
Crest Trail that would cross underneath I-5, within Caltrans right-of-way, would be subject to temporary
closures during construction activities. No permanent use of the trail would occur.

The 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would convert small areas, together totaling 0.40 ha (0.99 ac) of
undeveloped land located at the park’s boundary with the existing I-5 right-of-way. These minor land
uses would not impact the park, because this undeveloped land does not possess any unique features
or perform any vital functions that if lost would affect the SDRP’s ability to function as a 4(f) resource.

Access

No access points of the SDRP would be affected by the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative. Access to trails
would not be affected by the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative. The Crest Canyon Trail within the park is
accessible at Racetrack View Drive. Impacts to the future Coast-to-Crest Trail would not be considered
a permanent use of Section 4(f), as described above.

Visual Quality

Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would not substantially alter the visual quality of the
area because the proposed project entails widening the existing freeway. Currently, 1-5 bisects the
coastal setting of the SDRP. The 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would not affect the dominant scenic
elements of the 4(f) resource, which are the river, marsh areas, and vast open scenic views compared
to the impacts of the existing I-5 freeway.

Noise

Noise modeling for the I-5 NCC Project modeled future I-5 traffic volume increases based on a 10+4
future development scenario. The noise model identified the existing noise levels and projected the
future noise levels at three receptors within the coastal area of the SDRP. The receptor with the loudest
existing noise level was 66 dBA. This receptor also had a predicted future noise level at that location of
68 dBA, an increase of 2 dBA. This 2 dBA increase was predicted at three noise receptors within
SDRP. Noise modeling indicates that similar increases would occur across the entire open lagoon area
that dominates the coastal area of the SDRP, typically ranging between 2 to 3 dBA. This 2 to 3 dBA
increase is not generally perceptible to the human ear.

Vegetation

The SDRP land proposed for permanent use, as defined by Section 4(f), includes several locations on
the east and west sides of I-5, at the base of the berm constructed as part of the original I-5 freeway.
There is one location on the west side of I-5, and vegetation where this use would occur is in the SDRP
coastal area, and consists of open water (non-wetland waters of the U.S.), disturbed habitat and
developed land (dirt parking lot). No sensitive species occur in this location. There are two locations on
the east side of I-5 where a permanent use is proposed. Vegetation in the first location (refer to Figure
10) on the west side of the freeway is about 0.02 ha (0.05 ac) of disturbed habitat and about 0.01 ha
(0.03 ac) of distrubed wetland. Vegetation on the east side of the freeway is 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of
saltmarsh and 0.32 ha (.078 ac) disturbed habitat. The land in the western portion, is planned for
wetland habitat creation by SCE as part of the SDRP restoration. The second location
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(refer to Figure 11) is at the base of a hill that sits above the east side of I-5, outside the coastal area.
Vegetation where this impact would occur consists of a mix of disturbed coastal sage scrub and
nonnative grassland about .11 ha (0.28 ac)... Disturbed coastal sage scrub and nonnative grassland
impacted by the proposed project would be mitigated with at least a 1:1 ratio via habitat
restoration/creation ratios agreed upon by the resource agencies as a part of the overall mitigation plan
for the proposed project. This mitigation would ensure that impacts to vegetation would not adversely
affect any of the activities, features, or attributes of the SDRP that qualify the resource for protection
under Section 4(f).

Wildlife

Sensitive species such as coastal California gnatcatchers and Belding’s savannah sparrows currently
use the habitat near the |-5 freeway and are exposed to existing noise levels up to 66 dBA.
Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would result in a noise increase of an additional 2 to
3 dBA, and would not substantially increase the potential for noise to impact these sensitive species.
As described in Section 3.21 Threatened and Endangered Species of the DEIR/EIS, there is no single
standard or threshold for determining adverse noise effects on bird species. Prior studies that have
indicated a possible noise effect threshold for certain species of songbirds have not been scientifically
shown to be valid for the species listed above. Although a healthy human ear can barely perceive
changes on the order of 3 dBA, it is unclear what level is perceptible to bird species in general, and less
clear as to what is discernible to the above species. Some bird species within the lagoon and its
periphery are expected to be exposed to an increase of 2 dBA, but the relative effects are likely to vary,
due to the nonlinear scale in which noise is measured. An increase from 66 to 68 dBA Leq requires a
relatively greater amount of acoustic energy than an increase from 56 to 58 dBA Leq. As such, the birds
within the future 66 dBA Leq noise contour may be affected to a greater degree than the rest of the
populations of these species.

It should be noted that under existing conditions, noise in excess of 70 dBA occurs over various
wetland and upland habitats along the 1-5 NCC Project corridor that either support, or have the potential
to support, special status bird species. Although population numbers have undergone natural
fluctuations over the years, these species continue to forage, nest, breed, and otherwise consistently
occur within suitable habitat during the breeding season in areas subjected to a wide range of noise
levels.

10+4 with Buffer Alternative

Implementation of the 10+4 with Buffer Alternative would require use of approximately 0.28 ha (0.69 ac)
of publicly owned land, which is less that 0.001% of the total SDRP area (see Table 4). Approximately
0.15 ha (0.37 ac) of this use would occur on property owned by the State of California, while the
remaining 0.13 ha (0.32 ac) would occur on property owned by the City of San Diego.

Similar to the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative, the areas proposed for use would not result in permanent
impacts to any of the trails that are officially designated as a part of the SDRP, and would require a use
of land that does not possess any unique features or perform any vital functions that if lost would affect
the SDRP’s ability to function as a 4(f) resource.

Use associated with the 10+4 with Buffer Alternative would not affect the visual quality of the SDRP
because they would simply extend the Caltrans’ right-of-way boundary outward slightly and ultimately

result in a view of the area adjacent to I-5 very similar to the existing condition. Noise increases
associated with the 10+4 with Buffer Alternative would not generally be perceptible to the human ear.
Loss of vegetation associated with the 10+4 with Buffer Alternative would be minimal due to post-
project revegetation.

8+4 with Barrier Alternative

Implementation of the 8+4 with Barrier Alternative would require permanent use of 0.36 ha (.89 ac) of
publicly owned land, which is less than 0.001% of the total SDRP area (Table 4). Approximately 0.31
ha (0.78 ac) of this use would occur on property owned by the State of California, while the remaining
0.05 ha (0.12 ac) would occur on property owned by the City of San Diego. The area proposed for use
associated with the 8+4 with Barrier Alternative is slightly larger than that identified for the 10+4 with
Barrier Alternative. However, impacts, and proposed mitigation measures would be very similar to
those identified for the other alternatives.

8+4 with Buffer Alternative

Implementation of the 8+4 with Buffer Alternative would require use of approximately 0.27 ha (0.67 ac)
of publicly owned land, which is less than 0.001% of the total SDRP area (Table 4). Approximately 0.15
ha (0.37 ac) of this use would occur on property owned by the State of California, while the remaining
0.12 ha (0.30 ac) would occur on property owned by the City of San Diego. Impacts and proposed
mitigation associated with the 8+4 with Buffer Alternative would be similar to those identified for the
other three alternatives, only they would be slightly smaller because this alternative would result in the
smallest amount of use.

4.1.2 No Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not require a use of any portion of the SDRP.

4.1.3 Measures to Minimize Harm

The proposed project has been designed in coordination with both state and federal resource agencies
through the NEPA/404 Integration Process to minimize impacts, where possible, by reducing the
amount of right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint to minimize impacts to natural resources while
still meeting project objectives. Disturbed coastal sage scrub and nonnative grassland to be impacted
by the proposed project would be mitigated with at least a 1:1 ratio via habitat restoration/creation
ratios agreed upon by the resource agencies as a part of the overall mitigation plan for the proposed
project.

4.1.4 Proposed De Minimis Finding

Implementation of the proposed project would not impede the ability of the SDRP to function as a
publicly owned open regional open space park. Access to the park would not be impeded temporarily or
permanently. The proposed project would not permanently interfere with existing trails, or the planned

1-5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS
page A-28



Appendix A: Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f)

Coast-to-Crest trail. The visual character of the park would be unchanged as the coastal area of the
SDRP is already bisected by the I-5. The additional lanes constructed as part of the I-5 NCC Project
would not substantially alter views. Increases in noise levels would not be noticeable to park users.
Areas of natural vegetation disturbed through construction would be restored with native plant species.
Wildlife, air quality, and water quality would remain similar to the existing conditions. It is not expected
that the use of up to 0.46 ha (1.14 ac) of the SDRP would not adversely affect any of the activities,
features, or attributes of the publicly owned open regional open space park that qualify the resource for
protection under Section 4(f), and is proposed as de minimis.

4.2 SAN ELIJO LAGOON ECOLOGICAL RESERVE

The San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve is located between the cities of Encinitas and Solana Beach
and extends inland to the community of Rancho Santa Fe (Figure 12). 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 404 ha (1,000 ac) in size. It is primarily a shallow-water estuary
fed by a 199-km? (77-mi?) watershed with two main tributaries, Escondido Creek and Orilla Creek, and
is divided into basins by Highway 101, the railway, and I-5. It contains a diverse habitat with six plant
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 by the State of California to the west of I-5 and by the County of San Diego to
the east of I-5. The County of San Diego and CDFG have an agreement to operate both the eastern
and western basins of San Elijo Lagoon as a State Ecological Reserve under the administration of the
County of San Diego Department of Parks and Recreation. The boundary of the Reserve is contiguous
with Caltrans right-of-way where I-5 bisects the two basins. The Reserve includes over 8 km (5 mi) of
hiking trails open to the public (see Figure 12). These trails can be reached from the north end of Rios
Avenue, Santa Carina Drive, and Santa Helena Drive on the south side of the lagoon in Solana Beach,
and along ElI Camino Real at Orilla Creek in the community of Rancho Santa Fe at the east end. The
trailheads in Solana Beach lead to hiking trails, and the trailhead at Orilla Creek is a joint
hiking/equestrian facility. The joint trail system is restricted to the East Basin as the riprap slope
protection under the I-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, a parking lot, restrooms, drinking water, and a 1.6 km (1 mi)
loop trail.

Visitor usage of the Reserve is estimated between 55,000 to 65,000 visitor use days per year (entry
onto the Reserve is equal to one visitor use day). 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. The park’s status as a publicly owned ecological Reserve and recreation area qualifies the
Reserve as a resource subject to protection under Section 4(f).

4.2.1 Impacts

Table 5 shows the area of approximate use for the Reserve that would be required for each alternative.

Table 5. Area of 4(f) Use for the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve by Alternative

San Elijo Lagoon 10+4 with 10+4 with 8+4 with 8+4 with
Ecological Reserve Barrier Buffer Barrier Buffer
Total Area Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
0.09 ha/ 0.06 ha/ 0.08 ha/ 0.04 ha/
404 hal1000 ac 0.22 ac 0.15 ac 0.20 ac 0.09 ac

10+4 with Barrier Alternative

Area of Land to Be Used

Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would require use of approximately 0.09 ha (0.22
ac) of Reserve land on the west side of the south end of the I-5 berm extending north into San Elijo
Lagoon (which is about 0.022% of the total Reserve area (Table 5). Approximately 0.06 ha (0.15 ac) of
this use would occur on property owned by the County of San Diego, while the remaining 0.03 ha (0.07
ac) would occur on property owned by the State of California. The area proposed for permanent use
associated with the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative represents the greatest area of use among the four
alternatives, and is shown in Figure 13. This minor use would not impact any of the trails or other
activity areas that are officially designated as a part of the Reserve or the Nature Center. Additionally,
this undeveloped land does not possess any unique features or perform any vital functions that if lost
would affect the Reserve ability to function as a 4(f) resource.

Access

The 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would not affect any existing means of gaining access to the Reserve.
It would not impact any of the existing trailheads, which are well removed from the freeway corridor.
Project construction would result in the installation of falsework that would temporarily block an area
connecting the East Basin and West Basin, located under the I-5 bridge. This connection weaves
through the riprap underneath the south end of the existing freeway bridge. The area is not included in
Reserve trail maps and is not a permitted use of Caltrans right-of-way.

Visual Quality

Use associated with the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would not affect the visual quality of the Reserve.
The area proposed for use by the project is located in the southeastern portion of the West Basin where
the Reserve borders the existing I-5 Caltrans right-of-way. The area currently consists of undeveloped
land located at the base of the berm, constructed as a part of the original freeway development, and a
hill that sits above 1-5. The minor use would simply extend the Caltrans’ right-of-way boundary outward
slightly and ultimately result in a view of the area adjacent to I-5 very similar to the existing condition.

Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would not substantially alter the visual quality of the
area because the proposed project entails widening the existing freeway. The scenic quality of the
Reserve would not be affected because it is bisected by I-5 in the existing condition. The 10+4 with
Barrier Alternative would not affect the dominant scenic elements of the 4(f) resource, which are the
marsh areas and wide open scenic views, when compared to the views already created by the existing
I-5 freeway.
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Noise

Existing noise levels in the Reserve range from 60 dBA to 67 dBA. Modeling of future noise conditions
indicated that the Reserve would experience a minimal (i.e., 1 dBA) increase in traffic-related noise.
This 1 dBA increase would be imperceptible to park users.

Vegetation

The Reserve land used by 10+4 with Barrier Alternative is located in the southeastern portion of the
West Basin where the Reserve borders the existing I-5 Caltrans’ right-of-way (Figure 12). It currently
consists of undeveloped land located at the base of the berm constructed as a part of the original
freeway development About 0.05 ha (0.13 ac) Vegetation in this area consists of disturbed coastal sage
scrub, and several eucalyptus trees. Disturbed coastal sage scrub modified by the proposed project
would be mitigated with at least a 1:1 ratio via habitat restoration/creation ratios agreed upon by the
resource agencies as a part of the overall mitigation plan for the proposed project.

Wildlife

No sensitive wildlife species have been detected on the small quantity of Reserve land immediately
adjacent to the I-5 NCC Project. Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would result in a
noise increase of 1 dBA, and would not substantially increase the potential for noise to impact sensitive
species. Therefore, this increase in noise would not substantially impair the Reserve’s ability to
function as wildlife habitat.

10+4 with Buffer Alternative

Implementation of the 10+4 with Buffer Alternative would require the use of 0.06 ha (0.15 ac) of
Reserve land along the I-5 bridge abutments, which is about 0.014% of the total Reserve area (Table
5). Approximately 0.05 ha (0.12 ac) of this use would occur on property owned by the County of San
Diego, while the remaining would consist of 0.01 ha (0.02 ac) of property owned by the State of
California. The area of Reserve land proposed for use by the 10+4 with Buffer Alternative is
considerably smaller than the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative. In all other respects its potential effects
upon the Reserve as a 4(f) resource are as described above.

8+4 with Barrier Alternative

Implementation of the 8+4 with Barrier Alternative would require the use of approximately 0.08 ha (0.20
ac) of publicly owned land along the I-5 bridge abutments, which is about 0.019% of the total Reserve
area (Table 5). Approximately 0.06 ha (0.15 ac) of this use would occur on property owned by the
County of San Diego, while the remaining 0.02 ha (0.05 ac) would occur on property owned by the
State of California. The area of Reserve land proposed for use by the 8+4 with Barrier Alternative is
considerably smaller than the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative. In all other respects its potential effects
upon the Reserve as a 4(f) resource are as described above.

8+4 with Buffer Alternative

Implementation of the 8+4 with Buffer Alternative would require the use of approximately 0.04 ha (0.09
ac) of publicly owned land along the I-5 bridge abutments, which is about 0.099% of the total Reserve
area (Table 5). Approximately 0.03 ha (0.07 ac) of this use would occur on property owned by the
County of San Diego, while the remaining 0.01 ha (0.02 ac) would occur on property owned by the
State of California. The area of Reserve land proposed for use by the 8+4 with Buffer Alternative is
considerably smaller than the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative. In all other respects its potential effects
upon the Reserve as a 4(f) resource are as described above.

4.2.2 No Build Alternative

Implementation of the No-Build Alternative would not require a use of any portion of the Reserve.

4.2.3 Measures to Minimize Harm

The proposed project has been designed in coordination with the City of Encinitas, as well as state and
federal resource agencies to minimize impacts, where possible, by reducing the amount of right-of-way
and limiting the grading footprint to minimize impacts to natural resources. After project implementation,
access to the Reserve would be enhanced by proposed trailhead improvements and the improvement of
a designated trail, permitted as a secondary use within the Caltrans right-of-way, connecting the West
and East basins (refer to Chapter 2). Disturbed coastal sage scrub vegetation impacted by the proposed
project would be mitigated via habitat restoration/creation ratios agreed upon by the resource agencies as
a part of the overall mitigation plan for the proposed project.

4.2.4 Proposed De Minimis Finding

Under any I-5 NCC Project alternative, the quantity of Reserve land proposed for use is extremely
small. Access to existing trailheads and designated trails would be unaffected, and after project
implementation would be enhanced. The visual character of the Reserve would not be measurably
altered by the freeway widening. The very small quantity of vegetation removed would be mitigated.
Increases in traffic-related noise would not be noticeable to park users and would not impair the wildlife
habitat functions of the Reserve. It is not expected that use of up to 0.09 ha (0.22 ac) 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.
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4.3 PAUL ECKE SPORTS PARK/YMCA

The Paul Ecke Sports Park and YMCA, located in Encinitas, is an approximately 3.8-ha (9.3-ac) park
located at 278 Saxony Road north of the intersection of Encinitas Boulevard and I-5. The Park is owned
by the YMCA, which leases the park to the City of Encinitas. The Paul Ecke family donated land to the
YMCA between 1968 and 1985, and dedicated the land in 1992. There is a 25-year lease agreement
ending in 2014 (with option to renew for an additional 10 years), under which the park is operated by
the City of Encinitas. This public use qualifies the Park as a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection.
The Park consists of three lighted baseball fields. These fields are used for baseball, little league
baseball, and adult softball, and the outfields are also used for soccer and flag football. The fields are
used mainly for organized sports leagues, but the fields are also open to non-league uses when league
play is not in action. The Park is open from 8 a.m. to 11 p.m. The western edge of the park abuts the
existing Caltrans right-of-way.

4.3.1 Impacts
Table 6 shows the area of approximate use for the Park that would be required for each alternative.

Table 6. Area of 4(f) Use for Paul Ecke Sports Park by Alternative

10+4 with 10+4 with 8+4 with 8+4 with
Paul Ecke Sports Park Barrier Buffer Barrier Buffer
Total Area Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
0.23 ha/ 0.20 ha/ 0.20 ha/ 0.04 ha/
8.09 ha/20 ac 0.57 ac 0.50 ac 0.50 ac 0.09 ac

10+4 with Barrier Alternative

Area of Land To Be Used

Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would require use of approximately 0.23 ha (0.57
ac) of land operated by the City of Encinitas, which is approximately 2.8% of the total area of the Park
(Table 6). The land to be used by the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative is park property but not part of the
sports field but is located on the existing manufactured slope below the Park adjacent to the boundary
with the existing Caltrans right-of-way (Figure 14).

Facilities, Functions, and/or Activities Affected
The use of Park land by the I-5 NCC Project build alternatives would occur on the slope below the Park
adjacent to the existing Caltrans right-of-way. It would not displace any function or feature of the Park.

Access
Public access to the Park is located at 200 Saxony Road at the Park’s eastern boundary.
Implementation of any of the I-5 NCC Project build alternatives would not affect this access.

Noise

Two noise measurements and future predictions were conducted for the Park. Future noise modeling
predicted that traffic-generated noise levels at these two receptors would increase by 2 dBA with the
proposed project. This 2 dBA increase would not be perceptible to the human ear.

10+4 with Buffer Alternative

Implementation of the 10+4 with Buffer Alternative would require use of a approximately 0.20 ha (0.50
ac) of land operated by the City of Encinitas, which is approximately 2.4% of the total area of the Park
(Table 6). Impacts associated with the 10+4 with Buffer alternative would be similar to those identified
for the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative, only slightly smaller.

8+4 with Barrier Alternative

Implementation of the 8+4 with Barrier Alternative would require use of approximately 0.20 ha (0.50 ac)
of land operated by the City of Encinitas, which is approximately 2.4% of the total area of the Park
(Table 6). Impacts associated with the 8+4 with Barrier alternative would be similar to those identified
for the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative, only slightly smaller.

8+4 with Buffer Alternative

Implementation of the 8+4 with Buffer Alternative would require use of approximately 0.04 ha (0.09 ac)
of land operated by the City of Encinitas, which is approximately 0.49% of the total area of the Park
(Table 6). Impacts associated with the 8+4 with Barrier alternative would be similar to those identified
for the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative, only slightly smaller.

4.3.2 No Build Alternative

Implementation of the No-Build Alternative would not require a use of any portion of the Park.

4.3.3 Measures to Minimize Harm
The proposed project has been designed in coordination with the City of Encinitas, as well as state and

federal resource agencies to minimize impacts, where possible, by reducing the amount of right-of-way
and limiting the grading footprint to minimize impacts to natural resources.

4.3.4 Proposed De Minimis Finding

Implementation of any of the I-5 NCC build alternatives would not result in impacts to the park property
that is usable for any of the park activities. The proposed project would not adversely affect any of the
activities, features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f) and is
proposed as de minimis.
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44 AGUA HEDIONDA LAGOON

Agua Hedionda Lagoon, located in Carlsbad, is an approximately 162-ha (400-ac), man-made water body
that was constructed in 1954 (Busch Gardens 2006). Agua Hedionda Lagoon, as shown in Figure 15, is
surrounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west, undeveloped land to the east, the Encina Power Plant to the
south, and residential development to the north. Agua Hedionda Lagoon is connected to the Pacific
Ocean through an inlet channel and to Agua Hedionda Creek and its tributaries in the inner lagoon.

Agua Hedionda Lagoon is owned by Cabrillo Power Il, a privately owned corporation, who leases the
lagoon to the City of Carlsbad to manage recreational and commercial uses. This long-term lease
began in 1957, and is to be renewed every ten years. This agreement turns over operation of the
lagoon to the City of Carlsbad, which makes the resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. The City of
Carlsbad allows boating and water skiing on the lagoon and the YMCA operates a canoeing center. A
white seabass research facility, jointly managed by Hubbs/Seaworld and CDFG, is located at the
lagoon, as is a commercial mussel-growing facility. These recreational, research, and commercial
activities would not be impacted during construction of the proposed project.

CDFG manages a 75-ha (186-ac) Ecological Reserve consisting of wetlands located at the eastern end
of the lagoon (see Figure 15). This ecological Reserve is owned by the State of California and therefore
represents a resource subject to Section 4(f) protection. However, this ecological Reserve is located
approximately 914 m (3,000 ft) east of the proposed project. Implementation of the proposed project
would not require use of any land within the Agua Hedionda Lagoon CDFG Reserve.

4.41 Impacts

Table 7 shows the area of approximate use for Agua Hedionda Lagoon that would be required for each
alternative.

Table 7. Area of 4(f) Use for Agua Hedionda Lagoon by Alternative

Agua Hedionda Lagoon

10+4 with Barrier

10+4 with Buffer

8+4 with Barrier

8+4 with Buffer

Total Area Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
2.0 ha/ 1.40 ha/ 1.80 ha/ 1.06 ha/
75 hal186 ac 494 ac 3.60 ac 4.40 ac 02.60 ac

10+4 with Barrier Alternative

Area of Land to Be Used

Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would require use of approximately 2.0 ha (4.94
ac) of open water and undeveloped land leased to the City of Carlsbad, which is approximately 2.6% of
the total area of the Agua Hedionda Lagoon (Table 7; Figure 16).

Facilities, Functions, and/or Activities Affected

Recreation activities at Agua Hedionda Lagoon include boating, water skiing, and canoeing. Minor uses
of open water and undeveloped land associated with the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would occur at
the lagoon’s boundary with I-5 and would not affect any of these recreation activities at the lagoon.

These uses would also not affect the 75-ha (186-ac) CDFG Ecological Reserve, which is located
approximately 914 m (3,000 ft) east of the proposed project.

Access

Public access to Agua Hedionda Lagoon is provided at Harrison Street and Bayshore Drive. Additional
private access points are provided at the Carlsbad Boat Club and Bristol Cove. Implementation of the
10+4 with Barrier Alternative would not affect any of these access points.

Visual Quality

Land used by the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would not affect the visual quality of Agua Hedionda
Lagoon. The areas where land along the edge of I-5 would be used currently consist of open water and
undeveloped land at the lagoon’s boundary with I-5. The use and use of small amounts of City
leasehold land would simply extend the Caltrans right-of-way boundary outward slightly and ultimately
result in a view of the area adjacent to I-5 very similar to the existing condition.

Noise

Existing traffic noise levels adjacent to the freeway are approximately 68 to 70. Future noise levels at
the Lagoon are projected to increase approximately 2 dBA over a majority of the Lagoon. This 2 dBA
increase would not be perceptible to the human ear.

Vegetation

Land used by the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative is located where Agua Hedionda Lagoon borders the
existing 1-5 Caltrans right-of-way and currently consists of open water and undeveloped land.
Vegetation in this area consists of eel grass at 0.04 ha (0.10 ac), and 1.9 ha (4.84 ac) disturbed coastal
sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, nonnative woodland, ornamental, and disturbed habitat. Vegetation to
be modified by the proposed project would be mitigated with at least a 1.2:1 ratio for eel grass, 1:1 ratio
for disturbed coastal sage scrub, and 2:1 ratio for coastal sage scrub and sensitive upland habitats via
habitat restoration/creation ratios agreed upon by the resource agencies as part of the overall mitigation
plan for the proposed project.

Wildlife

The majority of Agua Hedionda Lagoon, including the area that would be used by the 10+4 with Barrier
Alternative, is managed by the City as a recreation area and does not serve as an ecological reserve or
any other type of wildlife preserve. No special status bird species were observed within the I-5 study
area around Agua Hedionda Lagoon. The only portion of the lagoon reserved for wildlife is the 75-ha
(186-ac) CDFG Ecological Reserve in the eastern portion of the lagoon. Land use associated with the
10+4 with Barrier Alternative would not affect the CDFG Ecological Reserve. Additionally, the increase
in traffic noise levels that would result with the proposed project would not substantially increase the
potential for noise to impact sensitive species.

10+4 with Buffer Alternative

Implementation of the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative would require use of approximately 1.40 ha (3.50
ac) of open water and undeveloped land leased to the City of Carlsbad, which is approximately 01.86%
of the total area of Agua Hedionda Lagoon (Table 7). Similar to the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative, these
minor land uses would not permanently affect any recreation activities at the lagoon. In all other
respects, the impacts of this alternative would be identical to those discussed above.
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8+4 with Barrier Alternative

Implementation of the 8+4 with Barrier Alternative would require use of approximately 1.80 ha (4.40 ac)
of open water and undeveloped land leased to the City of Carlsbad, which is approximately 2.4% of the
total area of Agua Hedionda Lagoon (Table 7). Similar to the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative, these minor
land uses would not permanently affect any recreation activities at the lagoon. In all other respects, the
impacts of this alternative would be identical to those discussed above 8+4 with Buffer Alternative.

8+4 with Buffer Alternative

Implementation of the 8+4 with Buffer Alternative would require use of approximately 1.06 ha (2.60 ac)
of open water and undeveloped land leased to the City of Carlsbad, which is approximately 01.41% of
the total area of Agua Hedionda Lagoon (Table 7). Similar to the 10+4 with Barrier Alternative, these
minor land uses would not permanently affect any recreation activities at the lagoon. In all other
respects, the impacts of this alternative would be identical to those discussed above.

4.4.2 No Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not require a use of any portion of Agua Hedionda Lagoon.

4.4.3 Measures to Minimize Harm

The proposed project has been designed in coordination with both state and federal resource agencies
through the NEPA/404 Integration Process to minimize impacts, where possible, by reducing the
amount of right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint to minimize impacts to natural resources.
Coastal sage scrub and disturbed coastal sage scrub to be impacted by the proposed project would be
mitigated via habitat restoration/creation at ratios agreed upon by the resource agencies as a part of
the overall mitigation plan for the proposed project.

4.3.4 Proposed De Minimis Finding

Implementation of the proposed project would not impede the ability of the lagoon to recreation of
boating, water skiing, and canoeing. Nor would it affect the 75-ha (186-ac) CDFG Ecological Reserve.
Public and private access to the lagoon would not be affected. The proposed project would not interfere
with existing trails, or planned trails. The visual character of the lagoon would be unchanged; the use
and use of small amounts of City leasehold land would simply extend the Caltrans right-of-way
boundary outward slightly and ultimately result in a view of the area adjacent to I-5 very similar to the
existing condition. Increases in noise levels would not be noticeable to lagoon users. Areas of natural
vegetation disturbed through construction would be restored with native plant species. It is not expected
that use of 2.10 ha (5.18 ac) of the lagoon would not adversely affect any of the activities, features, or
attributes of the publicly owned open regional open space park that qualify the resource for protection
under Section 4(f), and is proposed as de minimis.

4.5 CENTER CITY GOLF COURSE

The Center City Golf Course is an 18-hole municipal golf course open to the public located at 2323
Greenbrier Drive in the city of Oceanside (Figure 17). The golf course is also known as Goat Hill
because of the hills and valleys located throughout the golf course. The golf course is located at the
northeast corner of the I-5/Oceanside Boulevard Interchange.

4.5.1 Impacts

Area of Land To Be Used

Implementation of the proposed project would require a use of 0.36 ha (0.89 ac) of the 28.32 ha (70 ac)
golf course property for construction of the Direct Assess Ramp (DAR) connecting Oceanside
Boulevard with future HOV lanes (Figure 18). Each build alternative would require almost the same
area of use. The locations of the land that would be used are shown in Figure 17.

Facilities, Functions, and/or Activities Affected

Land required for use by the proposed project is located at the southern edge of the golf course
northwest of the Ralph’s shopping center, and adjacent to I-5 along the western edge of the golf
course. The land northwest of the Ralph’s shopping center is located outside of the actual golf course
boundary and does not serve as a portion of any of the fairways or greens. The land adjacent to I-5
along the western edge of the Golf course property is downhill from the golf course and is located
approximately 91 to 305 m (300 to 1,000 ft) away from the closest holes and fairways. Due to its
location downhill from the golf course and distance from the golf course, this land does not affect play
at any of the holes on the western edge of the property.

Access
Access to the golf course is provided from Greenbrier Drive in Oceanside. The Build Alternatives would
not affect this access point.

Visual Quality

The land proposed for use by the build alternatives would result in some alterations to the visual
character of the southwest portion of the golf course. The land used along the freeway margin would
result in minimal visual change for golfers. Land in this area slopes downward from the golf course.
While a number of downslope eucalyptus trees would be removed, sufficient trees remain at the top of
the slope to screen views to the west. More changes would occur to the south as a result of the
construction of the DAR. Figure 19 depicts the current and simulated future view from the southwestern
portion of the golf course south toward the rear of the Ralph’s shopping center. The current view is of
the rear of the Ralph’s store and is dominated by a line of eucalyptus trees, behind which the store’s
loading dock is visible. After DAR construction, the view would be dominated by an elevated roadway.
A large fence with plantings would partially screen this view. While the southerly views of golfers on this
portion of the course would be altered, it would not affect their recreational activity.

Noise

The Noise Study Report prepared for the proposed project found that noise levels at the golf course
would increase from 66 dBA in the existing condition to 67 dBA with the proposed project (Caltrans
2008). This 1 dBA increase would not be perceptible to the human ear. As such, it would not impair
play at the golf course.
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Vegetation

Land proposed for use by the proposed project is located at the southern margin of the golf course
adjacent to the rear of the Ralph’s shopping center, and in the northeast quadrant of the I-5/Oceanside
Boulevard interchange. Vegetation to be displaced consists of non-native grassland and eucalyptus
woodland. Loss of these vegetation types would not be considered adverse.

4.5.2 No Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not require a use of any portion of the golf course.

4.5.3 Measures to Minimize Harm
The proposed project has been designed in coordination with the City of Oceanside, and state and

federal resource agencies to reduce, where possible, the amount of right-of-way and limit the grading
footprint to minimize impacts to natural resources.

4.5.4 Proposed De Minimis Finding

The portions of golf course land requiring use do not possess any features or attributes that, if lost,
would impede the ability of the golf course to function as a golf course. Therefore, the proposed project
would not adversely affect any of the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the golf course for
protection under Section 4(f) and is proposed as de minimis.

4.6 HISTORIC PROPERTIES

A Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) and Finding of Effect (FOE) were prepared by Caltrans to
evaluate the potential for a Section 4(f) use of historic resources. The HPSR was based on
archaeological and architectural surveys conducted to identify properties within the project area that
may be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), in compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, CEQA, and Section 5024 of the California
Public Resources Code. The FOE discussed the project's effect on those eligible resources in
compliance with these same laws and determined if and/or what type of 4(f) use would occur.

4.6.1 Impacts

Land Use

Implementation of the proposed project would require the use of two historic properties (one
architectural resource with contributing landscape features, and one floricultural property consisting of
three parcels) eligible for listing in the National Register. These properties’ eligibility for listing in the
National Register qualifies these resources as subject to protection under Section 4(f). The architectural
resource meets National Register Criterion C at the local level of significance as distinctive examples of
its style and period, and as one of the most architecturally distinguished residences in Encinitas. The
residence’s property boundaries coincide with the current parcel boundaries, and contributing features
include the house, garage, and the row of palm trees at the west end of the front yard. The second

resource, the floricultural property, meets National Register Criterion A at the local level of significance
for its association with floriculture in the Encinitas, Leucadia, and Carlsbad areas in the early to mid-
20th century. The property consists of three parcels and the contributing features are the structures on
the property, exotic flowering plants, mature eucalyptus trees, and conifer trees. It is an intact
representative example of an increasingly rare property type, as suburban growth consumes much of
the former agricultural land in the coastal communities of northern San Diego County.

Implementation of the proposed project would have no adverse affect on the qualities of either of the
properties that make them eligible for listing in the National Register. The use of the first property would
result from a partial take that would result in the loss of some vegetation/landscaping and outbuildings
at the east end of the parcel. Aimost the same area of use for this property would be required for all the
build alternatives.

The use of the second property would result from the construction of a proposed soundwall that would
abate for traffic noise predicted to exceed 75 dBA with the proposed project (refer to soundwall S723 in
Chapter 3.15). This soundwall recommended to be 2.4m (8ft) high and 215m (705ft) long would require
the same area of use for all build alternatives. Not constructing this soundwall would avoid the use of
this property. However, installation of this soundwall would actually enhance the historical setting of this
property by reducing existing noise levels, as well as future noise levels associated with the proposed
project. Thus, improving the historic setting experience. The color of the barrier would be selected
based on its ability to blend in with the surrounding area, while transparent panels would be considered
to allow scenic views from the property, and to allow views of the property from I-5. If, during final
design, it is found that conditions have substantially changed, noise abatement may not be necessary
at some locations. The final decision of the noise abatement would be made upon completion of the
project design and the public involvement processes.

Caltrans notified FHWA and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that the project's "Effects"
for these two properties were “Not Adverse” due to minimal impacts that would not affect those qualities
that contribute to the properties’ eligibility. On March 17, 2008, SHPO concurred with FHWA that the
treatment of historic properties in the FOE was reasonable (Figure 5 -4.1).

4.6.2 Avoidance Alternatives

The No-Build Alternative would not require a use of either of these historic properties.

4.6.3 Measures to Minimize Harm

The proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts and use, where possible, by reducing the
amount of new right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint to minimize impacts to resources. No
additional mitigation is required for these properties.
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4.6.4 Proposed De Minimis Finding

Impacts associated with the proposed project would not adversely affect any of the activities, features,
or attributes that qualify these historic properties for protection under 4(f), and are proposed as de
minimis.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

1120 N STREET

P.0. BOX 942873

SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001 Flex your pawer!
PHONE (916} 634-5266 He emergy efficient!
FAX (916) 654-6608

TTY (916) 653-4086

August 25, 2009

TITLE VI
POLICY STATEMENT

The California State Department of Transportation under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 and related statutes, ensures that no person in the State of California shall, on the
grounds of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, or age, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination

Appen d ix B . under any program or activity it administers.

Title VI Policy Statement Z%

RANDELL H. IWASAKI
Director

“Cafrans fwproves mobility acrass Califarnia "
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Appendix C:
Relocation Assistance Information

DECLARATION OF POLICY

“The purpose of this title is to establish a uniform policy for fair and equitable treatment of persons
displaced as a result of federal and federally assisted programs in order that such persons shall not suffer
disproportionate injuries as a result of programs designed for the benefit of the public as a whole.”

The Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution states, “No Person shall...be deprived of life, liberty, or
property, without due process of law, nor shall private property be taken for public use without just
compensation.” The Uniform Act sets forth in statute the due process that must be followed in Real
Property acquisitions involving federal funds. Supplementing the Uniform Act is the government-wide
single rule for all agencies to follow, set forth in 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 24. Displaced
individuals, families, businesses, farms, and nonprofit organizations may be eligible for relocation advisory
services and payments, as discussed below.

FAIR HOUSING

The Fair Housing Law (Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968) sets forth the policy of the United States to
provide, within constitutional limitations, for fair housing. This Act, and as amended, makes discriminatory
practices in the purchase and rental of most residential units illegal. Whenever possible, minority persons
shall be given reasonable opportunities to relocate to any available housing regardless of neighborhood, as
long as the replacement dwellings are decent, safe, and sanitary and are within their financial means. This
policy, however, does not require Caltrans to provide a person a larger payment than is necessary to
enable a person to relocate to a comparable replacement dwelling.

Any persons to be displaced will be assigned to a relocation advisor, who will work closely with each
displacee in order to see that all payments and benefits are fully utilized, and that all regulations are
observed, thereby avoiding the possibility of displacees jeopardizing or forfeiting any of their benefits or
payments. At the time of the initiation of negotiations (usually the first written offer to purchase), owner-
occupants are given a detailed explanation of the state’s relocation services. Tenant occupants of
properties to be acquired are contacted soon after the initiation of negotiations, and also are given a
detailed explanation of Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program. To avoid loss of possible benefits, no
individual, family, business, farm, or nonprofit organization should commit to purchase or rent a
replacement property without first contacting a Caltrans relocation advisor.

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ADVISORY SERVICES

In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970,
as amended, Caltrans will provide relocation advisory assistance to any person, business, farm or nonprofit
organization displaced as a result of the acquisition of real property for public use, so long as they are
legally present in the United States. Caltrans will assist eligible displacees in obtaining comparable
replacement housing by providing current and continuing information on the availability and prices of both
houses for sale and rental units that are “decent, safe and sanitary.” Nonresidential displacees will receive
information on comparable properties for lease or purchase (For business, farm and nonprofit organization
relocation services, see below).

Residential replacement dwellings will be in a location generally not less desirable than the displacement
neighborhood at prices or rents within the financial ability of the individuals and families displaced, and
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reasonably accessible to their places of employment. Before any displacement occurs, comparable
replacement dwellings will be offered to displacees that are open to all persons regardless of race, color,
religion, sex, national origin, and consistent with the requirements of Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of
1968. This assistance will also include the supplying of information concerning Federal and State assisted
housing programs, and any other known services being offered by public and private agencies in the area.

Persons who are eligible for relocation payments and who are legally occupying the property required for
the project will not be asked to move without first being given at least 90 days written notice. Residential
occupants eligible for relocation payment(s) will not be required to move unless at least one comparable
“decent, safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling, available on the market, is offered to them by Caltrans.

RESIDENTIAL RELOCATION PAYMENTS

The Relocation Assistance Program will help eligible residential occupants by paying certain costs and
expenses. These costs are limited to those necessary for or incidental to the purchase or rental of a
replacement dwelling and actual reasonable moving expenses to a new location within 50 miles of the
displacement property. Any actual moving costs in excess of the 50 miles are the responsibility of the
displacee. The Residential Relocation Assistance Program can be summarized as follows:

Moving Costs

Any displaced person, who lawfully occupied the acquired property, regardless of the length of occupancy
in the property acquired, will be eligible for reimbursement of moving costs. Displacees will receive either
the actual reasonable costs involved in moving themselves and personal property up to a maximum of 50
miles, or a fixed payment based on a fixed moving cost schedule. Lawful occupants who move into the
displacement property after the initiation of negotiations must wait until Caltrans obtains control of the
property in order to be eligible for relocation payments.

Purchase Differential
In addition to moving and related expense payments, fully eligible homeowners may be entitled to
payments for increased costs of replacement housing.

Homeowners who have owned and occupied their property for 180 days or more prior to the date of the
initiation of negotiations (usually the first written offer to purchase the property), may qualify to receive a
price differential payment and may qualify to receive reimbursement for certain nonrecurring costs
incidental to the purchase of the replacement property. An interest differential payment is also available if
the interest rate for the loan on the replacement dwelling is higher than the loan rate on the displacement
dwelling, subject to certain limitations on reimbursement based upon the replacement property interest
rate. The maximum combination of these three supplemental payments that the owner-occupant can
receive is $22,500. If the total entitlement (without the moving payments) is in excess of $22,500, the Last
Resort Housing Program will be used (See the explanation of the Last Resort Housing Program below).

Rent Differential

Tenants and certain owner-occupants (based on length of ownership) who have occupied the property to
be acquired by Caltrans prior to the date of the initiation of negotiations may qualify to receive a rent
differential payment. This payment is made when Caltrans determines that the cost to rent a comparable
“decent, safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling will be more than the present rent of the displacement

dwelling. As an alternative, the tenant may qualify for a down payment benefit designed to assist in the
purchase of a replacement property and the payment of certain costs incidental to the purchase, subject to
certain limitations noted under the Down Payment section below. The maximum amount payable to any
eligible tenant and any owner-occupant of less than 180 days, in addition to moving expenses, is $5,250. If
the total entitlement for rent supplement exceeds $5,250, the Last Resort Housing Program will be used.

In order to receive any relocation benefits, the displaced person must buy or rent and occupy a “decent,
safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling within one year from the date Caltrans takes legal possession of
the property, or from the date the displacee vacates the displacement property, whichever is later.

Down Payment

The down payment option has been designed to aid owner-occupants of less than 180 days and tenants in
legal occupancy prior to Caltrans’ initiation of negotiations. The down payment and incidental expenses
cannot exceed the maximum payment of $5,250. The one-year eligibility period in which to purchase and
occupy a “decent, safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling will apply.

Last Resort Housing

Federal regulations (49 CFR 24) contain the policy and procedure for implementing the Last Resort
Housing Program on federal-aid projects. Last Resort Housing benefits are, except for the amounts of
payments and the methods in making them, the same as those benefits for standard residential relocation
as explained above. Last Resort Housing has been deigned primarily to cover situations where a
displacee cannot be relocated because of lack of available comparable replacement housing, or when the
anticipated replacement housing payments exceed the $22,500 and $5,250 limits of the standard
relocation procedure, because either the displacee lacks the financial ability or other valid circumstances.

After the initiation of negotiations, Caltrans will within a reasonable length of time, personally contact the
displacees to gather important information, including the following:

e Number of people to be displaced;

e Specific arrangements needed to accommodate any family member(s) with special needs;

¢ Financial ability to relocate into comparable replacement dwelling which will adequately house all
members of the family;

e Preferences in area of relocation;

e Location of employment or school.

NONRESIDENTIAL RELOCATION ASSISTANCE

The Nonresidential Relocation Assistance Program provides assistance to businesses, farms and nonprofit
organizations in locating suitable replacement property, and reimbursement for certain costs involved in
relocation. The Relocation Advisory Assistance Program will provide current lists of properties offered for
sale or rent, suitable for a particular business’s specific relocation needs. The types of payments available
to eligible businesses, farms and nonprofit organizations are: searching and moving expenses, and
possibly reestablishment expenses; or a fixed in lieu payment instead of any moving, searching and
reestablishment expenses. The payment types can be summarized as follows:
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Moving Expenses

Moving expenses may include the following actual, reasonable costs:

e The moving of inventory, machinery, equipment and similar business-related property, including:
dismantling, disconnecting, crating, packing, loading, insuring, transporting, unloading, unpacking,
and reconnecting of personal property. Items acquired in the right-of-way contract may not be
moved under the Relocation Assistance Program. If the displacee buys an ltem Pertaining to the
Realty back at salvage value, the cost to move that item is borne by the displacee.

e Loss of tangible personal property provides payment for actual, direct loss of personal property that
the owner is permitted not to move.

e Expenses related to searching for a new business site, up to $2,500, for reasonable expenses
actually incurred.

Reestablishment Expenses
Reestablishment expenses related to the operation of the business at the new location, up to $10,000 for
reasonable expenses actually incurred.

Fixed In Lieu Payment

A fixed payment in lieu of moving, searching, and reestablishment payments may be available to
businesses which meet certain eligibility requirements. This payment is an amount equal to half the
average annual net earnings for the last two taxable years prior to the relocation and may not be less than
$1,000 nor more than $20,000.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Reimbursement for moving costs and replacement housing payments are not considered income for the
purpose of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, or for the purpose of determining the extent of eligibility of a
displacee for assistance under the Social Security Act, or any other law, except for any Federal law
providing local “Section 8” Housing Programs.

Any person, business, farm or nonprofit organization which has been refused a relocation payment by
Caltrans relocation advisor or believes that the payment(s) offered by the agency are inadequate, may
appeal for a special hearing of the complaint. No legal assistance is required. Information about the
appeal procedure is available from the relocation advisor.

California law allows for the payment for lost goodwill that arises from the displacement for a pubic project.
A list of ineligible expenses can be obtained from Caltrans right-of-way. California’s law and the federal
regulations covering relocation assistance provide that no payment shall be duplicated by other payments
being made by the displacing agency.
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Environmental Commitments Record
Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project Improvements
Environmental Generalist: Shay Lynn M. Harrison File: 11-SD-5

Phone: 619-688-0190 KP: R45.75/R89.15 (PM R28.4/R55.4)
Date: December 2009 EA: 235800

Task and Brief Description

Responsible
Branch/Staff

Timing/
Phase

Action Taken to Comply with Task

Task Remarks |Environmental
Completed Compliance

Geotechnical Investigations

Design Kick Off

Environmental PS&E Review Meeting

Pre-Construction Meeting

Pre-Job Meeting

Mid Construction Meeting

Design Features Memorandum

Environmental Compliance Review

Community Impacts

Landscape and streetscape improvements would be provided in affected areas, where
possible, and would be consistent with the visual atmosphere, historic architecture, and
native vegetation in the area.

Reconfiguration of interchanges, overcrossings and undercrossings along the project corridor
would improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities, provide linkages, and allow for improvements
to public transit. Most notably, project features would serve to improve and facilitate
connectivity between communities east and west of I-5 in locations that have been previously
bisected by the freeway.

Preparation of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to minimize traffic delays and closures
through the use of various traffic handling practices.

Public awareness program would be developed to inform the public of upcoming detours and
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Task and Brief Description

Responsible
Branch/Staff

Timing/
Phase

Action Taken to Comply with Task

Task
Completed

Remarks

Environmental
Compliance

construction schedules.

Traffic impacts around schools would be noted in the TMP.

Equipment would have sound-control devices to minimize noise, and other specifications to
turn off idling equipment and installing temporary acoustic barriers around stationary
construction noise sources would be implemented.

Construction equipment and truck staging and maintenance areas would be located as far as
feasible and nominally downwind of schools, active recreation areas, and other communities
of high-population density.

Relocations

Provide relocation assistance to eligible residents. Displacees that may face difficulty finding
suitable relocation resources would be eligible for assistance from Caltrans through the
State’s relocation program or Last Resort Housing (LRH) Program options, including LRH
payments.

Utilities and Emergency Services

The Construction Zone Enhancement Enforcement Program (COZEEP) involves the
presence of CHP to improve project safety by encouraging motorists to slow down and use
care while driving through construction zones.

Freeway Service Patrol program would be developed, a cooperative effort between Caltrans,
SANDAG and the CHP to alleviate incident-related traffic congestion by operating tow
services to aid stranded or disabled vehicles on urban freeways during morning and
afternoon commuter periods.

Emergency providers and law enforcement officials would be informed of all detours to avoid
or minimize increases in response times.

All applicable regulations regarding solid waste would be complied with as related to
construction.

Coordination with utility companies would occur during final design and construction to
finalize relocation efforts.

Impacts to resources would be avoided when utilities are relocated, and Environmentally
Sensitive Areas (ESAs) would be delineated when working near sensitive areas to prevent
construction activities from impacting resources.

Traffic & Transportation/Pedestrian & Bicycle Facilities

Construction would be staged to minimize traffic delays.

A comprehensive Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to further minimize delays would be
developed after selection of a preferred alternative but prior to the start of construction.
Traffic delays would be controlled to the extent feasible during periods of many simultaneous
construction operations. The TMP is designed to increase driver awareness, ease
congestion, and minimize delay during construction. Many TMP components would be
implemented prior to construction and could continue after construction with local funding.
The components of the TMP would be:
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Task and Brief D ioti Responsible Timing/ Action Taken to Comply with Task Task Remarks |Environmental
ask and briet Description Branch/Staff Phase Completed Compliance

Public Awareness Program: Strategies that would be considered to increase public
awareness may include one or more of the following items:

Mailings — construction bulletins, newsletters, public notices

Speakers bureau

Public service announcements: radio, television, and newspapers

Paid advertising

Signs along roadway: changeable message signs

Telephone information line, hotline, “800” number

Updates to local businesses

Webpage

Traffic Operations Strategies Program, which would include ongoing evaluation of traffic
operations and would provide for incident response during construction: Strategies that
would be considered may include one or more of the following items:

TMP evaluation and adjustment

Alternate route strategies

Temporary signal location

California Highway Patrol enforcement of construction zone speed limits during lane closures
Freeway Service Patrol

Pedestrian and Bicycle facilities

The TMP would also include components for pedestrians and bicyclists along with
consideration for the motoring public. As well as the items listed for the motoring public,
signs would be used, as appropriate, to provide notices of bike and pedestrian closures,
detours and other pertinent information. Temporary access would be provided where
possible.

Visual Aesthetics

Whenever possible, soundwalls would incorporate planting on both sides. In some cases,
retaining walls and/or a concrete barrier at the edge of the shoulder may be needed to
provide the required planting space.

In some areas, the use of setbacks and return sections in wall layouts would be used.

In cases where the right-of-way is narrow, a minimum 1.5 m (5 ft) wide planting area would
be provided between the back of the barrier and the face of the wall.

In areas too narrow to place a planting pocket, the soundwall would be recessed behind the
face of barrier at a sufficient distance to allow architectural features to be included on the
face of the soundwall. Placing a soundwall directly on top of a concrete barrier should be
avoided if at all possible.

In areas where space for architectural detailing does not exist, vertical concrete safety
barriers would be considered. Vertical barriers add 302 mm (12 in) of additional width in
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Task and Brief Description

Responsible
Branch/Staff

Timing/
Phase

Action Taken to Comply with Task

Task Remarks |Environmental
Completed Compliance

which architectural elements such as pil s and wall caps can be included.

In situations where noise receptors are located above the elevation of the freeway,
soundwalls located at the top of slope on the right-of-way line or on private property would be
used if the benefited property owner agrees to maintain wall surfaces.

If possible, translucent materials would be placed on top of soundwalls to reduce their
apparent height and create a greater sense of openness. Translucent materials should be
placed above areas of potential vehicle impact, out of easy reach, and should consist of
vandal-resistant materials.

Signage with movable elements or self illuminated features such as changeable message
signs would be excluded from viewsheds containing scenic resources if at all possible. The
DLA would assist in the placement of all such signage.

Architectural detailing such as pilasters, wall caps, interesting block patterns, and offset wall
layouts would be used to add visual interest and reduce the apparent height of the walls.
Poured-in-place integrally colored concrete construction techniques would be encouraged
where visual consistency with retaining walls is desired. Enhanced surface materials such as
mosaic tile and weathering steel should also be used where appropriate.

Retaining walls that follow the contours of the topography and maintain a constant elevation
at the top of wall shall be used where appropriate. Wall layouts and profiles should be
composed of long radius curves, with no tangents or points of intersection. Wall faces should
be battered at a 1:6 horizontal/vertical ratio.

Where appropriate, retaining walls over 6 m (19.7 ft.) tall would be divided into separate
structures sufficiently offset from one another to create a planting area between the two.

Whenever possible, retaining walls would be located at mid slope, in cut sections to provide
a buffer area for landscape screening between the wall and the freeway.

Wherever possible, retaining walls would be located at the top of slope in fill sections to
provide a buffer area for landscape screening between the wall and the community.

In areas where insufficient space exists to include planting buffers between freeway retaining
walls and adjacent community features such as frontage roads, the use of viaduct retaining
walls would be considered. Viaduct retaining walls would cantilever the roadway to form a
wall recess in which spatial articulation and planting can occur.

In areas where retaining walls must be placed close to the traveled way, space would be
reserved between the wall and the safety barrier to include a 1.5 m (5 ft) wide planting
pocket.

In areas too narrow to place a planting pocket, the retaining wall would be recessed behind
the face of barrier at a sufficient distance to allow architectural features to be included on the
face of the retaining wall.

In areas where space for architectural detailing does not exist, vertical concrete safety
barriers would be considered. Vertical barriers add 301 mm (12 in) of additional width in
which architectural elements such as mechanically stabilized earth wall panel relief, pilasters,
and wall caps can be included.

Wall faces would be battered at a 1:6 horizontal/vertical ratio wherever possible to reduce the
apparent scale of the wall and give the wall a more natural appearance. The batter also can
serve as a barrier safety shape where the base of wall exhibits a smooth surface facing
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Task Remarks |Environmental
Completed Compliance

traffic.

Alternatives to standard cable rail barrier would be used to complement enhanced wall
designs. Options would include integral solid concrete parapets or alternative metal
materials. Design details would be contained in the corridor design guidelines.

Architectural features, textures and integral concrete colors would be used to mitigate the
appearance of retaining wall surfaces. Walls would incorporate architectural features such as
pilasters and caps to provide shadow lines, provide relief from monolithic appearance, and
reduce their apparent scale. Enhanced surface materials such as mosaic tile and weathering
steel would also be used where appropriate to meet community design goals.

Mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) walls can have custom designed panels that include
integral color, enhanced surface texture, and a pattern reveal on each panel. Placement of
landscaped slopes, soundwalls, barriers, drainage conveyances, and other roadway features
can require special design.

Low profile safety barriers would be used if at all possible in areas where standard height
barriers would diminish views of scenic resources from the freeway.

To ensure bridge type selection and design consistency, a corridor design guidelines report
would be prepared and would outline the themes and feasibility of the design features
throughout the corridor.

Wherever possible, abutments would be short seat abutments placed at the top of slopes.
The visual mass of abutments would be minimized as much as possible. High cantilever
abutments would be used in locations where space does not exist for short seat abutments
at the top of a slope.

Where overcrossing structures are replaced, high cantilever abutments would be used in lieu
of secondary tie back walls. At each overcrossing, bridge abutments would be of the same
type to produce a symmetrical appearance. Temporary tie back walls would be terrain
contoured walls and would receive architectural features consistent with permanent walls in
the viewshed. Temporary tie back walls would be removed when overcrossing structures are
reconstructed.

In locations where retaining walls must be incorporated into abutments, they would be
designed as terrain contoured walls if possible, and be located away from the edge of
shoulder to allow space for a planted buffer at their base.

Slope paving would be enhanced with integral concrete color, texture, and deeply textured
facing materials such as veneer block or natural rock.

Bridge signage would be designed to visually integrate with bridge architecture. Concrete
sign pedestals would be consistent in appearance with bridge design themes.

Sidewalks would be provided on both sides of each overcrossing. Sidewalk widths would be
selected based on SANDAG regional guidelines (Planning and Designing for Pedestrians,
June 2002) and local pedestrian design guidelines. Where possible, sidewalks would receive
score patterns, surface texture, and/or integral color.

Wherever possible, low profile barrier separations between pedestrian and vehicular traffic
would be provided on overcrossings where Caltrans policy prohibits or restricts architectural
features and pedestrian amenities on or near concrete bridge rails. Sidewalks in these
locations would be a minimum of 3 m (10 ft) in width.
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Pedestrian lighting, enhanced fencing and railings, and other urban amenities would be
provided on each overcrossing whenever feasible. Local agency streetscape design
guidelines would be continued within Caltrans right-of-way at each overcrossing, and
interchange whenever feasible. Container trees located on structures would also be provided
in locations where the responsible local agency has requested them and agreed to maintain
them in perpetuity.

Where possible, bicycle shoulders, lanes, or paths would be provided on both sides of each
overcrossing. A minimum shoulder width of 1.2 m (4 ft) would be provided for Class 3
facilities.

Bridge abutments should be of the same type on all four quadrants to give widened
undercrossings a symmetrical appearance.

Bridge widening should be done using box girder construction wherever possible. Girders
should be similar in appearance on both sides of the bridge to produce a symmetrical
appearance.

In locations where street widening occurs, tie back walls should be terrain contoured walls,
and receive architectural features consistent with those required for retaining walls.

Pedestrian sidewalks 3 m (10 ft) in width (minimum) should be provided at undercrossings on
both sides of the street wherever possible. Wherever possible, existing sidewalk
configurations on local streets should be continued across Caltrans right-of-way.

Bicycle shoulders, lanes, or paths should be provided at each undercrossing. A minimum
shoulder width of 1.2 m (4 ft) should be provided for Class 3 facilities.

Enhanced pedestrian lighting including bridge soffit lighting should be provided at each
undercrossing.

Slope paving at undercrossings should be enhanced with deeply textured facing materials
such as scored veneer block or natural rock to add visual interest and deter graffiti.

Mitigation measures listed for overcrossing and undercrossing structure symmetry, abutment
design, tie back walls, slope paving, sidewalks, bicycle routes, and streetscape features
would also apply to freeway bridges as appropriate.

See-through bridge rails such as Caltrans Type 80 rail should be used on freeway bridges
with views to ocean, rivers, lagoons or other scenic resources.

Pedestrian overcrossings should be a minimum of 4.6 m (15 ft) in width.

Pedestrian lighting, enhanced fencing, railings, architectural features, and other urban
amenities should be provided on each pedestrian overcrossing. Existing streetscape
elements and design themes should be continued within Caltrans right-of-way.

DAR retaining walls should have a 4.6 m (15 ft) maximum height allowing approximately 3 m
(10 ft) of minimum vertical clearance under the connecting ramp structure.

Pedestrian and bicycle traffic on existing overcrossings to be converted to DAR
overcrossings should be routed to a separate pedestrian overcrossing structure in the
immediate vicinity, if possible.

On structures where pedestrians are present, sidewalks should be 4.6 m (15 ft) in width on
each side. Bridge barriers, fences, and sidewalks should be designed to provide standard
stopping sight distance at DAR termini to enable pedestrians to be visible to drivers. Barrier
separations between pedestrian and vehicular traffic should be provided if Caltrans policy
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requires bridge barriers to adhere to freeway crash standards.

Bicycle shoulders, lanes, or paths should be provided on both sides of each DAR
overcrossing open to non-vehicular traffic. A minimum shoulder width of 1.2 m (4 ft) should
be provided for Class 3 facilities.

Pedestrian lighting, enhanced fencing and railings and other urban amenities should be
provided on each DAR local street overcrossing and be consistent with local values and
goals. Existing streetscape elements and design themes should be continued within Caltrans
right-of-way at each DAR overcrossing. Local streetscape guidelines should be followed.
Container trees located on structures should also be provided in locations where the
responsible local agency has requested them and agreed to maintain them in perpetuity.

Continuity of street and pedestrian facilities should be maximized wherever possible by
converting existing non-stop freeway ramp entries and exits to ramp termini placed
perpendicular to the street. The use of roundabouts should also be considered to create a
more balanced relationship between interchange and community by decreasing required
roadway width.

Establishment of a continuous pedestrian realm on both sides of local streets as they pass
through the interchange should be accomplished by utilizing design features such as street
trees, pedestrian lighting, landscaped parkways located between sidewalk and curb,
enhanced sidewalk paving that continues across freeway ramps, and islands of refuge in
street and ramp medians. Pedestrian and transit facilities should conform to SANDAG
Pedestrian Design Guidelines and any applicable local streetscape design standards and
guidelines. Urban design features such as benches, bollards (short posts to divert or exclude
automobiles), directional signage, and trash receptacles should also be included as
appropriate. Specific guidelines and/or specific interchange streetscape plans should be
developed as part of the corridor design guidelines.

Bicycle facilities should be preserved or upgraded to conform to the San Diego Regional Bike
Plan, applicable local standards, and General Plan circulation element goals.

Interchange landscaping should reflect the visual character and goals of its locality.
Enhanced interchange landscaping should be considered in cases where the responsible
local agency would provide maintenance in perpetuity. Entry features should be included as
transitional visual elements into local communities where appropriate. Traditional decorative
entry signage with text should not be used. Specific interchange landscape themes may be
developed as part of the corridor design guidelines.

Detention basins located at freeway interchanges or in areas of high visibility should
incorporate the following design features. Basins would be located at least 3 m (10 ft) from
clear recovery zones whenever possible to allow landscape screening to be installed. Basins
should appear to be natural landscape features, such as, dry streambeds or riparian areas.
Where possible they should be shaped in an informal, curvilinear manner, incorporate slope
rounding, variable gradients, and be similar to the surrounding topography to deemphasize a
defined outer edge. Maintenance access drives should be located in unobtrusive areas away
from local streets and would consist of drivable inert materials with or without herbaceous
groundcover that is visually compatible with the surrounding landscape. All visible concrete
structures and surfaces should be of special design and adhere to the corridor design
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guidelines. Rock slope protection would consider use of aesthetically pleasing whole material
of various sizes. Whenever feasible, standpipes and other vertical appurtenances should be
placed in unobtrusive locations and be painted an unobtrusive color. Where possible, bio-
swales should be located in non-obtrusive areas, be designed to appear as natural features,
and incorporate applicable mitigation measures listed above for detention basins.

The use of Caltrans standard freeway appurtenances on local streets should be avoided or
minimized wherever possible. Crash cushions, metal beam guardrail, end anchor
assemblies, concrete barriers, sign standards, light standards, signal standards, and chain
link fencing are examples of such features that would be addressed in the corridor design
guidelines. The use of access control fencing at interchanges should be minimized and
located in unobtrusive locations when its use is necessary. Electrical control cabinets and
other utility boxes should be located in unobtrusive locations away from sidewalks wherever
possible. Raised medians should be used wherever possible to allow for pedestrian islands
of refuge, create a visual break in the ground plane and provide space for street tree
planting.

Site amenities for transit users should be provided such as covered bus shelters, pedestrian
lighting, benches, litter receptacles, tree grates, bollards, and bicycle racks. Landscaping
and enhanced pedestrian paving would be an integral part of the station features. A sidewalk
3 m (10 ft) in width should be provided along the west side of the transit center access road
from the bus platform to Manchester Avenue. It should be located 1.8 m (6 ft) from the back
of curb to create a landscaped parkway.

The corridor design guidelines would contain a landscape concept plan for the project. In
general, freeway landscaping should be consistent with the character of adjacent community
landscape. In communities that are characterized by ornamental landscaping, freeway
landscaping that includes drought tolerant ornamental trees, shrubs, and groundcover would
be installed. In less developed areas of the corridor, landscaping with drought tolerant
ornamental and native trees and shrubs would be planted. Areas adjacent to native habitat
would receive native landscaping.

Since the project would result in the loss of a majority of existing landscaped roadside areas,
steps should be taken to create new areas for mitigation replacement planting within the
freeway facility at the edge of shoulder, between concrete median and separator barriers, or
between barriers and walls wherever the available width allows. Minimum widths for planting
are 0.6 m (2 ft) between barrier and wall, and 1.8 m (6 ft) between median or separator
barriers. Where possible, safety barriers at the edge of shoulder should facilitate tree and
shrub planting in roadside areas that are too narrow to allow standard free recovery area
planting setbacks to be used.

Existing median oleanders would be preserved wherever possible. Since freeway widening
would disturb the roots of existing plants, the following measures would be implemented. A
new automatic irrigation system would be installed in the median and the oleanders would be
irrigated and fertilized on a regular basis before, during, and after project construction. The
oleanders would be watered, fertilized, and pruned under the direction of a certified arborist
prior to the commencement of median grading. The oleanders would remain in place
undisturbed during construction. Existing non-vigorous oleanders would be replaced with
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new oleanders planted from #5 containers at the direction of the Resident Engineer.
Oleanders that do not survive during construction or plant establishment would be replaced
using oleanders planted from #5 containers. A plant establishment period of one year would
be provided. Following plant establishment, a mitigation monitoring period of three years
would be implemented to ensure plant survival.

In locations where freeway widening brings traffic into close proximity to parallel local streets
such as Ida Avenue in Solana Beach, Villa Cardiff Drive, Devonshire Drive, Orpheus Avenue,
and Piraeus Street in Encinitas, Avenida Encinas in Carlsbad, and Brooks Street, Garfield
Street, and Buena Street in Oceanside, landscape buffers would be created between the
freeway and street. Buffers would include elements such as street trees and shrubs,
sidewalks, and solid screen walls for access control. Inclusion of some buffers may require
local street widths to be adjusted. Implementation of this mitigation measure is contingent on
local agency approval and commitment to maintain the streetscape buffer in perpetuity.

Slopes shall be graded 1:2 or flatter to support planting and irrigation. Steeper slopes may be
possible if they are serrated and contain benches wide enough to accept plants from 15
gallon containers. Grading shall utilize techniques such as slope rounding, slope sculpting,
and variable gradients to approximate the appearance of natural topography.

Lighting and signage pedestals on structures should be placed at pilasters or be incorporated
in other architectural features, where possible.

Freeway lighting and signage should conform to the corridor design guidelines, where
possible.

Concrete lighting and signage pedestals should be designed in such a way that vertical
barrier transitions are not required.

Electrical and signal equipment at ramp termini should be placed in visually unobtrusive
locations.

Median barriers would receive integral concrete color and the application of a heavy
sandblast texture to barrier surfaces visible from the freeway. Heavy sandblast texture would
create an irregular surface relief to a depth of 9.5 mm (3/8").

Gore paving would incorporate enhanced materials consistent with corridor design themes
found in the corridor design guidelines.

Access control fencing shall be placed in visually unobtrusive locations of interchanges and
bridges where possible. It is recommended that it be of special design and consist of
enhanced materials where appropriate and maintained by the responsible local agency in
perpetuity.

Concrete interceptor ditches would not be placed adjacent to residential property, at
interchanges, or adjacent to pedestrian use areas if at all possible. Alternatives such as
subterranean drainage placed below finish grade or planted geo-reinforced drainage
surfaces would be used.

Detention basins located in areas visible to the public would incorporate the same mitigation
features required for basins located at interchanges.

Bio-swales and linear drainage ditches would be designed to appear as natural features and
incorporate applicable mitigation measures listed above for detention basins.

Where possible, retaining walls and soundwalls near right-of-way boundaries should be
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designed in such a way that access control fencing would not be needed. The “dead” spaces
that occur between walls and fences should be avoided if at all possible.

Concrete interceptor ditches should not be placed adjacent to residential property, at
interchanges, or adjacent to pedestrian use areas if possible. Alternatives such as
subterranean drainage placed below finish grade or a planted geo-reinforced drainage
surface would be used when possible.

Concrete drainage devices located in areas of high visibility would be located, designed, and
colored to be unobtrusive in appearance.

The use of pervious concrete for storm water pollution prevention should be considered.
Project features such as interceptor ditches, inlet aprons, gutters, maintenance access
roads, maintenance vehicle pullouts, and parking lots could consist of pervious concrete and
perhaps reduce the project footprint.

Real estate parcels in whole or in portion that are purchased for freeway widening but not
required for use as permanent State right-of-way would be considered as potential
opportunities for community pocket parks or public open space. This would be considered at
the request of the responsible local agency and relinquished to them to maintain in
perpetuity.

Existing overhead utilities that are located near the freeway and requiring relocation due to
freeway widening would be relocated underground where possible.

Cultural Resources

The adverse effects to archaeological sites CA-SDI-12670 and CA-SDI-17928 could result
from proposed soundwall construction. Before construction, location of the soundwalls would
be flagged and footing locations for the pilings would then be inspected according to the
Archaeological Treatment Plan. Caltrans would undertake a data recovery program to
recover data from those portions of the sites to be impacted. If human bone, associated
grave artifacts, or items of cultural patrimony are found during the archaeological excavation,
standard procedures for consultation and for deciding on the ultimate disposition of those
remains would be followed.

The Action Plan would be developed to identify the individuals involved, and their roles and
responsibilities for implementing the plan. The construction contract would also contain
language related to unanticipated discoveries should they be made during construction,
including diverting activities away from such finds until an archaeologist could assess their
nature and significance. If unanticipated discoveries would occur, Section 106 consultation
with the SHPO would be reopened, if appropriate.

Caltrans would undertake other efforts to avoid causing indirect impacts to eligible
archaeological sites located adjacent to, but outside the APE, including: Archaeological and
Native American monitoring; establishment of ESAs around the sites in question; and
contingencies if unanticipated discoveries would be made during construction, including
diverting activities away from such finds until a qualified archaeologist could assess their
nature and significance. If unanticipated discoveries occur, Section 106 consultation with the
SHPO would be reinitiated. If unanticipated discovery of prehistoric human remains occurs,
then the County Coroner, California Native American Heritage Commission, and the most
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likely Native American descendents (MLDs) would be contacted. If the remains could not be
left in place, then consultations with the MLDs would decide the most appropriate and
sensitive treatments for the remains.

If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area would be diverted until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the nature and significance of the find.

If unanticipated human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 states that further disturbances and activities would cease in any area or nearby area
suspected to overlie remains, and the County Coroner would be contacted. Pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American,
the Coroner would notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), who would
then notify the MLD. At the same time, the person who discovered the remains would
contact the District 11 Chief of the Environmental Resources Branch so that they could work
with the MLD on the respectful treatment and disposition of the remains. Further provisions
of PRC 5097.98 would be followed, as applicable.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Los Pefiasquitos Creek structure would be designed to entirely span the floodplain.

Best Management Practices would be implemented to address potential Water Quality
impacts during the planning and design, construction, and operational stages.

Short-term impacts to water quality during the construction phase would be
prevented/minimized through the use of Construction site BMPs.

Minimization measures would be implemented during construction at crossings over six
designated “navigable” waterways. Minimization measures at waterways can typically be, but
not limited to: flagging the perimeter of the proposed impact area to restrict access; training
all contractors and construction personnel on sensitive resources, such as navigable vessel
use; scheduling construction outside of breeding season or conducting pre-construction
surveys for presence/absence of sensitive species; restricting equipment, material storage
and staging to disturbed areas; designing project to avoid/reduce stormwater impacts where
feasible, otherwise, control sediment with silt fencing, gravel bags, hay bales and fiber rolls;
controlling of fugitive dust, restriction changing oil and/or refueling to designated areas,
constructing velocity dissipation structures at drainage outlets; during night time construction,
all lighting shall be directed to the construction area; temporary diversion of water around the
work area by use of sandbags or gravel dams, or cofferdams.

Long term impacts during Caltrans operation and maintenance of its facilities would be
mitigated through the use of Design Pollution Prevention BMPs, Treatment BMPs and
Maintenance BMPs.

The peak flow rate, runoff velocities, and erosive characteristics of the soils in the area would
be assessed with regard to downstream watercourses to determine potential impacts and
appropriate mitigation, if required.

If the proposed project proceeds to the design phase, the locations of these treatment BMPs
would be further evaluated to determine whether they could be incorporated or rejected due
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to hydraulic feasibility, right-of-way, and/ or environmental constraints. Even if the sites were
found not to be practicable locations, vegetation would be maximized throughout the area.

The District Erosion Control Specialist, in coordination with the District Biologist and
Landscape Architect, would determine the appropriate planting/seeding mix that would meet
the water quality objective, as well as the landscaping, and/or habitat scheme of the area.

Geology / Soils / Seismic / Topography

The use of large retaining structures to accommodate embankment widening over the
lagoons would be avoided when possible.

Drainage for proposed improvements would be constructed in accordance with Caltrans
Highway Design Manual.

Impacts to water quality would be minimized by directing surface runoff away from the top of
slopes, and also by not allowing runoff to discharge over the top of slopes.

Surface water would be conveyed offside by appropriate erosion-reducing devices.

Where groundwater is present, subsurface drainage devices would be installed.

Settlement waiting periods would be employed at all soft soil locations before establishment
of the final grade.

Caltrans personnel would be present during project construction to observe all cuts,
foundation subgrade, and embankment subgrade to assure that all provisions are enforced.
If unanticipated subsurface conditions are encountered, a geotechnical representative would
be notified to make additional recommendations to the Resident Engineer, who in turn, would
direct the contractor. Instrumentation for measuring settlement or slope distress, and
periodic surveying for ground movement would be included during construction in areas
where the potential for ground movement or failure exists.

Grading and roadway work would be performed in accordance with Caltrans Standard Plans
and Specifications.

To avoid surface erosion, which may supply an unacceptable sediment load to the
watershed, temporary slopes would not be left unprotected throughout the wet season.
Concentrated flows would not be allowed on slopes.

Concentrated flows would not be allowed on slopes.

Appropriate construction scheduling, soil trackifers, geosynthetic mats, and plastic sheeting
are some of the techniques that may be used to avert excessive slope erosion.

Paleontology

A qualified principal paleontologist (M.S. or Ph.D. in paleontology or geology familiar with
paleontological procedures and techniques) would be retained to be present at pre-grading
meetings to consult with grading and excavation contractors.

Paleontological monitor, under the direction of the qualified principal paleontologist would be
on site to inspect cuts for fossils at all times during original grading involving sensitive
geologic formations.

When fossils are discovered, the paleontologist (or paleontological monitor) would recover
them. Construction work in these areas would be halted or diverted to allow recovery of
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fossil remains in a timely manner.

Fossil remains collected during the monitoring and salvage portion of the mitigation program
would be cleaned, repaired, sorted, and cataloged.

Prepared fossils, along with copies of all pertinent field notes, photos, and maps, would then
be deposited in a scientific institution with paleontological collections.

A Paleontological Resource Assessment Report would be prepared by the San Diego
Natural History Museum. This report would outline the results of the mitigation program.

Hazardous Waste/Materials

Environmental Engineering shall be kept informed of parcel takes and changes in scope or
design.

Since there are chemical constituents present in soil and groundwater within the I-5 corridor,
soil excavation activities shall be performed under the guidelines of a site-specific Soil
Management Plan and Health and Safety Plan.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) lead variance would be followed for
ADL soil excavated in the median. Soil excavated as a whole along the shoulders may be
reused as clean material with regard to ADL, unless soil adjacent to the shoulder is
segregated from the whole. The DTSC lead variance will apply for segregated soil from the
shoulder. Otherwise, the disposal of ADL soil would be a necessary and disposal of lead
impacted soil to a Class | landfill. A NPDES permit shall be obtained, which would include
measure for impacts to service stations. However, if soil from abutment excavations at Via
de la Valle, Birmingham Drive, Brooks Street, Palomar Airport Road, Carlsbad Village Drive,
and Mission Avenue would be exported, the soil may require further characterization for
petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds, or semi-volatile organic compounds to
evaluate the proper disposal method. Investigation near the Olympus and Maxson Street
Landfills did not encounter wastes associated with the landfill. It is recommended that
widening activities in the vicinity of the landfills be performed to the west, avoiding the
landfills If parcels were acquired at these landfill locations, excavated soil would require
further characterization to evaluate the proper disposal method. If soil from locations
containing farmland and nurseries is exported, further characterization for
pesticide/herbicides would be warranted to evaluate the proper disposal method. Chemical
spills along I-5 would be unknown a contingency of would be written into the construction
contract to deal with this potential hazardous waste issue.

Asbestos and lead paint may be in structures demolished during construction and must be
handled and disposed of properly.

Treated wood waste in sight and guardrail posts must be handled and disposed of properly.

Air Quality

Air Quality measures to minimize emissions for construction include:
e Use low-emission onsite mobile construction equipment where feasible
e Maintain equipment in tune per manufacturer's specifications
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Retard diesel engine injection timing by two to four degrees unless not recommended
by manufacturer (due to lower emission output in-place)

Use reformulated, low-emission diesel fuel

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

Impacts from fugitive dust, PM 1o, and PM ,5 would be minimized by the following strategies:

Minimal land disturbance

Use of watering trucks to minimize dust

Suspension of grading and earth moving activities when wind gusts exceed 25 mph
unless the soil is wet enough to prevent dust plumes

Covering of trucks when hauling dirt

Dirt pile stabilization if piles are not removed immediately

Limited vehicular paths and stabilization of any temporary roads

Miniminal vehicular and machinery activities

At least once per day paved streets would be swept where there is evidence of dirt
that has been carried on to the roadway

Revegetation of disturbed land, including vehicular paths created during construction
to avoid future off-road vehicular activities

Removal of unused material

To minimize exposure to diesel particulate emissions the following measures would be
implemented:
Construction equipment and truck staging and maintenance areas would be located as
far as feasible and nominally downwind of schools, active recreation areas, and other
areas of high population density
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Noise

The following control measures would be implemented in order to minimize noise
disturbances at sensitive receptors during periods of construction:

All equipment items would have manufacturers’ recommended noise abatement
measures, such as mufflers, engine enclosures, and engine vibration isolators intact
and operational.

All construction equipment would be inspected at periodic intervals to ensure proper
maintenance and presence of noise control devices.

e |dling equipment would not be allowed.

e A construction noise-monitoring program would be implemented to limit impacts

o Noisier operations would be planned during times least sensitive to receptors

e Noise levels would be kept relatively uniform and; impulsive noises avoided

e Good public relations relations would be maintained with the community to minimize
objections to the unavoidable construction impacts. Frequent activity updates of all
construction activities would be provided.

Energy

Efforts to minimize energy consumption during construction include:

Public awareness campaigns to encourage carpooling and commuting during non-
peak traffic hours.

The recycling of materials, such as, damaged metal beam/guardrail, light standards,
pipes, bridge materials, and /or used rebar salvaged as metal scrap.

The use of recycled materials, such as, asphalt and concrete roadway materials
through creation of road-base materials after crushing and grinding.

The salvage of material such as roadside sign posts, and sign structures, chain link
fence fabric, lighting standards, and/or traffic signal standards and appurtenances.
The use of energy-efficient construction vehicles.

Biology

All native habitats outside the permanent and temporary construction limits would be
designated as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) on project maps.

ESAs shall be temporarily fenced during construction with orange plastic snow fence.

No access would be allowed within the ESAs.

Cut slopes would be revegetated with native upland habitats with similar composition to
those within the project limits.

Fill slopes and areas adjacent to wetlands and drainages would be revegetated with
appropriate native upland and wetland species.

Revegetated areas would have temporary irrigation and be planted with native container
plants and seeds selected by the biologist.
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There would be at least three years of plant establishment/ maintenance on revegetated
slopes to control invasive weeds and ensure that the plants become established.

Bioswales and detention basins would be planted with appropriate native species as
determined by the biologist and storm water personnel.

Slopes adjacent to developed urban areas would be vegetated with native and drought
tolerant non-invasive species selected by the biologist and landscape architect.

Interchanges located in urban areas would be landscaped with native or ornamental non-
invasive species.

Any seeding of native upland habitats would be completed between October and February to
ensure that the seed has proper conditions for germination.

Duff from areas with CSS, maritime succulent scrub, and maritime chaparral would be saved
to aid in revegetation of the slopes with native habitats.

All temporary impact areas would be revegetated and restored to pre-existing conditions.

Wetlands and Other Waters

All debris from the replacement of old bridges or construction of new bridges would be
contained, so that it does not fall into rivers and lagoons.

Appropriate best management practices (BMP) would be used to control erosion and
sedimentation. No sediment or debris would be allowed to enter the creeks, rivers, or
lagoons.

Bioswales and detention basins would be placed throughout the project limits to filter runoff
prior to reaching wetlands and other waters of the U.S.

Fueling of construction equipment would occur at a designated area at a distance greater
than 30 m (98.4 ft) from drainages/lagoons, and associated plant communities to minimize
water quality impacts.

Fuel cans and fueling of equipment would take place outside the drainages.

Studies underway to determine if water flow under lagoon bridges could be enhanced with
design changes to the bridges.

Sensitive Plant Species

Seed would be collected or plants would be salvaged to the extent practicable in the impact
areas. Salvaged plants and seed would be planted in mitigation sites, on revegetated new
slopes, or in revegetated areas that were temporarily impacted.

Sensitive Animal Species

To minimize impacts to nesting migratory bird species, all native vegetation and nonnative
shrubs and trees within the impact areas would be removed outside of the breeding season
(February 15 to August 31), if possible. Otherwise, a qualified biologist would thoroughly
survey all vegetation prior to removal to ensure there are no nesting birds onsite. If nesting
birds are identified onsite, vegetation removal would be delayed until the chicks have fledged
or the nest has failed.
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Task and Brief Description

Responsible
Branch/Staff

Timing/
Phase

Action Taken to Comply with Task

Task
Completed

Remarks

Environmental
Compliance

Exclusion devices would be installed on bridge drain holes and ledges during the non-
breeding season (September 1 through February 15) to stop swallows, swifts, and any other
birds from nesting on or within bridges to be demolished.

The lagoons are important stop over, resting, and foraging habitats for birds migrating along
the Pacific flyway. To minimize impacts to migratory birds, construction would not occur in
more than two lagoons at any one time.

Exclusion devices would be installed on bridge drain holes and ledges during the non-
breeding season (September 1 through February 15) to stop swallows, swifts, and any other
birds or bats from nesting on or within bridges to be demolished.

Measures listed under natural communities and wetlands and other waters of the U.S.
concerning minimizing sediment entering the lagoon and habitat protection would minimize
affects to EFH.

Threatened & Endangered Species

A channel large enough for fish passage would be kept open throughout construction within
the San Luis Rey River and all of the lagoons.

All pile driving near the lagoons would be completed outside the bird breeding season
(February 15-August 31) to minimize construction noise impacts to bird species around the
lagoons.

A qualified biologist would be made available for both the pre-construction and construction
phases to review grading plans, address protection of sensitive biological resources, and
monitor ongoing work. The biologist shall be familiar with the habitats, plants, and wildlife of
the Project area, and maintain communications with the resident engineer, to ensure that
issues relating to biological resources are appropriately and lawfully managed.

Detention basins would be placed in many of the loop ramps, and bioswales would be placed
on many of the slopes to treat runoff from the freeway.

Lighting used at night for construction would be shielded away from ESAs.

Dust generated by proposed operations would be controlled with BMPs.

Locations of the endangered Del Mar manzanita have been identified and avoided to the
maximum extent practicable. Del Mar manzanita individuals growing immediately adjacent to
brow ditches that would require reconstruction for proper slope drainage with plants that not
be avoided would be salvaged and placed in a compensatory mitigation site for the project.

Invasive Species

Special care would be taken when transporting, use and disposing of soils with invasive
weed seeds.

All heavy equipment would be washed and cleaned of debris prior to entering a lagoon area,
to minimize spread of invasive weeds.
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Task and Brief Description

Responsible
Branch/Staff

Timing/
Phase

Action Taken to Comply with Task

Task Remarks |Environmental
Completed Compliance

Cut slopes would be revegetated with native upland habitats with similar composition to
those within the project limits. Fill slopes and areas adjacent to wetlands and drainages
would be revegetated with appropriate native upland and wetland species. The revegetated
areas would have temporary irrigation and be planted with native container plants and seeds
selected by the biologist. There would be at least three years of plant establishment/
maintenance on these slopes to control invasive weeds and ensure that the plants become
established.

Bioswales and detention basins would be planted with appropriate native species as
determined by the biologist and storm water personnel. Slopes adjacent to developed urban
areas would be vegetated with native and drought tolerant non-invasive species selected by
the biologist and landscape architect. Interchanges located in urban areas would be
landscaped with native or ornamental non-invasive species
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Appendix E:
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form

LS. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NACS-CPA-106
Matural Resourcas Conservation Serviea (P, 101}

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

FART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 7Dl of Land Evaluation Fequost oy [ s 1
| Mame &t Preieet 15 North Coast Corridor * Mederay Hiateay Administration

2 Tpecl Pt gighway Improvements Project & Gaunty and S gan Diage, CA

PAT Il (To be complated by NAGS) - BoC el el B e e

" L Y 4. Acras l'ﬂndlal Avarage Fanm Bz
3. Does the sorridor conlain prime, uniqua statewide or local imponand lamiland?
i wl@d w0 69,537 80

{11 o, the FPPA doss not apply - Do nat somalete acdilional pars of this form).

B, Major Gicals) 5. FAMALIS Land n Govemment Junsdiencn T Amount fand fed m FPPA
MNursery, Flower, Fruit/Nut Acres: 112,974 4 Acres: 91,812 a4
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Uised 9. Namea of Local Site Assessment Ermm 0. Date Land Evalugtion Fetumed by NRGS
CA - Storie System Mone
Allarnative Comidor For Sagment
PATET: (N {E0 bel Somelatad by Fucioril A peicy) Carridar & Corrider B Corritor © Gerrigor 0
A Total Acres Ta Ba Converted Directly 1,630 1,616 1628 1.604
B. Total Acres To Ba Converted Indirectly, O To Receive Sarvices [ 0
C_Total Acras In Coridor 1.630 1618 1.628 TH0T
PART IV {To be compieted by NRCS) Land Evaluation information
A, Telal Azres Prime And Unique Famiand 561 551 558 547
B. Tolal Actes Statewide And Local Impertant Farmland 418 416 418 414
&. Parcantage Of Farmland in Gounty Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Convered 1 1 1 1
. Percamage Of Fermland in Govi. Juriediation Wilh Eame Or Higher Relative Vakie | | V7] Rlcot Pl il |4
PART V (To be compisted by NACS) Land Evakustion information Criterion Rsistive e = E=)
valup of Farmiand & Be Serviced or Converted (Scafe of 0 - 100 SIS 510 AL Sl
PART VI (To be campleted by Federsl Agency) Corrider Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFRE585(c))| Polnts
1. Area in Nonursan Use 15 o o o o
2. Permaterin Nonurban Usa 10 1] 5 5 5
3. Perent Of Goridor Being Farmed 20 [ [i] 0 ]
4. Prolection Provided By State And Local Gevemmant 0 20 20 20 20
5. Size o Presenl Fam Unit Comparsd To Averegs 10 o ) 0 0
£, Greation OI Nenlarmabls Famiand = Q 0 0
7__Awallablilly Of Farm Supgon Senvices B 5 ] s
8. On-Farm Investments 20 & 15 15 15
9. Effects Of Conversion On Fanm Support Services 28 [] [] [1]
10 Ce ility With Exisling Agricuiural Lise 10 5 L] 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 50 50 50 50
PART VIl (To be completad by Faderal Agency}
Relative Visue Of Farmland (Fram Pas V] 100 =, 72 =1 Pl BT 5| =)y =l
Total Gormidor Assssament (From Part VI abovs or a local s -
assuzemant) 50 50 50 50
TOTAL POINTS (Total of atove 2 ines) 0| sy o172 5 (ol 4 pﬂlDl_H‘ 510! Bl
7. Gonidor Sewcied: [Z. Tatal Avcros of Fammands o be | 5. Dawm Of Selsetion: . W A Local Site Asavaamant Used?
This will be detsrmined C"""’"“I"I:’f;ﬂ s
through the NEPA process | 244ea% 5
e BO vis [0 s E

5. Reason For Salection:
The selected am;]-ulua will be dﬂermmsd at at later date, based on a thorough analysis of all issue areas, including
impacts to and the local ity, traffic, airinoise, and othars.

%It‘ﬁ'&%t‘ S lm%}/r Iat

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with mora than one Altlemaie Corridor
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Appendix F:
List of Acronyms

%

pg/cm
du/ac
du/ha

ac
AADT
AAQS
ACM
ACOE
ACHP
ADI
ADT
AMSL
APCD
APE
APN
ASR

BCLA
BLM
BMP
BVTAC

CAA
CAAQS
Caltrans
CARB
Cal/EPA
cBI
CcCC
CcDC
CDFG
CDP
CEQ
CEQA
CESA
CFD
CFR
CFS

Percent

Micrograms per cubic meter
dwelling units per acre
dwelling units per hectare

Acre(s)

Average Annual Daily Traffic

Ambient Air Quality Standards
Asbestos Containing Materials

United States Army Corps of Engineers
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Area of Direct Impact

Average Daily Traffic

Above Mean Sea Level

Air Pollution Control District

Area of Potential Effect

Assessor Parcel Numbers
Archaeological Survey Report

Biological Core and Linkage Area

United States Bureau of Land Management

Best Management Practice

Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation and Technical Advisory Committee

Clean Air Act

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
California Department of Transportation
California Air Resources Board
California Environmental Protection Agency
Conservation Biology Institute

California Coastal Commission
California Department of Conservation
Callifornia Department of Fish and Game
Census Designated Place

Council on Environmental Quality
California Environmental Quality Act
California Endangered Species Act
Community Facilities District

Code of Federal Regulations

Cubic feet per second

1-5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS
page F-1



Appendix F: Environmental Commitment Record

&5 Y
INTERSTATE 5 CORRIDOR

CHP
CIA
CMP
CMS
CNDDB
CNPS

CSMP
CSS
CTC
CVREP
CWA
CZMA

DAR

dBA
dBA Leq
DEIR
DEIS
DLA
DOT
DPP
DRIR
du

EB
EFH
EIR
EIS
EMP
EPA
ESA

F&E
FCIR
FCWA

FEIS
FESA

California Highway Patrol
Community Impact Assessment
Congestion Management Program

Changeable Message sign or Cubic meter per second

California Natural Diversity Database

California Native Plant Society

Carbon Monoxide

Corridor System Management Plan

Coastal Sage Scrub

California Transportation Commission

Carmel Valley Restoration Enhancement Project
Clean Water Act

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972

Direct Access Ramp

Decibel

A-weighted decibel

A- weighted decibel equivalent sound level
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
District Landscape Architect
Department of Transportation

Design Pollution Prevention

Draft Relocation Impact Report
Dwelling Unit

Eastbound

Essential Fish Habitat

Environmental Impact Report

Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental Mitigation Program

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Environmentally Sensitive Area

Freeway and Expressway System
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form
Federal Clean Water Act

Federal Endangered

Final Environmental Impact Statement
Federal Endangered Species Act

FHWA
FMMP

FPPA
FRA
FSTIP

ft
ft2
FTA
FTIP

GIS
GSRD

ha
HAS
HCM
HCP
HHS
HMP
HOV
HPSR
HRT
HWCL

-5
1-15
ITIP
ITMS
ISA
ISC
ISTEA

JPA

Federal Highway Administration

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
State of California Fully Protected Species
Farmland Protection Policy Act

Federal Rail Administration

Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
Federal Threatened

Foot or feet

Square foot or feet; foot or feet squared
Federal Transit Administration

Federal Transportation Improvement Program
Fiscal Year

Geographic Information System
Gross Solids Removal Devices

Hectare(s)

Hydrologic Sub Areas
Highway Capacity Manual
Habitat Conservation Plan
Health and Human Services
Habitat Management Plan
High Occupancy Vehicle
Historic Property Survey Report
Hydraulic Resident Time
Hazardous Waste Control Law
Hydrologic Unit

Interstate 5

Interstate 15

Interregional Transportation Improvement Program
Integrated Traffic Management System

Initial Site Assessment

Indirect Source Control

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act

Joint Powers Authority for San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park
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km
kph

LCP
LEDPA
Leq
Lmax
LOS
LPAB
LUP

MA
MEP
MCB
MCE
MHCP
MHI
mi
MLD
MOU
mph
MSA
MSCP
MSL
MTDB
MTS

NAAQS
NAC
NCCP
NCTD
NEPA
NES
NHS
NHPA
NMFS
NO,
NOA
NOAA

Kilometer(s)
Kilometer(s) per hour

Local Coastal Plan

Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
Equivalent Sound Level

Maximum Level

Level of Service

Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board

Land Use Plan

Meter(s)

Square meter(s) or meter(s)-squared
mega annum; million years ago
Maximum Extent Practicable

Marine Corps Base

Maximum Credible Earthquake

Multiple Habitat Conservation Program
Median Household Income

Mile(s)

Most Likely Descendant

Memorandum of Understanding

Miles per hour

Major Statistical Area

Multiple Species Conservation Program
Maintenance Service Level
Metropolitan Transit Development Board
Metropolitan Transit System

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Noise Abatement Criteria

Natural Communities Conservation Planning
North County Transit District

National Environmental Policy Act

Natural Environment Study

National Highway System

National Historic Preservation Act

National Marine Fisheries Service

Nitrogen Dioxide

Naturally Occurring Asbestos

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NOD
NOI
NOP
NOy
NPDES
NRCS
NS

P
PAMA
Pb
PCI
PDT
PHV
PM
PMjo
PMa5
PPDG
ppm
PRC
PSR
PWP/TREP

RAP
RAQS
RAS
RCP
RTIP
RTP
ROD
RwQCB

SA
SAFETEA-LU

SANDAG
SDAB
SDAPCD
SDRP
SCAG

Notice of Determination

Notice of Intent

Notice of Preparation

Nitrogen Oxides

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Natural Resource Conservation Service

Not Surveyed

Pair

Pre-Approved Mitigation Area

Lead

per capita income

Project Development Team

Peak Hour Volume

Post Mile

Particulate matter sized 10 microns and under
Particulate matter sized 2.5 microns and under
Project Planning and Design Guide

Parts per million

Public Resources Code

Project Study Report

Public Works Plan / Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program

Relocation Assistance Program

Regional Air Quality Strategy

Regional Arterial System

Regional Comprehensive Plan (for the San Diego Region)
Regional Transportation Improvement Program

Regional Transportation Plan

Record of Decision

Regional Water Quality Control Board

Study Area

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A Legacy for
Users

San Diego Association of Governments

San Diego Air Basin

San Diego Air Pollution Control District

San Dieguito River Park

Southern California Association of Governments
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SCE
SDWDR
SD &IV
SDG&E
SDNCC
SDRVLC
SDRWQCB
SE
SHOPP
SHPO
SIP

SM

S0,
SONGS
SOV
SR-76
SR-78
SSC
STIP
SWMP
SWPPP
SWRCB

TASAS
TCE
TCM
TCR
TCRP
TCP
TDC
TDM
TEA-21
TIP
TMDL
TMP
TSM

u.s.
usc
USFWS
USGS
uSDOT

Southern California Edison

San Diego Water Discharge Requirements
San Diego and Imperial Valley Railroad

San Diego Gas and Electric

San Diego North Coast Corridor

San Dieguito River Valley Land Conservancy
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
State Endangered

State Highway Operation and Protection Program
State Historic Preservation Officer

State Implementation Plan

Single Male

Sulfur Dioxide

San Onofre Nuclear Generating System
Single Occupancy Vehicle

State Route 76

State Route 78

State Species of Special Concern

State Transportation Improvement Program
Storm Water Management Plan

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board

Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System
Temporary Construction Easement
Transportation Control Measure
Transportation Concept Report

Governor’s Traffic Congestion Relief Plan
Traditional Cultural Property

Targeted Design Constituents

Transportation Demand Management
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
Transportation Improvement Program

Total Maximum Daily Load

Traffic Management Plan

Transportation Systems Management

United States

United States Code

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Geological Survey

U.S. Department of Transportation

VvIC
VIA
VMT
VvOC

vphpl

WB
WQF
waQv
WWTP

Demand Volume to Capacity Ratio
Visual Impact Assessment
Vehicle Miles Traveled

Volatile Organic Compounds
Vehicle per hour per lane

Westbound

Water Quality Flow

Water Quality Volume
Wastewater Treatment Plan
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Appendix G: CEQA Environmental Checklist
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11-SD-5 R28.5/R55.4 235800

Dist.-Co.-Rte. P.M/P.M. E.A.

Supporting documentation of all CEQA checklist determinations is provided in Chapter 3
of this Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement. Documentation
of “No Impact” determinations is provided at the beginning of Chapter 3. Discussion of
all impacts, avoidance, minimization, and/or compensation measures is under the
appropriate topic headings in Chapter 3.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

O

O

X

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

O

O

X

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use?

I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings?

Ill. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

O X OO
O o XK
X O OO
oo oo

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation
as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the
Callifornia Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
Project; and the forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation?

O

O

O

X

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of D D g D
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

O

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

(]
O
X

O

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of

Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42?

(]
O
O
X

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

oogo|o
Ooooo|o
O0NK XX
X X OO0

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property?

O
O
O
X

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

(]
O
O
X

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries?

o|o|o|lo

X X X X

o|o|o|lo

o|o|o|lo

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

An assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change is included in the body of
environmental document. While Caltrans has
included this good faith effort in order to provide the
public and decision-makers as much information as
possible about the project, it is Caltrans determination
that in the absence of further regulatory or scientific
information related to GHG emissions and CEQA
significance, it is too speculative to make a
significance determination regarding the project’s
direct and indirect impact with respect to climate
change. Caltrans does remain firmly committed to
implementing measures to help reduce the potential
effects of the project. These measures are outlined in
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
project:

be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

O

O

X

O

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow

o Oojg) ool o

ol ool gol o

O 0O X OXK X

Xl X| O XO O

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

O

O

O

X

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

O

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

X

O
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Appendix G: CEQA Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

O

O

O

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the
state?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

O

O

O

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES:

XIl. NOISE: Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Fire protection?

Police protection?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Schools?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

Parks?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

o oo ol o

O X X O X

o 0O 0 x| 0O

X O 0O o O

Other public facilities?

ogogogig

ojoojoio

ojoojoio

XX KK X

) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

XV. RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

Xlll. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
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Appendix G: CEQA Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel
and relevant components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

O

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

O

O

O

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

O

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

oo o o

oo o o

oo o o

XX XK KX

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

XVIL. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

Note: This list excludes the segments where we have DARs at Lusk on I-805, and at Voigt on I-5. All interchanges which belong to city of Encinitas will be assumed that the designs would stay the same as current designs.

10+4 with Barrier
Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX

Genesee_NB -G1M 491_497 Non standard Decision Sight Distance, non standard lengths 3 vertical curves

Genesee_NB -R1B 493 Non standard Decision Sight Distance

Genesee_NB- R1B 494 499 Non standard curve lengths (3 vertical curves) , non standard Sopping sight distance, Design Speed, Decision Sight Distance

Genesee_SB_ G4B 492 498 Non standard Decision Sight Distance (2 vertical curves)

Genesee_SB_ R2M 495 500 Non standard Decision Sight Distance

Entire of the project Multiple cross slopes for the mainlanes due to hydroplaning problems.

Entire of the project Pavement structural

From Sorrento Valley to Del Mar Heights Non-standard lane widths and shoulder widths(both sides- due to sign structures, ROW avoid impacts).

From Sorrento Valley to Del Mar Heights Non-standard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement

Genesee 518-520 Non-standard outer separation

Genesee 518-520 Non-standard stopping sight distance, median width, superelevation

Genesee 518-520 Non-standard horizontal clearance to fixed object

5/805 Merge Non-standard lane drop (too short 2/3 WV)

5/805 Merge Non-standard decision sight distance (110mph)

Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Non-standard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. (does not match bridge)

Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Non-standard design speed after the gore

Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Non-standard design for CHP enforcement path

Carmel Mountain/56 Non-standard interchange spacing

Del Mar Heights 549-576 Non-standard lane widths and shoulder widths(both sides).

Del Mar Heights 549-576 Non-standard horizontal clearance to fixed object

Del Mar Heights R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Non-standard taper to make lane drop (20:1 < 30:1)

Del Mar Heights R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Non-standard design speed after the gore (25 design < 50 MPH)

Via De La Valle Non-standard lane and shoulder width on SB direction.

Via De La Valle R4 (EB to SB on-ramp) Non-standard superelevation to match city street @ its termini

Via De La Valle R5 (WB to SB on-ramp) Non-standard design speed after the gore

Manchester Ave. 621-640 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, median width. 302.1, 309.1, 305.1
Need to check for stopping sight distance and minimum distance (curb return to curb return) between ramp intersections and local road

Manchester Ave. 621-640 intersections (89m between the SB off-ramp/Manchester Ave intersection and Ocean Cove Dr./Manchester Ave. intersection; 30m between the | 201.3, 504.3
NB on-ramp/Manchester Ave. intersection and the proposed Manchester Av./access road to DAR park-and-ride facility intersection).

Manchester Ave. 621-640 Median planting to plant oleanders back in median along horizontal curve between Lomas Santa Fe and Manchester Ave. 902.1

Manchester Ave. 621-640 Nonstandard interchange spacing between Lomas Santa Fe Dr. and Manchester Ave. 1.4km 501.3

Manchester Ave. Ramps 621-640 Need to check vertical curve length, stopping sight distance, shoulder width, and horizontal clearance 204.4, 201.3, 302.1, 309.1

Birmingham Dr. 640-657 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, interchange spacing between Birmingham Dr. and Santa Fe Dr. 302.1, 309.1, 501.3

Birmingham Dr. Ramps 640-657 Need to check vertical curve length, stopping sight, and sight distance 204.4,201.3

Santa Fe Dr. 657-670 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1

Santa Fe Dr. 657-670 Interchange spacing between Birmingham Dr. and Santa Fe Dr.; between Santa Fe Dr. and Encinitas Blvd. 501.3
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

10+4 with Barrier
Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Santa Fe Dr. 657-670 Check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Santa Fe Dr. Ramps 657-670 Need to check vertical curve length and stopping sight distance 204.4,201.3
Santa Fe Dr. Ramps 657-670 Probably distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections (Regal Road and Santa Fe Dr. NB on-ramp) 501.3
Requeza St. 671-673 Shoulder width (NB and SB HOV inside shoulder widths 1.5m) 302.1
Requeza St. 671-673 Horizontal clearance (NB and SB HOV inside shoulder adjacent to concrete barriers 1.5m) 309.1
Requeza St. 671-673 Check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Encinitas Blvd. 670-687 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, interchange spacing between Santa Fe Dr. and Encinitas Blvd. 302.1, 309.1, 501.3
Encinitas Blvd. 670-687 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3,204.4
Interchange distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections (Encinitas Blvd. NB on-ramp and Saxony Rd. Encinitas Blvd NB
Encinitas Blvd. 670-687 off-ramp and Calle Magdalena, Encinitas Blvd. SB off-ramp and driveway access to Petco shopping center, Encinitas Blvd SB on-ramp and 504.3
driveway to Radisson Inn hotel)
Encinitas Blvd. Ramps 670-687 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3,204.4
Interchange distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections (Encinitas Blvd. NB on-ramp and Saxony Rd. Encinitas Blvd NB
Encinitas Blvd. Ramps 670-687 off-ramp and Calle Magdalena, Encinitas Blvd. SB off-ramp and driveway access to Petco shopping center, Encinitas Blvd SB on-ramp and 504.3
driveway to Radisson Inn hotel)
Leucadia Blvd. 687-708 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
Leucadia Blvd. 687-708 Check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3, 204.4
Leucadia Bivd 687-708 Probably distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections (Leucadia Blvd NB off-ramp and Clark Avenue; Leucadia NB on- 504.3
i ramp and Urania Ave; Leucadia Blvd SB off-ramp and Orpheus Ave; Leucadia Blvd SB on-ramp and Orpheus Ave. i
Leucadia Blvd. Ramps 687-708 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
Leucadia Blvd. Ramps 687-708 Check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3, 204.4
Leucadia Bvd. Ramps 687-708 Probably distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections (Leucadia Blvd NB off-ramp and Clark Avenue; Leucadia NB on- 504.3
i ramp and Urania Ave; Leucadia Blvd SB off-ramp and Orpheus Ave; Leucadia Blvd SB on-ramp and Orpheus Ave. i
La Costa Ave. 708-731 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
La Costa Ave. 708-731 Check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
L Check distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections (La Costa Ave NB off-ramp and Piraeus St.; La Costa Ave. NB on-
a Costa Ave. 708-731 ; ; e 504.3
ramp and driveway access to Park and Ride facility)
La Costa Ave. Ramps 708-731 Shoulder width 302.1
La Costa Ave. Ramps 708-731 Check vertical curve length and stopping sight distance 204.4, 201.3
L Check distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections (La Costa Ave NB off-ramp and Piraeus St.; La Costa Ave. NB on-
a Costa Ave. Ramps 708-731 A . L 504.3
ramp and driveway access to Park and Ride facility)
Cannon Rd. 775-798 Median width (< 6.6m) 305.1
Chinquapin Ave. 798-809 NB inside three general-purpose lanes 3.3m following the NB off ramp and through Tamarack Ave. OC 301.1
Chinquapin Ave. 798-809 NB HOV shoulder lane 2.4m 302.1
Chinquapin Ave. 798-809 Interchange spacing between Tamarack Ave and Carlsbad Village Dr. 1.35km 501.3
Chestnut Ave. 809-811 NB outside shoulder width 1.2m, NB HOV shoulder lane 2.4m 302.1, 302.1
Carlsbad Village Dr. 811-820 Interchange spacing between Tamarack Ave and Carlsbad Village Dr. 1.35km 501.3
Carlsbad Village Dr. 811-820 Interchange spacing between Carlsbad Village Dr. and Las Flores Dr. 0.911km 501.3
Las Flores Dr. Ramps 820-829 NB on-ramp grade 8.1% descending 504.2
Las Flores Dr. Ramps 820-829 SB off-ramp grade 8.6% ascending 504.2
I-5/SR-78 interchange 830-835 Interchange spacing between Las Flores Dr. and SR-78 Interchange 0.85km 504.3
I-5/SR-78 interchange 830-835 Distance between successive exits NB to WB and NB to EB 200m 504.3
Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3,204.4
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

10+4 with Barrier

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Minimum distance (curb return to curb return) between ramp intersections and local road intersections (less than 125m or 165 m) (Lomas
Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Santa Fe NB off-ramp and driveway access to Ross shopping center; Lomas Santa Fe NB on-ramp and Santa Helena; Lomas Santa Fe SB 504.3
off-ramp Solana Hill Dr.; Lomas Santa Fe SB on-ramp and Solana Hill Dr.)
Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Median planting to plant oleanders back in median along horizontal curve between Lomas Santa Fe and Manchester Ave. 902.1
Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Nonstandard interchange spacing between Lomas Santa Fe Dr. and Manchester Ave. 1.4km
SR-78 830-835 Interchange spacing between Las Flores Drive and SR-78 0.85Km 501.3
SR-78 Ramps 830-835 Distance between successive exits NB to WB and NB to EB 200m 504.3
SR-78 R1 (WB to NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed on the curve due to ROW impact. 504.2
SR-78 R2 (NB to WB off-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the loop ramp(35 m)
SR-78 R2 (NB to WB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
SR-78 R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard connector configuration in the east side due to weaving length problem.
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard connector configuration due to weaving length problem.
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)
SR-78 R5 (SB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Cassidy St. 835-841 Nonstandard lane width, shoulder width, horizontal clearance, median width to keep Soto St. in place. 301.1, 302.1, 309.1, 305.1
Cassidy St. 835-841 Vertical curve length 204.4
Cassidy St. 835-841 Interchange spacing between SR-78 and Cassidy St.; between Cassidy St. and California St. 501.3
Cassidy Ramps 835-841 Check for stopping and decision sight distance standards. 201.3, 201.7
Cassidy Ramps 835-841 Check for vertical curve length 204.4
Cassidy R2 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard ramp configuration due to weaving length problem
Cassidy R2 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
SD NB Sta 840+00 to 843+00 Nonstandard lane widths (3 - 3.3 m) & shoulders (1.2 m) due to ROW impact 301.1, 302.1
California St. 841-848 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance (as Soto St. shift to the east providing more room for freeway widening) 302.1, 309.1
California St. 841-848 Median width, vertical curve length, (between Cassidy St. and California St.) 305.1, 204.4
California St. 841-848 Interchange spacing (between California and Cassidy St. and between California St. and Oceanside Blvd.) 501.3
California St. 841-848 Contrast surface treatment 7041
California St. Ramps 841-848 Check stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
California NB on-ramp Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2
Loma Alta Creek Bridge 849-850 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
Oceanside Blvd. 848-859 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Lane drop taper (at modified Oceanside Blvd. SB onramp) 504.3
Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Shoulder widths 302.1
Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Check vertical curve length, stopping sight distance and horizontal clearance 204.4, 201.3, 309.1
Oceanside R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the loop ramp (37 m <40 m )
Oceanside R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3
Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Oceanside DAR Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2
Brooks St. 859-861 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any), and median width 302.1, 309.1, 204.4, 305.1
Mission Avenue 861-872 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

10+4 with Barrier
Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Mission Avenue 861-872 Median width, interchange spacing between I-5/Mission Ave. and I-5/SR-76 Interchanges 305.1, 501.3
Mission R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)
Mission R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
Mission R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
Mission R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
Mission R4 (SB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Neptune Way/Eight St. Overcrossing 874-875 Nonstandard horizontal clearance 201.3
SR-76 R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3
SR-76 R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2
SR-76 R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
SR-76 R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed curves. 504.2

SD SB Sta 874+00 to 878+00 Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2
Harbor R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)
Harbor R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2
Distance between Harbor R3 and R2 Nonstandard distance between two off-ramps. 501.3
Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard lane drop taper 504.3
Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard deceleration lane 403.5
Harbor R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3

Entire of the project Nonstandard shoulders in various locations where traffic sign posts will be installed. 302.1
10+4 with Buffer

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Genesee_NB -G1M 491_497 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance, Nonstandard lengths 3 vertical curves

Genesee_NB -R1B 493 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance

Genesee_NB- R1B 494 499 Nonstandard curve lengths (3 vertical curves) , Nonstandard Sopping sight distance, Design Speed, Decision Sight Distance

Genesee_SB_ G4B 492 498 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance (2 vertical curves)

Genesee_SB_ R2M 495 500 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance

Entire of the project Multiple cross slopes for the mainlanes due to hydroplaning problems. 301.2

Entire of the project Pavement structural 612.2

From Sorrento Valley to Del Mar Heights Nonstandard lane widths and shoulder widths(both sides- due to sign structures, ROW avoid impacts). 301.1, 302.1
From Sorrento Valley to Del Mar Heights Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2
Genesee 518-520 Nonstandard outer separation 310.2
Genesee 518-520 Nonstandard stopping sight distance, median width, superelevation 201.3, 305.1, 504.3(4)
Genesee 518-520 Nonstandard horizontal clearance to fixed object 309.1

5/805 Merge Nonstandard lane drop (too short 2/3 WV) 504.4

5/805 Merge Nonstandard decision sight distance (110mph) 201.7
Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. (does not match bridge) 504.3(4)
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

10+4 with Buffer

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Nonstandard design for CHP enforcement path

Carmel Mountain/56 Nonstandard interchange spacing 501.3

Del Mar Heights 549-576 Nonstandard lane widths and shoulder widths(both sides). 301.1, 302.1
Del Mar Heights 549-576 Nonstandard horizontal clearance to fixed object 309.1

Del Mar Heights R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop (20:1 < 30:1) 504.3

Del Mar Heights R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore (25 design < 50 MPH) 504.2

Via De La Valle Nonstandard lane and shoulder width on SB direction. 301.1, 302.1
Via De La Valle R4 (EB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3

Via De La Valle R5 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Lomas Santa Fe 602-607+50 Nonstandard horizontal clearance to fixed objects 309.1
Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Check for stopping sight distance 201.3
Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Check for vertical curve length 204.4
Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Minimum distance between ramp intersection and local road intersections 501.3
Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Median planting to plant oleanders back to in median along horizontal curve between Lomas Santa Fe and Manchester Avenue 902.1
Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Nonstandard interchange spacing between Lomas Santa Fe and Manchester Avenue 501.3
Lomas Santa Fe Ramps 602-621 Check vertical curve length, stopping sight distance, shoulder width and horizontal clearance 204.4, 201.3, 302.1, 309.1
Lomas Santa Fe Local Street 602-621 Minimum distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections 501.3
Lomas Santa Fe R2 (EB to NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Manchester DAR Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2
Manchester R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve at the gore (controlled by bridge) 504.3(4)
Manchester R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the loop ramp(35 m)

Manchester R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 206.3

View Point SB on-ramp Nonstandard geometric design for ramp alignment

View Point SB on-ramp Nonstandard weaving length bet the on-ramp and Manchester off-ramp 504.7
Birmingham R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3
Requeza St. Overcrossing 671-673 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
Requeza St. Overcrossing 671-673 Check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Encinitas R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore vertical curve length 504.2, 204.4
Leucadia R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design for CHP enforcement path (No CHP road)

Leucadia R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
Leucadia R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

La Costa R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
Poinsettia R1 (NB on-ramp) 4:1 slope 304.1
Poinsettia R3 (SB on-ramp) 4:1 slope 304.1
Poinsettia R4 (SB off-ramp) 4:1 slope 304.1
Palomar Airport Rd. 758-775 NB HOV shoulder width 2.4m 302.1
Palomar Airport Rd. Ramps 758-775 NB and SB HOV shoulder width 2.4m 302.1
Paloma R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
Paloma R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the ramp(1400 m instead of 1000 m)

Paloma R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3
Paloma R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve at the gore 504.3(4)
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

10+4 with Buffer

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
SD SB Sta 769+60 to 779+80 Nonstandard lane widths (2 - 3.3 m) & inside shoulder(2.4 m) due to ROW impact 301.1, 302.1
Canon Rd. Nonstandard inside shoulder (south of Canon) 302.1
Canon Rd. Ramps and DAR 775-796 Super DAR ramp < 12% 302.1
Cannon R3 (SB on-ramp) No CHP enforcement path due to ROW impacts

Cannon DAR Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement (<1.5%) 301.2

SD NB Sta 802+20 to 823+20 Nonstandard lane widths (3 - 3.3 m) & inside shoulder(2.4 m) due to ROW impact 301.1, 302.1
Chinquapin Avenue and Tamarack Avenue 798-809 NB inside general-purpose lanes 3.3m following the NB off ramp and through Tamarack Ave. OC 301.1
Chinquapin Avenue and Tamarack Avenue 798-809 NB HOV shoulder lane 2.4m 302.1
Chinquapin Avenue and Tamarack Avenue 798-809 Interchange spacing between Tamarack Ave. and Carlsbad Village Dr. 501.3

Agua Hedionda 792-798 Nonstandard slope 2:1 304.1
Tamarack R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard vertical clearance, stopping sight distance 309.2, 201.3
Tamarack R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2
Tamarack R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard horizontal clearance to fixed object 309.1(2)
Chestnut Avenue 809-811 NB outside shoulder width 1.2, NB HOV shoulder lane 2.4m 302.1, 302.1
Carlsbad Village Dr. 809-811 NB inside general-purpose lanes 3.3m 301.1
Carlsbad Village Dr. 809-811 NB outside shoulder width 1.2 before NB off ramp 302.1
Carlsbad Village Dr. 809-811 Interchange spacing between Tamarack Ave. and Carlsbad Village Dr. 1.35Km 501.3
Carlsbad Village Dr. 809-811 Interchange spacing between Carlsbad Village Dr. and Las Flores Dr. 0.911Km 501.3
Carlsbad Village R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2
Carlsbad Village R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
Carlsbad Village R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard horizontal clearance to ROW 309.1
Carlsbad Village R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Las Flores Dr. 820-829 NB inside three general-purpose lanes 3.3m between NB off ramp and Las Flores OC 301.1

Las Flores Dr. 820-829 NB HOV shoulder lane 2.4m. 302.1

Las Flores Dr. 820-829 SB outside shoulder width after the SB onramp 2.4m 302.1

Las Flores R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard ramp configuration due to weaving length problem

Las Flores R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2

Las Flores R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard lateral clearance to wall 309.4

Las Flores R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore ( < 75MPH ) 504.2

Las Flores R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard ramp configuration due to ROW impact.

Las Flores R4 (SB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
SR-78 830-835 Interchange spacing between Las Flores Drive and SR-78 0.85Km 501.3
SR-78 Ramps 830-835 Distance between successive exits NB to WB and NB to EB 200m 504.3
SR-78 R1 (WB to NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed on the curve due to ROW impact. 504.2
SR-78 R2 (NB to WB off-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the loop ramp(35 m)

SR-78 R2 (NB to WB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
SR-78 R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard connector configuration in the east side due to weaving length problem.

SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard connector configuration due to weaving length problem.

SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)
SR-78 R5 (SB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Cassidy St. 835-841 Nonstandard lane width, shoulder width, horizontal clearance, median width to keep Soto St. in place. 301.1, 302.1, 309.1, 305.1
Cassidy St. 835-841 Vertical curve length 204.4
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

10+4 with Buffer
Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Cassidy St. 835-841 Interchange spacing between SR-78 and Cassidy St.; between Cassidy St. and California St. 501.3

Cassidy Ramps 835-841 Check for stopping and decision sight distance standards. 201.3, 201.7
Cassidy Ramps 835-841 Check for vertical curve length 204.4

Cassidy R2 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard ramp configuration due to weaving length problem

Cassidy R2 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

SD NB Sta 840+00 to 843+00 Nonstandard lane widths (3 - 3.3 m) & shoulders (1.2 m) due to ROW impact 301.1, 302.1
California St. 841-848 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance (as Soto St. shift to the east providing more room for freeway widening) 302.1, 309.1
California St. 841-848 Median width, vertical curve length, (between Cassidy St. and California St.) 305.1, 204.4
California St. 841-848 Interchange spacing (between California and Cassidy St. and between California St. and Oceanside Blvd.) 501.3

California St. 841-848 Contrast surface treatment 704.1

California St. Ramps 841-848 Check stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
California NB on-ramp Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2

Loma Alta Creek Bridge 849-850 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
Oceanside Blvd. 848-859 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Lane drop taper (at modified Oceanside Blvd. SB onramp) 504.3

Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Shoulder widths 302.1

Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Check vertical curve length, stopping sight distance and horizontal clearance 204.4, 201.3, 309.1
Oceanside R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the loop ramp(37 m <40 m)

Oceanside R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3

Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Oceanside DAR Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2

Brooks St. 859-861 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any), and median width 302.1, 309.1, 204.4, 305.1
Mission Avenue 861-872 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
Mission Avenue 861-872 Median width, interchange spacing between I-5/Mission Ave. and I-5/SR-76 Interchanges 305.1, 501.3
Mission R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)

Mission R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)

Mission R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)

Mission R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)

Mission R4 (SB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Neptune Way/Eight St. Overcrossing 874-875 Nonstandard horizontal clearance 201.3

SR-76 R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3

SR-76 R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2

SR-76 R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)

SR-76 R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed curves. 504.2

SD SB Sta 874+00 to 878+00 Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2

Harbor R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)

Harbor R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2

Distance between Harbor R3 and R2 Nonstandard distance between two off-ramps. 501.3

Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard lane drop taper 504.3

Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)

Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard deceleration lane 403.5
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

10+4 with Buffer

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX

Harbor R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3

Entire of the project Nonstandard shoulders in various locations where traffic sign posts will be installed. 302.1

8+4 with Barrier

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX

Genesee_NB -G1M 491_497 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance, Nonstandard lengths 3 vertical curves

Genesee_NB -R1B 493 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance

Genesee_NB- R1B 494 499 Nonstandard curve lengths (3 vertical curves) , Nonstandard Sopping sight distance, Design Speed, Decision Sight Distance

Genesee_SB_ G4B 492_498 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance (2 vertical curves)

Genesee_SB_ R2M 495_500 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance

Entire of the project Multiple cross slopes for the mainlanes due to hydroplaning problems. 301.2

Entire of the project Pavement structural 612.2

From Sorrento Valley to Del Mar Heights Nonstandard lane widths and shoulder widths(both sides- due to sign structures, ROW avoid impacts). 301.1, 302.1

From Sorrento Valley to Del Mar Heights Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2

Genesee 518-520 Nonstandard outer separation 310.2

Genesee 518-520 Nonstandard stopping sight distance, median width, superelevation 201.3, 305.1, 504.3(4)

Genesee 518-520 Nonstandard horizontal clearance to fixed object 309.1

5/805 Merge Nonstandard lane drop (too short 2/3 WV) 504.4

5/805 Merge Nonstandard decision sight distance (110mph) 201.7

Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. (does not match bridge) 504.3(4)

Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Nonstandard design for CHP enforcement path

Carmel Mountain/56 Nonstandard interchange spacing 501.3

Del Mar Heights 549-576 Nonstandard lane widths and shoulder widths(both sides). 301.1, 302.1

Del Mar Heights 549-576 Nonstandard horizontal clearance to fixed object 309.1

Del Mar Heights R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop (20:1 < 30:1) 504.3

Del Mar Heights R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore (25 design < 50 MPH) 504.2

Via De La Valle Nonstandard lane and shoulder width on SB direction. 301.1, 302.1

Via De La Valle R4 (EB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3

Via De La Valle R5 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3,204.4
Minimum distance (curb return to curb return) between ramp intersections and local road intersections (less than 125m or 165 m) (Lomas

Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Santa Fe NB off-ramp and driveway access to Ross shopping center; Lomas Santa Fe NB on-ramp and Santa Helena; Lomas Santa Fe SB 504.3
off-ramp Solana Hill Dr.; Lomas Santa Fe SB on-ramp and Solana Hill Dr.)

Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Median planting to plant oleanders back in median along horizontal curve between Lomas Santa Fe and Manchester Ave. 902.1

Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Nonstandard interchange spacing between Lomas Santa Fe Dr. and Manchester Ave. 1.4km 501.3

Lomas Santa Fe Ramps 602-621 Check stopping sight distance and vertical curve length, shoulder width, and horizontal clearance 201.3, 204.4, 302.1, 309.1

Lomas Santa Fe Ramps 602-621 Nonstandard shoulder width at spot locations of the modified Lomas Santa Fe NB and SB off-ramps 302.1
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

8+4 with Barrier
Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Minimum distance (curb return to curb return) between ramp intersections and local road intersections (less than 125m or 165 m) (Lomas
Lomas Santa Fe Local Street 602-621 Santa Fe NB off-ramp and driveway access to Ross shopping center; Lomas Santa Fe NB on-ramp and Santa Helena; Lomas Santa Fe SB 504.3
off-ramp Solana Hill Dr.; Lomas Santa Fe SB on-ramp and Solana Hill Dr.)
Lomas Santa Fe Local Street 602-621 Median planting to plant oleanders back in median along horizontal curve between Lomas Santa Fe and Manchester Ave. 902.1
Lomas Santa Fe Local Street 602-621 Nonstandard interchange spacing between Lomas Santa Fe Dr. and Manchester Ave. 1.4km 501.3
Manchester Ave. 621-640 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
Need to check for stopping sight distance and minimum distance (curb return to curb return) between ramp intersections and local road
Manchester Ave. 621-640 interactions (89m between the SB off-ramp/Manchester Ave. intersection and Ocean Cove Dr./Manchester Ave. intersection; 30m between the | 201.3, 504.3
NB on-ramp/Manchester Ave intersection and the proposed Manchester Ave/access road to DAR park-and-ride facility intersection).
Manchester Ave. Ramps 621-640 Need to check vertical curve length, stopping sight distance, shoulder width, and horizontal clearance. 204.4, 201.3, 302.1, 309.1
Birmingham Dr. 640-657 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, interchange spacing between Birmingham Dr. and Santa Fe Dr. 302.1, 309.1, 501.3
Birmingham Dr. 640-657 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Birmingham Dr. Ramps 640-657 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
MacKinnon Ave. 654-656 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3, 204.4
Santa Fe Dr 654-656 SRI%ulder width, horizontal clearance, interchange spacing between Birmingham Dr. and Santa Fe Dr.; between Santa Fe Dr. and Encinitas 302.1, 309.1, 501.3
Santa Fe Dr 654-656 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Santa Fe Dr Ramps 654-656 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3, 204.4
Distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections less than 125m or 165 m (Santa Fe Dr. NB on-ramp and Regal Rd.; Santa
Santa Fe Dr Ramps 654-656 Fe Dr. DB off-ramp and driveway access to Scripps Memorial Hospital; Santa Fe Dr. SB on-ramp and driveway access to Vons shopping 504.3
center)
Requeza St. 671-673 S;E)r;{elgser:m;icét:q)(NB and SB HOV inside shoulder widths = 1.5 m), horizontal clearance (NB and SB HOV inside shoulder adjacent to concrete 302.1, 309.1
Requeza St. 671-673 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3, 204.4
Encinitas Blvd. 670-687 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, interchange spacing between Santa Fe Dr. and Encinitas Blvd. 302.1, 309.1, 501.3
Encinitas Blvd. 670-687 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3,204.4
Distance between ramp intersection and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (Encinitas blvd. NB on-ramp and Saxony Rd.;
Encinitas Blvd. 670-687 Encinitas Blvd NB off-ramp and Calle Magdalena; Encinitas Blvd. SB off-ramp and driveway to Petco Shopping Center; Encinitas Blvd. SB on- | 504.3
ramp and drive access to Radisson Inn Hotel)
Encinitas Blvd. Ramps 670-687 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Distance between ramp intersection and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (Encinitas blvd. NB on-ramp and Saxony Rd.;
Encinitas Blvd. Ramps 670-687 Encinitas Blvd NB off-ramp and Calle Magdalena; Encinitas Blvd. SB off-ramp and driveway to Petco Shopping Center; Encinitas Blvd. SB on- | 504.3
ramp and drive access to Radisson Inn Hotel)
Leucadia Blvd. 687-708 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
Leucadia Blvd. 687-708 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3,204.4
Leucadia Blvd. Ramps 687-708 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
Leucadia Blvd. Ramps 687-708 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3,204.4
Leucadia Bivd. Ramps 687-708 Distance between ramp intersections and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (Leucadia Blvd NB off-ramp and Clark Ave; 504.3
i Leucadia Blvd. NB on-ramp and Urania Ave; Leucadia Blvd. SB off-ramp and Orpheus Ave; Leucadia Blvd. SB on-ramp and Orpheus Ave. |
La Costa Ave 708-731 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
La Costa Ave 708-731 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
La Costa Ave Ramps 708-731 Shoulder width. 302.1
La Costa Ave Ramps 708-731 Need to check vertical curve length and stopping sight distance. 204.4,201.3
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

8+4 with Barrier

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Distance between ramp intersection and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (La Costa Ave NB off-ramp and Piraeus St.; La
La Costa Ave Ramps 708-731 Costa Ave. NB on-ramp and driveway access to Park and Ride gacility) ) 5043
Palomar Airport Rd. 758-775 NB HOV shoulder width 2.4m 302.1
Canon Rd. Ramps and DAR 775-796 SB off ramp outside shoulder with 1.2m 302.1
Chinquapin Ave 798-809 NB inside three general-purpose lanes 3.3m following the NB off ramp and through Tamarack Ave. OC 301.1
Chinquapin Ave. 798-809 NB HOV shoulder lane 2.4m 302.1
Chinquapin Ave. 798-809 Interchange spacing between Tamarack Ave and Carlsbad Village Dr. 1.35km 501.3
Chestnut Ave. 809-811 NB outside shoulder width 1.2m, NB HOV shoulder lane 2.4m 302.1, 302.1
Carlsbad Village Dr. 811-820 NB inside three general-purpose lanes 3.3m. NB outside shoulder width before the NB off-ramp 1.2m. 301.1, 302.1
Carlsbad Village Dr. 811-820 Interchange spacing between Tamarack Ave and Carlsbad Village Dr. 1.35km 501.3
Carlsbad Village Dr. 811-820 Interchange spacing between Carlsbad Village Dr. and Las Flores Dr. (0.911km) 501.3
Las Flores Dr. 821-829 NB inside three general-purpose lanes 3.3m between NB off ramp and Las Flores OC 301.1
Las Flores Dr. 821-829 NB HOV shoulder lane 2.4m. 302.1
Las Flores Dr. 821-829 SB outside shoulder width after the SB onramp 2.4m 302.1
Las Flores Dr. Ramps 820-829 NB on-ramp grade 8.1% descending 504.2
Las Flores Dr. Ramps 820-829 SB off-ramp grade 8.6% ascending 504.2
I-5/SR-78 Interchange 830-835 Interchange spacing between Las Flores Dr. and SR-78 interchange 0.85km 501.3
I-5/SR-78 interchange 830-835 Distance between successive exits NB to WB and NB to EB 200m 504.3
SR-78 830-835 Interchange spacing between Las Flores Drive and SR-78 0.85Km 501.3
SR-78 Ramps 830-835 Distance between successive exits NB to WB and NB to EB 200m 504.3
SR-78 R1 (WB to NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed on the curve due to ROW impact. 504.2
SR-78 R2 (NB to WB off-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the loop ramp(35 m)
SR-78 R2 (NB to WB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
SR-78 R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard connector configuration in the east side due to weaving length problem.
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard connector configuration due to weaving length problem.
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)
SR-78 R5 (SB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Cassidy St. 835-841 Nonstandard lane width, shoulder width, horizontal clearance, median width to keep Soto St. in place. 301.1, 302.1, 309.1, 305.1
Cassidy St. 835-841 Vertical curve length 204.4
Cassidy St. 835-841 Interchange spacing between SR-78 and Cassidy St.; between Cassidy St. and California St. 501.3
Cassidy Ramps 835-841 Check for stopping and decision sight distance standards. 201.3,201.7
Cassidy Ramps 835-841 Check for vertical curve length 204.4
Cassidy R2 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard ramp configuration due to weaving length problem
Cassidy R2 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
SD NB Sta 840+00 to 843+00 Nonstandard lane widths (3 - 3.3 m) & shoulders (1.2 m) due to ROW impact 301.1, 302.1
California St. 841-848 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance (as Soto St. shift to the east providing more room for freeway widening) 302.1, 309.1
California St. 841-848 Median width, vertical curve length, (between Cassidy St. and California St.) 305.1, 204.4
California St. 841-848 Interchange spacing (between California and Cassidy St. and between California St. and Oceanside Blvd.) 501.3
California St. 841-848 Contrast surface treatment 7041
California St. Ramps 841-848 Check stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
California NB on-ramp Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2
Loma Alta Creek Bridge 849-850 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4

1-5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS

page H-11




Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

8+4 with Barrier

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Oceanside Blvd. 848-859 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Lane drop taper (at modified Oceanside Blvd. SB onramp) 504.3

Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Shoulder widths 302.1

Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Check vertical curve length, stopping sight distance and horizontal clearance 204.4, 201.3, 309.1
Oceanside R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the loop ramp(37 m<40m)

Oceanside R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3

Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Oceanside DAR Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2

Brooks St. 859-861 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any), and median width 302.1, 309.1, 204.4, 305.1
Mission Avenue 861-872 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
Mission Avenue 861-872 Median width, interchange spacing between I-5/Mission Ave. and I-5/SR-76 Interchanges 305.1, 501.3
Mission R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)

Mission R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)

Mission R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)

Mission R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)

Mission R4 (SB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Neptune Way/Eight St. Overcrossing 874-875 Nonstandard horizontal clearance 201.3

SR-76 R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3

SR-76 R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2

SR-76 R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)

SR-76 R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed curves. 504.2

SD SB Sta 874+00 to 878+00 Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2

Harbor R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)

Harbor R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2

Distance between Harbor R3 and R2 Nonstandard distance between two off-ramps. 501.3

Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard lane drop taper 504.3

Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)

Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard deceleration lane 403.5

Harbor R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3

Entire of the project Nonstandard shoulders in various locations where traffic sign posts will be installed. 302.1

8+4 with Buffer

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Genesee_NB -G1M 491_497 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance, Nonstandard lengths 3 vertical curves

Genesee_NB -R1B 493 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance
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Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX

Genesee_NB- R1B 494 499 Nonstandard curve lengths (3 vertical curves) , Nonstandard Sopping sight distance, Design Speed, Decision Sight Distance

Genesee_SB_ G4B 492 498 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance (2 vertical curves)

Genesee_SB_ R2M 495 500 Nonstandard Decision Sight Distance

Entire of the project Multiple cross slopes for the mainlanes due to hydroplaning problems. 301.2

Entire of the project Pavement structural 612.2

From Sorrento Valley to Del Mar Heights Nonstandard lane widths and shoulder widths(both sides- due to sign structures, ROW avoid impacts). 301.1, 302.1

From Sorrento Valley to Del Mar Heights Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2

Genesee 518-520 Nonstandard outer separation 310.2

Genesee 518-520 Nonstandard stopping sight distance, median width, superelevation 201.3, 305.1, 504.3(4)

Genesee 518-520 Nonstandard horizontal clearance to fixed object 309.1

5/805 Merge Nonstandard lane drop (too short 2/3 WV) 504.4

5/805 Merge Nonstandard decision sight distance (110mph) 201.7

Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. (does not match bridge) 504.3(4)

Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Carmel Valley SB on-ramp Nonstandard design for CHP enforcement path

Carmel Mountain/56 Nonstandard interchange spacing 501.3

Del Mar Heights 549-576 Nonstandard lane widths and shoulder widths(both sides). 301.1, 302.1

Del Mar Heights 549-576 Nonstandard horizontal clearance to fixed object 309.1

Del Mar Heights R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop (20:1 < 30:1) 504.3

Del Mar Heights R4 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore (25 design < 50 MPH) 504.2

Via De La Valle Nonstandard lane and shoulder width on SB direction. 301.1, 302.1

Via De La Valle R4 (EB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3

Via De La Valle R5 (WB to SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2

Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length.
Minimum distance (curb return to curb return) between ramp intersections and local road intersections (less than 125m or 165 m) (Lomas

Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Santa Fe NB off-ramp and driveway access to Ross shopping center; Lomas Santa Fe NB on-ramp and Santa Helena; Lomas Santa Fe SB 504.3
off-ramp Solana Hill Dr.; Lomas Santa Fe SB on-ramp and Solana Hill Dr.)

Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Median planting to plant oleanders back in median along horizontal curve between Lomas Santa Fe and Manchester Ave. 902.1

Lomas Santa Fe 602-621 Nonstandard interchange spacing between Lomas Santa Fe Dr. and Manchester Ave. 1.4km 501.3

Lomas Santa Fe Ramps 602-621 Check stopping sight distance and vertical curve length, shoulder width, and horizontal clearance 201.3, 204.4, 302.1, 309.1

Lomas Santa Fe Ramps 602-621 Nonstandard shoulder width at spot locations of the modified Lomas Santa Fe NB and SB off-ramps 302.1
Minimum distance (curb return to curb return) between ramp intersections and local road intersections (less than 125m or 165 m) (Lomas

Lomas Santa Fe Local Street 602-621 Santa Fe NB off-ramp and driveway access to Ross shopping center; Lomas Santa Fe NB on-ramp and Santa Helena; Lomas Santa Fe SB 504.3
off-ramp Solana Hill Dr.; Lomas Santa Fe SB on-ramp and Solana Hill Dr.)

Lomas Santa Fe Local Street 602-621 Median planting to plant oleanders back in median along horizontal curve between Lomas Santa Fe and Manchester Ave. 902.1

Lomas Santa Fe Local Street 602-621 Nonstandard interchange spacing between Lomas Santa Fe Dr. and Manchester Ave. 1.4km 501.3

Manchester Ave. 621-640 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
Need to check for stopping sight distance and minimum distance (curb return to curb return) between ramp intersections and local road

Manchester Ave. 621-640 interactions (89m between the SB off-ramp/Manchester Ave. intersection and Ocean Cove Dr./Manchester Ave. intersection; 30m between the | 201.3, 504.3
NB on-ramp/Manchester Ave intersection and the proposed Manchester Ave/access road to DAR park-and-ride facility intersection).

Manchester Ave. 621-640 Median planting to plant oleanders back in median along horizontal curve between Lomas Santa Fe and Manchester Ave. 902.1
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

8+4 with Buffer

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Manchester Ave. 621-640 Nonstandard interchange spacing between Lomas Santa Fe Dr. and Manchester Ave. 1.4km 501.3
Manchester Ave. Ramps 621-640 Need to check vertical curve length, stopping sight distance, shoulder width, and horizontal clearance. 204.4, 201.3, 302.1, 309.1
Birmingham Dr. 640-657 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, interchange spacing between Birmingham Dr. and Santa Fe Dr. 302.1, 309.1, 501.3
Birmingham Dr. 640-657 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Birmingham Dr. Ramps 640-657 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Birmi Distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections (Birmingham Dr. NB on-ramp and Villa Cardiff Dr; Birmingham Dr. SB off-
irmingham Dr. Ramps 640-657 - R . 504.3
ramp and MacKinnon Ave; Birmingham Dr. SB on-ramp and MacKinnon Ave.)
MacKinnon Ave. 654-656 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Santa Fe Dr 654-656 gn?julder width, horizontal clearance, interchange spacing between Birmingham Dr. and Santa Fe Dr.; between Santa Fe Dr. and Encinitas 302.1, 309.1, 501.3
Santa Fe Dr 654-656 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections less than 125m or 165 m (Santa Fe Dr. NB on-ramp and Regal Rd.; Santa
Santa Fe Dr 654-656 Fe Dr. DB off-ramp and driveway access to Scripps Memorial Hospital; Santa Fe Dr. SB on-ramp and driveway access to Vons shopping 504.3
center)
Santa Fe Dr Ramps 654-656 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections less than 125m or 165 m (Santa Fe Dr. NB on-ramp and Regal Rd.; Santa
Santa Fe Dr Ramps 654-656 Fe Dr. DB off-ramp and driveway access to Scripps Memorial Hospital; Santa Fe Dr. SB on-ramp and driveway access to Vons shopping 504.3
center)
Requeza St. 671-673 Need check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Encinitas Blvd. 670-687 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, interchange spacing between Santa Fe Dr. and Encinitas Blvd. 302.1, 309.1, 501.3
Encinitas Blvd. 670-687 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Distance between ramp intersection and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (Encinitas blvd. NB on-ramp and Saxony Rd.;
Encinitas Blvd. 670-687 Encinitas Blvd NB off-ramp and Calle Magdalena; Encinitas Blvd. SB off-ramp and driveway to Petco Shopping Center; Encinitas Blvd. SB on- | 504.3
ramp and drive access to Radisson Inn Hotel)
Encinitas Blvd. Ramps 670-687 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
Distance between ramp intersection and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (Encinitas blvd. NB on-ramp and Saxony Rd.;
Encinitas Blvd. Ramps 670-687 Encinitas Blvd NB off-ramp and Calle Magdalena; Encinitas Blvd. SB off-ramp and driveway to Petco Shopping Center; Encinitas Blvd. SB on- | 504.3
ramp and drive access to Radisson Inn Hotel)
Leucadia Blvd. 687-708 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
Leucadia Blvd. 687-708 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3,204.4
Leucadia Bivd 687-708 Distance between ramp intersections and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (Leucadia Blvd NB off-ramp and Clark Ave; 504.3
i Leucadia Blvd. NB on-ramp and Urania Ave; Leucadia Blvd. SB off-ramp and Orpheus Ave; Leucadia Blvd. SB on-ramp and Orpheus Ave. i
Leucadia Blvd. Ramps 687-708 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
Leucadia Blvd. Ramps 687-708 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length. 201.3,204.4
. Distance between ramp intersections and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (Leucadia Blvd NB off-ramp and Clark Ave;
Leucadia Blvd. Ramps 687-708 Leucadia Blvd. NB on-ramp and Urania Ave; Leucadia Blvd. SB off-ramp and Orpheus Ave; Leucadia Blvd. SB on-ramp and Orpheus Ave. 504.3
Leucadia Blvd. Local Streets 687-708 Distance between ramp intersections and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (Leucadia Blvd NB off-ramp and Clark Ave; 504.3
i Leucadia Blvd. NB on-ramp and Urania Ave; Leucadia Blvd. SB off-ramp and Orpheus Ave; Leucadia Blvd. SB on-ramp and Orpheus Ave. |
La Costa Ave 708-731 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance 302.1, 309.1
La Costa Ave 708-731 Need to check for stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
La Costa Ave Ramps 708-731 Shoulder width. 302.1
La Costa Ave Ramps 708-731 Need to check vertical curve length and stopping sight distance. 204.4,201.3
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Appendix H: Nonstandard Features

8+4 with Buffer

Nonstandard Features/Design Exceptions

LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Distance between ramp intersection and local road intersection (less than 125m or 165m) (La Costa Ave NB off-ramp and Piraeus St.; La
La Costa Ave Ramps 708-731 Costa Ave. NB on-ramp and driveway access to Park and Ride gacility) ) 5043
La Costa Ave Local Streets 708-731 Distance between ramp interse_ction and local road intersect?on (Ie§§ than 125m or 165m) (La Costa Ave NB off-ramp and Piraeus St.; La 504.3
Costa Ave. NB on-ramp and driveway access to Park and Ride facility)
La Costa Ave Local Streets 708-731 Distance between ramp intersections (La Costa Ave. NB off-ramp and SB on-ramp; La Costa Ave. NB on-ramp and SB off-ramp) 504.3
Chinquapin Ave 798-809 NB inside three general-purpose lanes 3.3m following the NB off ramp and through Tamarack Ave. OC 301.1
Chinquapin Ave. 798-809 NB HOV shoulder lane 2.4m 302.1
Chinquapin Ave. 798-809 Interchange spacing between Tamarack Ave and Carlsbad Village Dr. 1.35km 501.3
Carlsbad Village Dr. 811-820 NB inside three general-purpose lanes 3.3m. NB outside shoulder width before the NB off-ramp 1.2m. 301.1, 302.1
Carlsbad Village Dr. 811-820 Interchange spacing between Tamarack Ave and Carlsbad Village Dr. 1.35km 501.3
Carlsbad Village Dr. 811-820 Interchange spacing between Carlsbad Village Dr. and Las Flores Dr. (0.911km) 501.3
SR-78 830-835 Interchange spacing between Las Flores Drive and SR-78 0.85Km 501.3
SR-78 Ramps 830-835 Distance between successive exits NB to WB and NB to EB 200m 504.3
SR-78 R1 (WB to NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed on the curve due to ROW impact. 504.2
SR-78 R2 (NB to WB off-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the loop ramp(35 m)
SR-78 R2 (NB to WB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
SR-78 R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard connector configuration in the east side due to weaving length problem.
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard connector configuration due to weaving length problem.
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
SR-78 R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)
SR-78 R5 (SB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Cassidy St. 835-841 Nonstandard lane width, shoulder width, horizontal clearance, median width to keep Soto St. in place. 301.1, 302.1, 309.1, 305.1
Cassidy St. 835-841 Vertical curve length 204.4
Cassidy St. 835-841 Interchange spacing between SR-78 and Cassidy St.; between Cassidy St. and California St. 501.3
Cassidy Ramps 835-841 Check for stopping and decision sight distance standards. 201.3, 201.7
Cassidy Ramps 835-841 Check for vertical curve length 204.4
Cassidy R2 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard ramp configuration due to weaving length problem
Cassidy R2 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
SD NB Sta 840+00 to 843+00 Nonstandard lane widths (3 - 3.3 m) & shoulders (1.2 m) due to ROW impact 301.1, 302.1
California St. 841-848 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance (as Soto St. shift to the east providing more room for freeway widening) 302.1, 309.1
California St. 841-848 Median width, vertical curve length, (between Cassidy St. and California St.) 305.1, 204.4
California St. 841-848 Interchange spacing (between California and Cassidy St. and between California St. and Oceanside Blvd.) 501.3
California St. 841-848 Contrast surface treatment 704.1
California St. Ramps 841-848 Check stopping sight distance and vertical curve length 201.3,204.4
California NB on-ramp Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2
Loma Alta Creek Bridge 849-850 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204 .4
Oceanside Blvd. 848-859 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Lane drop taper (at modified Oceanside Blvd. SB onramp) 504.3
Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Shoulder widths 302.1
Oceanside Blvd. Ramps 848-859 Check vertical curve length, stopping sight distance and horizontal clearance 204.4, 201.3, 309.1
Oceanside R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard geometric curve for the loop ramp (37 m<40m)
Oceanside R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
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LOCATIONS STATION DESCRIPTION HDM INDEX
Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3
Oceanside R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Oceanside DAR Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2
Brooks St. 859-861 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any), and median width 302.1, 309.1, 204.4, 305.1
Mission Avenue 861-872 Shoulder width, horizontal clearance, vertical curve length (check if any) 302.1, 309.1, 204.4
Mission Avenue 861-872 Median width, interchange spacing between I-5/Mission Ave. and I-5/SR-76 Interchanges 305.1, 501.3
Mission R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)
Mission R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
Mission R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation to match city street @ its termini 504.3(4)
Mission R3 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
Mission R4 (SB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed after the gore 504.2
Neptune Way/Eight St. Overcrossing 874-875 Nonstandard horizontal clearance 201.3
SR-76 R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3
SR-76 R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2
SR-76 R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
SR-76 R2 (NB off-ramp) Nonstandard design speed curves. 504.2

SD SB Sta 874+00 to 878+00 Nonstandard cross slope in mainlanes because of keeping existing pavement 301.2
Harbor R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation for the curve on the gore section. 504.3(4)
Harbor R1 (NB on-ramp) Nonstandard design speed before the gore 504.2
Distance between Harbor R3 and R2 Nonstandard distance between two off-ramps. 501.3
Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard lane drop taper 504.3
Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard superelevation 504.3(4)
Harbor R3 (NB to EB off-ramp) Nonstandard deceleration lane 403.5
Harbor R4 (SB on-ramp) Nonstandard taper to make lane drop 504.3

Entire of the project Nonstandard shoulders in various locations where traffic sign posts will be installed. 302.1
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