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Chapter 1 Responses to Comments 

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 

Section 15087 and, a public notice of availability of the Draft Initial 

Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) for the Interstate 5 (I-5) Widening Project 

was published as a display ad in the Orange County Register, the Saddleback Valley 

News, the Laguna Niguel News, the Capistrano Valley News, and the Excelsior on 

September 6, 2013, and September 20, 2013. The Draft IS/EA was circulated for 

public review for a period of 30 days, from September 6, 2013, to October 7, 2013. 

Copies of the Draft IS/EA were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, the Governor’s 

Office of Planning and Research (15 copies of summary form), and other federal, 

State, and local agencies. Copies of the Draft IS/EA were available for public review 

at the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 12, and the Laguna 

Niguel, Mission Viejo, Lake Forest, San Juan Capistrano, Laguna Woods, and 

Laguna Hills (technology branch) libraries. A copy of the distribution list for the 

Draft IS/EA is provided in Attachment A to this document. 

As outlined in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Guidance for Preparing 

and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents, Technical Advisory T 

6640.8A, Section H, following the public availability period, the EA should be 

revised or an attachment provided, as appropriate, to (1) reflect changes in the 

proposed action or mitigation measures resulting from comments received on the EA 

or at the public hearing (if one is held) and any impacts of the changes, (2) include 

any necessary findings, agreements, or determination (e.g., wetlands, Section 106, 

Section 4(f)) required for the proposal, and (3) include a copy of pertinent comments 

received on the EA and appropriate responses to the comments. 

A total of 82 comments on the Draft IS/EA were received during the public review 

period. Comments were received from State agencies, regional and local agencies, 

organizations and businesses, and private citizens. The 82 comments also included 

four public comments that were recorded by a court reporter during the public hearing 

for the project held on September 25, 2013. Substantive comments that relate to 

environmental issues are thoroughly addressed. In some cases, corrections to the 

Draft IS/EA are required or additional information is provided for clarification 

purposes. However, some of the comments do not present significant environmental 

issues or they request the incorporation of additional information in the Draft IS/EA 
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that is not relevant to environmental issues. Such comments do not require a 

response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Evaluation of and Responses to 

Comments, states: 

a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues 

received from persons who reviewed the draft IS/EA and shall 

prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to 

comments received during the noted comment period and any 

extensions and may respond to late comments. 

b) The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a 

public agency on comments made by that public agency at least 10 

days prior to certifying an environmental impact report. 

c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant 

environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project 

to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In particular, major 

environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s position is at 

variance with recommendations and objections raised in the 

comments must be addressed in detail, giving the reasons that 

specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must 

be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory 

statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

d) The Responses to Comments may take the form of a revision to the 

Draft IS/EA or may be a separate section in the final MND/FONSI. 

Where the Responses to Comments makes important changes in 

the information contained in the text of the Draft IS/EA, the lead 

agency should either: 

1. Revise the text in the body of the IS/EA; or 

2. Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised 

in the Responses to Comments. 

No significant changes have been made to the information contained in the Draft 

IS/EA as a result of the responses to comments, and no significant new information 

has been added. Therefore, this Responses to Comments document is being prepared 

as a separate section of the Mitigated Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant 

Impact (MND/FONSI) for consideration by Caltrans prior to consideration of the 

MND/FONSI for certification. 
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1.1 Index of Comments Received 

The following is an index list of the agencies, groups, and persons who commented 

on the IS/EA prior to the close of the public comment period. The comments received 

have been organized in a manner that facilitates finding a particular comment or set of 

comments. Each comment has been organized into one of the following seven 

categories: (1) State Agencies, (2) Regional Agencies, (3), Local Agencies, (4) Utility 

Providers, (5) Public Comments, (6) Comment cards received during the public 

hearing, and (7) Public Hearing Transcripts.  

This division is the basis for the numbering of each comment. Each commenter has 

been assigned a numbered code. This numbered code is combined with sequential 

numbering for each comment. For example, Comment S-1-1 refers to the first 

comment in the letter from the State of California Public Utilities Commission 

(CPUC). 

Table 1  Comment Letters Received During Public Comment Period 

Letter Name Date 

S-1 State of California Public Utilities Commission  September 27, 2013 

S-2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife October 7, 2013 

S-3 Native American Heritage Commission September 13, 2013 

S-4 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research October 8, 2013 

R-1 Southern California Regional Rail Authority October 3, 2013 

R-2 South Coast Air Quality Management District October 7, 2013 

L-1 County of Orange, Public Works October 2, 2013 

L-2 City of Laguna Hills October 4, 2013 

L-3 OC Parks September 17, 2013 

U-1 The Gas Company September 19, 2013 

P-1 Tim Nelson September 15, 2013 

P-2 Gonzalo Navajas September 15, 2013 

P-3 Ron Restelli September 15, 2013 

P-4 Sheldon Pines September 18, 2013 

P-5 Julie Hambrick September 18, 2013 

P-6 Wendy Black September 19, 2013 

P-7 Christine Kan September 19, 2013 

P-8 Jackie Cadotte September 19, 2013 

P-9 Frank Nin September 19, 2013 
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Table 1  Comment Letters Received During Public Comment Period 

Letter Name Date 

P-10 Greg Peterson September 20, 2013 

P-11 Gary Fox September 20, 2013 

P-12 Rita Seney September 21, 2013 

P-13 Melody Schultz September 23, 2013 

P-14 Gordon Glass September 23, 2013 

P-15 Ed Taylor September 24, 2013 

P-16 Don Petty September 25, 2013 

P-17 Al Holguin September 25, 2013 

P-18 Rebecca Zomorodian September 25, 2013 

P-19 Dawn Marcova September 25, 2013 
P-20 Klaus September 25, 2013 

P-21 Scott Field September 26, 2013 

P-22 Rolland Graham September 29, 2013 

P-23 Greg Peterson September 30, 2013 

P-24 Matthew Tomanek October 3, 2013 

P-25 Bob Pingle October 4, 2013 

P-26 Cecil Fraser October 4, 2013 

P-27 Floyd W. Geissler October 4, 2013 

P-28 Roger Frances October 4, 2013 

P-29 Jerry Zomorodian October 4, 2013 

P-30 Barbara Hosmer October 6, 2013 

P-31 Gregory Dohm October 6, 2013 

P-32 John Dusch October 6, 2013 

P-33 Peter Lewandowski October 7, 2013 

P-34 Judith A. Kaluzny October 7, 2013 

P-35 Ryan Loomis October 7, 2013 

P-36 Jackie Le October 7, 2013 

P-37 Jeb Kraul October 7, 2013 

P-38 Jeremy R. Niswonger October 7, 2013 

P-39 Tam Huynh October 7, 2013 

P-40 Loan Tran October 7, 2013 

P-41 Etelvina Carlile October 7, 2013 

P-42 Timothy Touve October 7, 2013 
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Table 1  Comment Letters Received During Public Comment Period 

Letter Name Date 

P-43 Daniel Figueroa October 7, 2013 

P-44 John and Ellen Dusch October 6, 2013 

P-45 Lynne Elmer October 7, 2013 

P-46 Juan Camacho October 7, 2013 

P-47 Chris Yao October 8, 2013 

P-48 Michael E. Banyacki September 19, 2013 

P-49 Cecil Fraser October 4, 2013 

P-50 Harry Rockey September 22, 2013 

P-51 Lynne Elmer N/A 

P-52 Dan Grunkemeyer - Freeway Auto Supply N/A 

CC-1 Barry Steele September 25, 2013 

CC-2 Nicola E. Vardakostas Tatom September 25, 2013 

CC-3 Neil Richardson September 25, 2013 

CC-4 Janice Jacobs September 25, 2013 

CC-5 Elizabeth Geissler September 25, 2013 

CC-6 Michiyo and Chris Cahill September 25, 2013 

CC-7 Terry Tuzzolino September 25, 2013 

CC-8 Tailor Kawchanin September 25, 2013 

CC-9 Lucy Hicks September 25, 2013 

CC-10 Douglas Boyd September 25, 2013 

CC-11 Rita Tayenaka September 25, 2013 

CC-12 Kathryn Richardson September 25, 2013 

CC-13 Lucia Zamora September 25, 2013 

CC-14 Estela Reyes September 25, 2013 

CC-15 Marilyn Brumfiel September 25, 2013 

CC-16 Ernesto G. Ceja September 25, 2013 

CC-17 Brooke Morrow September 25, 2013 

T-1 Rosa Preciado September 25, 2013 

T-2 Caia Maglinao September 25, 2013 

T-3 Nicola Vardakostas Tatom September 25, 2013 

T-4 Donald L. Dobbs September 25, 2013 
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Table 2  Comment Letters Received After Comment Period 

Letter Name Date 

L-4 City of Laguna Hills December 6, 2013 

 

1.1.1  General Responses to Comments Received 

Many of the comments received during the public review period for the Draft IS/EA 

raised concerns regarding noise impacts as a result of the Build Alternatives. To 

address these comments, a single general response is provided regarding this issue, 

and subsequent responses refer to this general response. 

General Response 1 – Noise  

Noise Impacts Under CEQA: A CEQA analysis must include a description of the 

physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the proposed project that existed 

on the date that the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published, or if no NOP is 

published, the date that the environmental analysis was begun. Section 15125 of the 

State CEQA Guidelines states that this environmental setting normally will constitute 

the baseline physical conditions by which a Lead Agency determines whether an 

impact is significant. Because CEQA focuses on comparisons to the existing 

conditions baseline, Caltrans determines the significance of noise impacts under 

CEQA based on a comparison of design-year with-project conditions to the existing 

conditions baseline. The significance of noise impacts under CEQA is determined by 

the Project Development Team based on the project-related increase in noise and 

other project-specific conditions. No single numerical threshold is used on all 

projects. The increase in traffic noise caused by a project is the primary factor 

considered by Caltrans in assessing the significance of noise impacts under CEQA. 

The other key factor is the modeled absolute future noise level. If a proposed project 

is determined to have a potentially significant noise impact under CEQA, then CEQA 

prescribes that mitigation measures must be incorporated into the proposed project 

unless such measures are not feasible.  

Based on the above discussion, and as shown in Appendix A of this Mitigated 

Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact (MND/FONSI), the Build 

Alternatives would not result in any significant noise impacts under CEQA.  

Noise Impacts Under NEPA: A primary difference between NEPA and CEQA is 

that under NEPA the significance of impacts is not identified on a resource-by-
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resource basis. Rather, the environmental effects of the Build Alternatives on all 

resources (i.e., bio, cultural, floodplain, etc.) are considered in determining whether 

the project as a whole will result in a significant impact.  

Unlike CEQA, NEPA typically focuses on the No-Action or No-Build Alternative 

rather than existing conditions for the purposes of assessing the potential 

consequences of project-related changes. In the case of noise, the effect of the project 

is determined by comparing noise under design year with-project conditions to noise 

under design-year no-build conditions. There are no specific thresholds for assessing 

this incremental project-related increase in noise under NEPA. Rather, the technical 

information is reported and then considered along with the project-related effects on 

other resources and the context and intensity of noise effects to determine whether the 

impact of the project as a whole is significant. When discussing noise impacts under 

NEPA, no qualifiers such as significant, adverse, or moderate are used. 

For highway transportation projects with the Federal Highway Association (FHWA) 

(and the California Department of Transportation [Caltrans], as assigned) 

involvement, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and the associated implementing 

regulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 772) govern the analysis and 

abatement of traffic noise impacts. The regulations require that potential noise 

impacts in areas of frequent human use be identified during the planning and design 

of a highway project. The regulations contain noise abatement criteria (NAC) that are 

used to determine when a noise impact would occur. The NAC differ depending on 

the type of land use under analysis. For example, the NAC for residences (67 A-

weighted decibels [dBA]) is lower than the NAC for commercial areas (72 dBA). In 

accordance with Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway 

Construction and Reconstruction Projects (May 2011), a noise impact occurs, under 

NEPA, when the future noise level with the project approaches or exceeds the NAC. 

Approaching the NAC is defined as coming within 1 dBA of the NAC. 

If it is determined that the project will have noise impacts, potential abatement 

measures must be considered. Noise abatement measures that are determined to be 

reasonable and feasible at the time of final design are incorporated into the project 

plans and specifications. This document discusses noise abatement measures that 

would likely be incorporated into the project. In general NEPA noise mitigation 

above and beyond abatement required under 23CFR772 rarely would be considered 

or required. 
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Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol sets forth the criteria for determining when 

an abatement measure is reasonable and feasible. Feasibility of noise abatement is 

basically an engineering concern. A minimum 5 dBA reduction in the future noise 

level must be achieved for an abatement measure to be considered feasible. Other 

considerations include topography, access requirements, other noise sources, and 

safety considerations. In addition, a minimum 7 dBA reduction in future noise levels 

must be achieved at one or more benefited receptor for an abatement measure to be 

considered reasonable. The reasonableness determination is basically a cost-benefit 

analysis. Factors used in determining whether a proposed noise abatement measure is 

reasonable include residents’ acceptance and the cost per benefited residence. 

Based on the above discussion, and as shown in Section 2.14 of this Mitigated 

Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact (MND/FONSI), the Build 

Alternatives would result in noise impacts under NEPA and abatement in the form of 

sound walls is proposed. Please refer to Section 2.14 for detail on this abatement. 

 

 

 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 9

1.2 Comments from State Agencies 
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1.2.1 S-1 – State of California Public Utilities Commission (SCPUC) 

S-1-1 

A General Order (GO) 88-B Authorization Request for modifications to the El Toro 

Overhead (located south of La Paz Road) will be submitted to the CPUC staff during 

the Plans Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) phase (final design) for approval, 

prior to construction. A meeting will be held between the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans), the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), Rail 

Crossings Engineering Section (RCES), and the Southern California Regional Rail 

Authority (SCRRA) staff to review the project and relevant requirements for 

authorization during final design prior to submittal of the GO 88-B Request Form. 
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1.2.2 S-2 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

S-2-1 

It is acknowledged that the CDFW does not have any comments on the IS/EA.  
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1.2.3 S-3 – State of California Native American Heritage Commission 

(SCNAHC) 

S-3-1 

On April 6, 2011, a records search was conducted at the South Central Coastal 

Information Center (SCCIC) of the California Historical Resources Information 

System (CHRIS), located at California State University, Fullerton. The records search 

included a review of all recorded historic and prehistoric archaeological sites within a 

one-mile (mi) radius of the Direct Area of Potential Effects (APE), as well as a 

review of known cultural resource survey and excavation reports. The results of this 

record search are included in Section 2.7 of the MND/FONSI. 

S-3-2 

An Archeological Survey Report was prepared to detail the findings and 

recommendations of the records search and field survey. Coordination with the 

NAHC occurred throughout this process. As noted in the comment, the locations of 

Native American cultural resources were included as “confidential” attachments to 

the Historic Property Survey Report. This report was not made available to the 

general public during the review period of the IS/EA.  

S-3-3 

Native Americans on the NAHC contact list were notified of the project via letter and 

email; comments and concerns from the Native American contacts were documented 

and are included in Chapter 3 and Appendix B of the IS/EA. 

S-3-4 

Per the State Public Resources Code (PRC), provisions for the discovery of 

archaeological resources and human remains during construction were included in the 

IS/EA under Section 2.7, Mitigation Measure CR-3. 
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1.2.4 S-4 – State Clearinghouse 

S-4-1 

The Office of Planning and Research’s determination that the public review period 

has been completed is acknowledged. Please refer to Response to Comment S-1 for 

responses to the comments from the State of California Public Utilities Commission 

and Response to Comment S-3 for responses to the comments from the Native 

American Heritage Commission. 
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1.3 Comments from Regional Agencies 

 

 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 26 

This page intentionally left blank 





� � � � �
� � � � �

� � � � �
� � � � �

� � � � �
� � � � �



� � � � �� � � � 	
� � � � 




Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 30 

1.3.1 R-1 – Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) 

R-1-1 

The Metrolink daily train volumes are acknowledged.  

R-1-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment S-1-1 regarding CPUC action for the proposed 

project.  

R-1-3 

The project proposes to widen the existing El Toro Overhead (south of La Paz Road) 

and replace the northbound off-ramp bridge so that they provide the same width 

under the structure as in the existing condition and would not preclude addition of a 

third track at this location. Additional coordination with SCRRA staff will be 

undertaken during final design as the detailed design of these structures is developed. 

R-1-4 

During the final design, design plans related to the SCRRA line will be prepared in 

compliance with Metrolink SCRRA Grade Separation Guidelines and coordination 

will take place with SCRRA staff. SCRRA will also be provided with copies of the 

plans at major milestone submittals during final design.  

R-1-5 

A Floodplain Evaluation Report (FER) was prepared to evaluate potential impacts to 

the La Paz Channel as a result of the project. The FER determined that there was not 

a substantial change to the flood zone. Recommendations from the FER as outlined in 

Section 2.8 of the IS/EA would be incorporated into final design to ensure that the 

drainage of the flood zone functions properly with the implementation of the 

proposed project. 

R-1-6 

Prior to construction (during final design), a Right of Entry agreement, SCRRA Form 

6, will be submitted for approval. 

R-1-7 

Existing utilities have been identified based on facility maps, and preliminary 

recommendations have been made on the facilities that would be relocated or 

protected in place. Final utility plans will be prepared during final design of the 

proposed project. Potholing would also be coordinated with SCRRA during final 

design to positively locate all utilities within the construction zone.  
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R-1-8 

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) would coordinate with 

SCRRA at the beginning of final design regarding reimbursement for design support 

services. 

R-1-9 

During final design, construction staging in the area of the El Toro Overhead would 

be developed with the objective of performing the majority of work at night. 
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1.3.2 R-2 – South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

R-2-1 

This comment is a summary of comments received from SCAQMD on the Draft 

Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA). Please refer to response to 

comments R-2-2 through R-2-10 for detailed responses to these comments. 

R-2-2 

The comment requests comparison of the emissions from the project to the SCAQMD 

regional emissions thresholds. However, the proposed project involves modifications 

to an interstate highway (I-5), which is under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. According 

to California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21082, the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides lead agencies with general authority to 

adopt criteria for determining whether a given impact is significant. As a result, the 

analysis for the proposed project followed the guidance within the Caltrans Standard 

Environmental Reference (SER) and developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA).  

Emissions associated with the proposed project were analyzed according to the EPA 

Final Rule published on March 10, 2006 (71 FR 12468). The analysis was conducted 

following the procedures and methodology provided in the Transportation 

Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 

Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas documentation, which was developed by the 

EPA and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).1 

A particulate matter hot-spot analysis was reviewed by the Transportation Conformity 

Working Group (TCWG), which is an interagency coordination process, intended to 

maintain transportation conformity and help improve air quality. Membership of the 

                                                 

1 The EPA released updated guidance documents for completing quantitative 

particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) hot-spot analyses on December 20, 2010 (75 

FR 79370). However, there is a 2-year grace period before use of the new 

quantitative particulate matter hot-spot guidance is required for project-level 

particulate matter conformity determinations. Until December 20, 2012, project-

level conformity determinations made using the 2006 qualitative guidance remain 

appropriate. The Air Quality Assessment prepared for the I-5 Widening Project 

was approved prior to December 20, 2012. 
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TCWG includes federal (EPA, FHWA, Federal Transit Administration [FTA]), State 

(California Air Resources Board [CARB], Caltrans), regional (e.g., Air Quality 

Management Districts, Southern California Association of Governments [SCAG]), 

and sub-regional (County Transportation Commissions) agencies, and other 

stakeholders. It should be noted that the SCAQMD has representatives on the TCWG 

and concurred that the project would not create a significant impact. The project is 

programmed within the latest SCAG 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the SCAG Federal 

Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). As a result, the project is included in 

the emissions modeling for the region. The particulate matter hot-spot analysis 

determined that construction of either Build Alternative would result in improved 

level of service in the local project region as a whole, as the project increases 

efficiency of the roadway, resulting in improvements in sub-regional emissions 

beyond the immediate project area. Additionally, construction of either Build 

Alternative would result in improvement to overall speeds in the local project corridor 

and project region. Although project corridor emissions would increase slightly due to 

higher demand, traffic volumes in the surrounding area would decrease and overall 

operations within the surrounding project area would improve. 

Specifically, Table 17 of the Air Quality Assessment compares emissions from the 

existing, opening year, and horizon year “Build” and “No Build” scenarios. As 

indicated in Table 17, as well as Table 16 of the Air Quality Assessment, vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) associated with Build Alternatives 2 and 3 would increase from 

the No Build Alternative by 0.39 percent and 0.56 percent, respectively. However, 

Horizon Year vehicle hours traveled (VHT) associated with Build Alternatives 2 and 

3 would increase from the No Build Alternative by 0.05 percent and 0.13 percent, 

respectively. As a result, VMT would increase at a higher rate than VHT, which 

indicates that although traffic volumes increase slightly, congestion and travel time 

would decrease with implementation of the Build Alternatives. Additionally, while 

VMT and VHT would increase within the project corridor slightly, VMT and VHT 

within the surrounding area would decrease when compared to No Build conditions. 

It should be noted that the project is not a trip-generating land use, and that a majority 

of the increase in emissions is due to growth in VMTs that are projected throughout 

the region. The purpose of the project is to improve vehicle occupancy within the 

Study Area, provide continuity of the high occupancy vehicle (HOV) network within 

the proposed project limits, and improve ingress/egress from freeway ramps. The 

improvements along the project corridor would improve the operations and 
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functionality of the ramps and freeway mainline, and would also divert traffic from 

the surrounding areas, which would also reduce emissions in the surrounding area. 

Thus, the project would not result in a new exceedance or delay attainment of the 

federal or State standards for criteria pollutants.  

R-2-3 

Project-related emissions were analyzed within the Air Quality Assessment. The 

project was found to result in overall emissions improvements in the project area. 

Particulate matter emissions were analyzed in accordance with the Federal 

Transportation Conformity requirements outline in the EPA’s March 10, 2006 Final 

Rule. It should be noted that this methodology was used pursuant to the 

recommendations and guidance from the TCWG because the project analysis 

commenced prior to December 2012. EMFAC2007 was used per the requirements of 

the Final Rule and because the EPA had not yet approved the use of EMFAC2011 for 

conformity purposes at the time the analysis commenced. Additionally, emission 

factors in EMFAC2007 are generally more conservative and yield higher emission 

projections than EMFAC2011. Additionally, the project is programmed within the 

SCAG RTP/FTIP and is included within SCAG’s regional emissions model.  

As described above, the project proposes alterations to a segment of I-5 that would 

generally improve level of service and operations of the freeway and 

ramps/intersections.  The project is not a trip generating land use and a majority of the 

emissions are due to growth in VMT that are projected throughout the region.  

However, as requested by the commenter, all of the project’s criteria pollutant 

emissions are provided below.  It should be noted that although the emissions analysis 

for the project used EMFAC2007 (as directed by the TCWG and based on EPA 

guidance), the emissions provided below are based on EMFAC2011 (as requested by 

the commenter).  The comparison of No Build and Build conditions indicates the 

direct effect of the project and show that each Build Alternative would generate a 

nominal increase in emissions (i.e., below the SCAQMD thresholds).  These 

emissions are provided for informational purposes, and do not affect the impact 

conclusions of the IS/EA or the Air Quality Technical Report.   
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Scenario ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Alternative 1 
(2045 No 

Build) 

Project Corridor 975.04 1,968.78 9,491.42 48.26 1,621.61 509.34 

Surrounding Area 517.09 1,044.10 5,033.56 25.60 859.99 270.12 

Total 1,492.13 3,012.88 14,524.98 73.86 2,481.60 779.45 

Alternative 2 
(2045 Build) 

Project Corridor 991.32 2,001.65 9,649.88 49.07 1,648.69 517.84 

Surrounding Area 506.70 1,023.11 4,932.40 25.08 842.70 264.69 

Total 1,498.02 3,024.76 14,582.28 74.15 2,491.39 782.53 

Difference from No Build 5.89 11.89 57.30 0.29 9.79 3.08 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Is Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Alternative 3 
(2045 Build) 

Project Corridor 995.84 2,010.78 9,693.88 49.29 1,656.20 520.20 

Surrounding Area 504.71 1,019.10 4,913.02 24.98 839.39 263.65 

Total 1,500.55 3,029.87 14,606.91 74.28 2,495.60 783.85 

Difference from No Build 8.42 16.99 81.93 0.42 14.00 4.40 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Is Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

 

R-2-4 

This comment requests that the analysis address localized air quality impacts from 

construction and operational emissions from implementation of the proposed project. 

The analysis in the Air Quality Assessment addresses localized operational impacts 

using the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (December 1997) 

developed by the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California, 

Davis, the Caltrans Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-Spot 

Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Non-attainment and Maintenance Areas (March 2006), 

and the EPA March 2006 Final Rule, which established the procedures to determine 

particulate matter impacts in nonattainment and maintenance areas. Implementation 

of the proposed project would alleviate several peak-hour mainline and freeway ramp 

deficiencies, thereby reducing congestion. Based on these localized hot-spot analyses, 

the proposed project would not create a significant increase in traffic, and air 

emissions would not be significant. 

As described above, the proposed project was also submitted to stakeholders at a 

TCWG meeting on September 25, 2012, pursuant to the interagency consultation 

requirement of 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 93.105 (c)(1)(i). Caltrans, 

EPA, CARB, SCAQMD, and other interagency consultation participants reviewed 

additional information including the detailed particulate matter analysis and EMFAC 

model outputs.  
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This project is not a Type A (impact receptors) or Type B (place receptors near 

existing toxic generating sources) project as identified in the June 2009 Health Risk 

Assessments for Proposed Land Use Project prepared by the California Air Pollution 

Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). The proposed project is not located near 

existing toxic generation sources such as truck or bus idling areas, portable power 

generation engines (stations), cargo handling areas, transport refrigeration units, or 

any other planned toxic air contaminant (TAC) generating facility. 

Measures and considerations on the need for a Health Risk Assessment include the 

following: 

 The Best Available Control Measures (as included in the Caltrans Special 

Provisions) prepared for this project mandate that construction equipment will be 

equipped with the State-mandated emission control devices pursuant to State 

emission regulations and excessive idling would not be allowed.  

 TACs for projects on existing alignments, such as this one, are expected to 

decline due to the effect of new EPA engine and fuel standards. Additionally, the 

CARB Diesel Risk Reduction Plan set a goal to reduce diesel particulate matter 

by 85 percent (from a 2000 baseline) by 2020. 

The project qualitatively analyzed Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) as described in 

Section 2.13. The project would reduce congestion and increase travel speeds, which 

would reduce TAC emissions. 

Additionally, a qualitative particulate matter (PM) hot-spot analysis was prepared for 

the proposed project in accordance with 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123, and the EPA’s 

March 10, 2006 Final Rule (Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative 

Hot-Spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Non-attainment and Maintenance Areas ([2006 

Guidelines]). The hot-spot analysis shows that the proposed project would not cause 

or contribute to, or worsen, any new localized violation of particulate matter less than 

10 microns in diameter (PM10 and/or PM2.5) standards. The PM hot-spot analysis was 

also reviewed by the TCWG members. Based on the Air Quality Assessment and the 

project traffic data, the proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in 

diesel truck percentages in the project area (i.e., heavy truck volumes would remain 

around approximately 3.5 percent of total volumes during both the No Build 

Alternative and Build Alternative). As a result, the project would not increase TACs 

in the area. 
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R-2-5 

As described in the Air Quality Assessment and the Draft MND, Alternative 3 is 

similar in nature to Alternative 2 except that it proposes one additional general 

purpose lane from Avery Parkway to Alicia Parkway and a second additional general 

purpose lane from Crown Valley Parkway to Alicia Parkway. This configuration was 

analyzed in the traffic report and the Air Quality Assessment and both Build 

Alternatives were shown to improve operations. The reference to the “bottleneck” on 

page 2.2-5 refers to the differences between Build Alternatives 2 and 3 and was not a 

comparison between the Build Alternatives and the No Build Alternative. According 

to the analysis in the traffic report, Alternative 3 would generally improve level of 

service and operations of the freeway and ramps/intersections when compared to the 

No Build Alternative. 

Additionally, the existing, Build, and No Build Alternatives (including Alternative 3) 

were fully analyzed in the Draft MND and the Air Quality Assessment. As described 

in the Air Quality Assessment and Response R-2-2 above, construction of either Build 

Alternative would result in improved level of service in the local project region as a 

whole, as the project increases efficiency of the roadway, resulting in improvements 

in sub-regional emissions beyond the immediate project area. Additionally, both 

Build Alternatives (including Alternative 3) would result in improvement to overall 

speeds in the local project corridor and project region. Although project corridor 

emissions would increase slightly due to higher demand, traffic volumes in the 

surrounding area would decrease and overall operations and emissions within the 

surrounding project area would improve. 

R-2-6 

The comment requests quantification of air quality impacts from the proposed 

construction activities consistent with SCAQMD guidelines. However, the proposed 

project involves modifications to an interstate highway (I-5), which is under the 

jurisdiction of Caltrans. According to PRC Section 21082, CEQA provides lead 

agencies with general authority to adopt criteria for determining whether a given 

impact is significant. As a result, the analysis for the proposed project followed the 

regulatory framework and recommended procedures for performing an air quality 

analysis for both Caltrans and local agency transportation projects. These procedures 

provide for a qualitative analysis for temporary construction activities. Construction 

of the entire project would occur in less than 5 years, which meets the Caltrans 

criteria as a temporary activity. As indicated in the IS/EA and discussed in further 

detail in the technical studies, construction activities would occur at various locations 
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along the 6.5-mile freeway length and would primarily involve exhaust emissions. All 

construction equipment would be subject to Caltrans Standard Specifications for 

Construction (Section 14 and 18 [Dust Control] and Section 39-3.06 [Asphalt 

Concrete Plants]), as well as SCAQMD Rule 403. In order to further minimize 

construction-related emissions, all construction vehicles and construction equipment 

would be required to be equipped with State-mandated emission control devices 

pursuant to State emission regulations and standard construction practices. The 

analysis concluded that project construction of this magnitude would not violate State 

or federal air quality standards, contribute to the existing air quality violations in the 

South Coast Air Basin, or exceed SCAQMD thresholds (as shown in Response R-2-

3).  

R-2-7 

Section 2.22.2.1 of the IS/EA states the following: 

“Table 2.22-3 of the IS/EA depicts the estimated future emissions 

from vehicles traveling within the project limits. Refer to the Air 

Quality Technical Report, Appendix C (Emissions Modeling 

Calculations) for the emissions factors used to calculate the proposed 

project’s GHG emissions. As shown in Table 2.22-3, the existing 

VMT in the Study Area generate 6,399 tons per day of CO2. CO2 

emissions would increase during the Horizon Year scenarios due to 

VMT growth. Table 2.22-3 also indicates that emissions under the 

Build Alternatives would represent a less than 1 percent increase 

compared to No Build conditions due to the slight increase in VMT. 

When considering further emissions improvements under AB 1493 

(Low Carbon Fuel Standard), Build Alternatives 2 and 3 would have a 

smaller increase in CO2 emissions.” 

The limitations of the EMFAC model combined with the reduction in carbon dioxide 

(CO2) emissions in the region in the existing condition and the increase in emissions 

in the region in 2045 make any significance determination speculative. Therefore, in 

lieu of determining significance, Caltrans has opted to implement all feasible 

measures to help reduce the potential effects of the project on global climate change. 

Those are Measures AQ-1 through AQ-3 (provided in Section 2.13, Air Quality).  
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R-2-8 

As noted in Appendix A, Air Quality, the analysis for the proposed project analyzed 

the following scenarios: existing conditions, No Build (Alternative 1), and two Build 

Alternatives (Alternative 2 and Alternative 3). Each of these scenarios (including 

existing) was included in the Air Quality Assessment and emissions were quantified 

and compared. However, it should be noted that analyzing traffic volumes (and 

associated emissions) is different than most environmental considerations because 

existing conditions do not represent the level of traffic that will exist at the time the 

project becomes operational, and they ignore both expected road improvements that 

may reduce traffic congestion and expected new development that may increase it. As 

a result, the analysis within the IS/EA’s Air Quality Assessment compares existing 

emissions, future no build, and future build emissions for each alternative. The recent 

legal case cited by the District/Neighbors for Smart Rail vs. Expo Metro Line, 

allowed for lead agencies to use a different baseline other than existing in where use 

of a different baseline was more appropriate for assessing project impacts. 

R-2-9 

As described in the IS/EA, the proposed project would not induce development in the 

area, but would accommodate projected growth and development by improving the 

mobility and operations of the roadway network in the project area. Traffic volumes 

used in the Air Quality Assessment of the Draft MND were derived from the Traffic 

Report for the proposed project. Additional traffic volumes (i.e., VMT) not included 

in the Traffic Report were also obtained. VMT data was provided for each scenario 

by speed bin for peak and off-peak hours.   

Year 2035 traffic forecasts were prepared using OCTA’s Orange County Traffic 

Analysis Model (OCTAM) Version 3.4 year 2035 trip tables and the OCTAM year 

2035 “constrained network” (i.e., the network includes committed and/or 

environmentally cleared highway improvements only). The OCTAM year 2035 

constrained network does not include the additional freeway mainline lanes proposed 

by the project. Therefore, the forecasts were used as the basis for deriving conditions 

applicable to the No Build Alternative. For the Build Alternatives, a version of the 

network was coded to include one additional mainline general purpose lane from 

Avery Parkway to Alicia Parkway and one additional HOV lane from Alicia Parkway 

to El Toro Road in each direction within the limits proposed by the project 

(Alternative 2). An additional general purpose lane was then coded in a second 

modified network (from Crown Valley Parkway to Alicia Parkway) as proposed for 

Alternative 3.  
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Since the OCTAM forecasts are for year 2035, volumes for the freeway mainline 

segments were increased to reflect year 2045 conditions using growth factors. 

Demographic data for the areas that generally contribute to traffic growth along the 

project corridor was provided as background to the future condition traffic volumes. 

This information was taken from the Orange County Projections 2010 (OCP-2010) 

used by OCTA to generate the OCTAM trip data. As described in the Traffic Report, 

traffic volume forecasts for the project opening day horizon year of 2022 have been 

derived by interpolating between the 2011 traffic counts and the 2045 forecasts for 

the No Build and the two Build conditions. 

Given that the constrained model was used and the demographic data utilized to 

generate traffic demand is consistent with the growth projections for the County of 

Orange (County), the IS/EA concluded that the proposed project was not growth 

inducing. 

R-2-10 

Refer to Responses to Comments R-2-2, R-2-5, and R-2-8, above. All of the 

alternatives that were presented in the IS/EA were also analyzed in the Qualitative 

Particulate Matter Hot-spot Assessment and presented to the TCWG for conformity 

review. The project alternatives are documented in the project description of the 

Particulate Matter Hot-spot Assessment and are the same alternatives that are 

analyzed in the IS/EA. The Particulate Matter Hot-spot Assessment was prepared 

pursuant to the federal Transportation Conformity Requirements. Emissions from 

exhaust, break/tire wear, and road dust for each alternative, including the existing 

conditions, opening year, and horizon year Build Alternatives and No Build 

Alternatives were calculated. Each of these scenarios was included in the Air Quality 

Assessment and emissions were quantified and compared. The project and alternatives 

were found to result in overall emissions improvements in the project area. A final 

conformity finding was made by FHWA on February 13, 2014 as part of the final 

environmental document (refer to Appendix B, Correspondence, for a copy of this 

determination). 
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1.4 Comments from Local Agencies 
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1.4.1 L-1 – Orange County Public Works (OCPW) 

L-1-1 

The Water Quality Assessment Report (WQAR) prepared for the project 
acknowledges selenium as one of the constituents that is listed for Aliso Creek on the 
2010 California 303(d) list, approved by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) in November 2010. During the final design, field investigation will be 
completed to determine whether dewatering is required. If dewatering is determined 
to be needed, it will be coordinated with the San Diego and Santa Ana Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWCQB), since currently there is no feasible option to 
deal with elevated levels of selenium in groundwater to meet regulatory requirements. 
Please refer to the avoidance and minimization measures outlined in Section 2.9.4 
(specifically measure WQ-3) regarding construction site dewatering. 

L-1-2 

A Floodplain Evaluation Report with a Location Hydraulic Study (LHS) were 
prepared and discuss the effects of the additional impervious areas due to the 
proposed project. The impervious area as a result of the proposed project is less than 
one percent of the total tributary area to the concentration points for Aliso and Oso 
Creek. The increase is three percent for La Paz channel. These increases will have no 
significant impact on the hydrology or hydraulic analysis. This determination is made 
by comparing the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) hydraulic model 
for the 100-year flood conditions to the proposed 100-year hydraulic calculations 
using a compatible hydraulic model with appropriate modifications to the model in 
the project area. Therefore the 100-year discharge is applicable for both the existing 
and project condition. Hydraulics were also analyzed and show no impacts to the 
existing flood control facilities.  

L-1-3 

During final design, recommendations from the Floodplain Evaluation Report (as 

outlined in Section 2.8 of the IS/EA) would be incorporated to ensure that the 

drainage of the flood zones functions properly with the implementation of the 

proposed project. The cities involved will be kept updated on the implementation of 

these measures. 

L-1-4 

Permits and applicable documentation would be obtained, as necessary, for work 

within the Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD) right-of-way. 

L-1-5 

The referenced sentence has been changed as requested. 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 56 

L-1-6 

The referenced sentence has been changed as requested. 

L-1-7 

All references to the Aliso Creek Trail have been changed to the Aliso Creek Class I 

Bikeway where appropriate in Table 1.8-2 and Sections 2.1 and 2.5.  

L-1-8 

All references to the Aliso Creek Trail have been changed to the Aliso Creek Class I 

Bikeway where appropriate in Table 1.8-2 and Sections 2.1 and 2.5.  

L-1-9 

Effects of the proposed project on the Aliso Creek Regional Riding and Hiking Trail 

have been added to Table 1.8.2 and Section 2.1. The County of Orange’s (County) 

Master Plan of Regional Riding and Hiking Trails has been reviewed, and no 

additional impacts to trails/bikeways within the Study Area have been found.  

L-1-10 

The referenced text has been changed and incorporated into the MND/FONSI. The 

text has been changed as requested. 

L-1-11 

A thorough discussion for the Aliso Creek Regional Riding and Hiking Trail has been 

included in Sections 2.1 and 2.5. See Response to Comment L-1-10.  

L-1-12 

References to Class I bikeways have been revised where appropriate and are referred 

to as “bikeways” where appropriate.  

L-1-13 

References to Class II and Class III Bikeways have been revised where appropriate so 

that they are referred to as “Class II and Class III Bike Lanes.”  

L-1-14 

The difference between riding and hiking trails, and bikeways is noted. 

L-1-15 

The County’s Master Plan of Regional Riding and Hiking Trails has been reviewed to 

ensure inclusion of any planned or existing (dirt) trails in the analysis included in this 

document. No additional trails have been identified within the Study Area.
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1.4.2 L-2 – City of Laguna Hills (COLH) 

L-2-1 

A statement has been included in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.1.9, explaining that although 

the walls listed below are feasible to abate potential noise impacts of the project, not 

all the walls would be constructed. The statement also refers the reader to Section 

2.14 for more detail on sound walls. 

L-2-2 

Noise Barrier (NB) No. 175 is shown on both Figures 1-3 and 1-4, Sheet 6 of 6. NB 

No. 159 is not shown on Figures 1-3 and 1-4 because it was evaluated in a separate 

analysis.  

L-2-3 

The description of land uses in the City of Laguna Hills (City) has been updated in 

Section 2.1.1.1 to reflect the residential areas immediately adjacent to I-5. 

L-2-4 

Section 2.1.1.5 has been revised to include a statement recognizing the City of 

Laguna Hills and has established a monument and informational rest stop along the 

Aliso Creek Class I Bikeway. Additionally, the Juan Avila Adobe is discussed in 

Section 2.7.2.6, Cultural Resources. A statement regarding Aliso Creek’s designation 

as a Recreation 2 level of water contact with the potential for Recreation 1 level of 

contact has been added to Section 2.1.1.5. Definitions of these Recreation levels have 

also been added to Section 2.1.1.5. 

L-2-5 

The location and ownership of Monument Park has been updated in Section 2.1.1.5 as 

requested. 

L-2-6 

Mitigation Measures LU-1, LU-2, and LU-3 have been revised to include a 

requirement that trail detours also be coordinated with, and approved by, the City of 

Laguna Hills. Additionally, the location and posting of detour signs, as well as any 

associated mitigation, will be determined during final design. The California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Orange County Transportation 

Authority (OCTA) will continue to coordinate with the City during final design. 
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L-2-7 

A discussion of temporary traffic impacts leading to the possibility of increased local 

police service has been added to Section 2.4, Utilities/Emergency Services. Funds 

have been allocated as part of the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) so that 

compensation can be provided to the cities for possible increased police services 

during construction. 

L-2-8 

The final Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be refined during final design, 

and part of that process would be the coordination of the TMP components, such as 

signing with the applicable local jurisdictions to help reduce impacts in areas near the 

construction activities. As a result, each local jurisdiction would be provided an 

opportunity during final design to identify potential locations of signage to minimize 

the effects of those activities in each community. The final design will also identify 

that an encroachment permit must be obtained by the contractor. 

L-2-9 

The preliminary construction staging proposed for the project would allow for all 

existing lanes on Interstate 5 (I-5) to be maintained during construction. This would 

allow for traffic to continue using I-5 for the duration of construction and reduce the 

need to use local streets as an alternative. The final TMP would be developed during 

final design and part of that process will be the coordination of the TMP components, 

such as ramp and street closures and detours with the applicable local jurisdictions to 

help reduce truck traffic impacts in areas near the construction activities.  

L-2-10 

The Floodplain Evaluation and Location Hydraulic Study (LHS) report compares the 

existing and proposed conditions. As outlined in these documents, the velocity 

resulting from the Build Alternatives is similar to the existing condition meaning that 

the proposed project is not anticipated to induce any erosion of the support structure 

of the Aliso Creek Class I Bikeway.  

L-2-11 

A preliminary hydraulic analysis has been conducted as part of the Project Approval/

Environmental Documentation (PA/ED) phase to determine whether any hydraulic 

impacts will result from the Build Alternatives. As a result of this preliminary 

analysis, needed modifications to downstream systems were determined to be minor. 
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A detailed analysis will take place during final design to determine what hydraulic 

modifications, if any, will need to be incorporated as a result of the proposed project. 

L-2-12 

The reference to Chapter 4 has been revised to reference Appendix A, California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Checklist. 

L-2-13 

According to the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway 

Construction and Reconstruction Projects (Noise Protocol, May 2011), frequent 

human use is defined as a location where people would be exposed to traffic noise for 

an extended period of time on a regular basis. The practical test for frequent human 

use is the presence of existing facilities that invite human use for an extended period 

of time, such as benches, barbeque facilities, and uncovered picnic areas. The Aliso 

Creek Class I Bikeway currently does not have any existing facilities that meet this 

test and, as a result, is considered a transient use area. Therefore, the Aliso Creek 

Class I Bikeway is not considered to have any frequent human use, and no noise 

abatement measures in the form of noise barriers are required.  

L-2-14 

The purpose of the short-term monitoring is to calibrate the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 2.5. The number of 

short-term noise level measurements surrounding the Aliso Creek Class I Bikeway 

was considered adequate to calibrate the noise model for the Aliso Creek area 

(including the bikeway). Also, please refer to Response to Comment L-2-13 

regarding the Aliso Creek Class I Bikeway as a frequent human use area. 

L-2-15 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. 

A change in the traffic noise model could explain why some residential properties 

located along Christina Court were determined to be eligible for noise barriers in the 

July 19, 2004, noise study, and were found not to experience a traffic noise impact in 

the current study. The noise level at 24472 Christina Court for the July 19, 2004, 

noise study commissioned by the City of Laguna Hills was 65 A-weighted decibels 

(dBA) equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) (instead of 67 dBA Leq cited in the 

comment). The noise level measurement conducted for the proposed project was 63.7 
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dBA Leq. The two noise level measurements are considered similar. Slight differences 

in the noise level measurements could be contributed by meteorological conditions. 

The difference in the measured noise levels between the two studies does not affect 

the feasibility and reasonableness of the potential noise abatement measures. Despite 

the slight difference in the measured noise levels, both noise studies identify traffic 

noise impacts, and noise abatement measures were considered in accordance with the 

Noise Protocol.  

Other residential properties located along Christina Court that were determined to be 

eligible for noise barriers under the July 19, 2004, noise study, and would not 

experience a traffic noise impact under the current study that could be due to the 

change in the traffic noise model. The traffic noise model for the July 19, 2004, noise 

study used the SOUND32 noise model and the I-5 Widening from State Route 73 

(SR-73) to El Toro Road used the FHWA TNM version 2.5, which is considered a 

more accurate traffic noise prediction model.  

In response to concerns presented by the community and the City of Laguna Hills, a 

community enhancement masonry wall will be constructed on the southbound side of 

I-5 from the Los Alisos Boulevard OC to the northerly edge of the Aliso Creek 

bridge. This wall will be approximately 800 feet long and 14 feet high. 

L-2-16 

Receptor 216 representing the Aliso Creek Class I Bikeway is not mentioned in the 

text on page 2.14-60 because there are no frequent human use areas as defined by the 

Noise Protocol, and noise levels were not evaluated against the 67 dBA Leq Noise 

Abatement Criteria. There are no other features in this recreational area that would 

necessitate placement of additional receptors. Refer to Response to Comment L-2-13, 

above.  

A noise barrier located along the southbound side of I-5, at the edge of shoulder, 

extending across the bridge, was evaluated for the two impacted homes at the cul-de-

sac of Christina Court. This barrier was determined to be not feasible because the 

barrier would not reduce traffic noise levels by 5 dBA or more. As a result, a noise 

barrier (NB No. 175) was proposed at the private property line, which was a feasible 

location. Other residences farther away from the I-5 were not identified as impacted 

by the I-5 traffic. 

In response to concerns presented by the community and the City of Laguna Hills, a 

community enhancement masonry wall will be constructed on the southbound side of 
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I-5 from the Los Alisos Boulevard OC to the northerly edge of the Aliso Creek 

bridge. This wall will be approximately 800 feet long and 14 feet high. 

L-2-17 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. Additionally, please refer to Appendix A, XII(c) which explains why the 

project impacts are not considered significant.  

L-2-18 

Please refer to Response to Comment L-2-2. 

L-2-19 

The Hills Hotel may experience some noise reflection from NB No. 115. However, 

the increase in noise would be less than three dBA and would not be perceptible to 

the human ear in an outdoor environment. As a result, no abatement is required. NB 

No. 115 requires approval through the public survey process. If the wall is approved 

by the residents for additional consideration in final design, the material type 

(including absorptive materials) would be discussed in more detail. It is Caltrans’ new 

standard practice (Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, May 2011) to provide 

walls with an acoustically absorptive material for the walls when receptors on the 

opposite side have a direct line of sight to the wall. 

L-2-20 

The number of receptors located behind NB No. 175 is the same as the 2004 Noise 

Study and was included in the feasibility analysis. Both studies show that the 

receptors represent the two homes located at the cul-de-sac of Christina Court. The 

total reasonable allowance is determined based on the number of receptors that can 

achieve a noise level reduction of 5 dBA or more from the noise barrier. NB No. 175 

was determined to be feasible because the barrier would reduce noise levels by 5 dBA 

or more. However, NB No. 159 was not included in both studies because the barrier 

could not achieve a noise level reduction of 5 dBA or more, as required to be feasible. 

As a result, only NB No. 175 is presented in the Noise Study Report since it is at the 

feasible location.  

L-2-21 

The noise barrier analysis follows the Noise Protocol to determine the effective length 

of the noise barriers and receptors behind them. Even though NB No. 121 is close to 

being reasonable at a height of 16 feet (ft), reducing the length of this barrier is not 
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recommended because the noise reduction design goal to provide at least 7 dBA of 

noise level reduction at one or more benefited receptors would not be met. Receptor 

No. 143 is the only receptor located behind NB No. 121 that barely meets the noise 

reduction goal. Receptor No. 143 with a 16 ft high barrier provides a noise level 

reduction of 7.4 and 7.2 dBA under Alternatives 2 and 3, respectively. Therefore, 

reducing the barrier length of NB No. 121 would decrease its ability to provide at 

least a 7 dBA noise level reduction at one or more benefited receptors. 

L-2-22 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. Additionally, please refer to Appendix A, XII(c) which explains why the 

project impacts are not considered significant. 

L-2-23 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. 

Both Caltrans and FHWA noise standards are the same. These standards are shown in 

Table 2.14-1. In fact, Caltrans is charged with implementing FHWA’s policies and 

standards, along with their local representative. Therefore, the noise study complies 

with the requirements and procedures of FHWA for identifying traffic noise impacts 

and evaluating feasible and reasonable noise abatement measures. 

L-2-24 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures.  

L-2-25 

Interior noise standards for residential uses are not included in the Noise Protocol 

under Activity Category D, which have a Noise Abatement Criteria of 52 dBA Leq. 

When traffic noise impacts are identified for residential land uses, noise abatement 

measures to reduce noise levels in the outdoor frequent human use area are evaluated. 

When noise levels are reduced in the outdoor frequent human use area, ground-floor 

interior noise levels would also experience a noise level reduction from the noise 

abatement measures. Therefore, exterior noise impacts for residential land uses would 

indirectly address interior noise impacts.  
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L-2-26 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. Additionally, please refer to Appendix A, XII(c) which explains why the 

project impacts are not considered significant. 

L-2-27 

As shown in Table 2.21-2, the Oakbrook Village redevelopment was included in the 

cumulative analysis, which looked at all environmental categories, including noise. 

Additionally, cumulative projects were included in the noise model when determining 

proposed project effects on sensitive receptors.  

The Addendum to the City of Laguna Hills General Plan Update Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) – Oakbrook Village Residential Project (The Planning Center, 

October 2012), identifies transportation as the most significant noise-producing 

source in the Oakbrook Village project area. The addendum found that the Oakbrook 

Village project would be subjected to a level of noise that if mitigated, could be 

reduced to a less than significant level. As stated in this addendum, the Oakbrook 

Village project would be required to comply with the State of California’s interior 

noise standard of 45 decibels (dB) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) for 

multifamily residential land use. To comply with the interior noise standard, the 

building must provide sufficient outdoor-to-indoor noise attenuation to reduce the 

interior noise exposure to acceptable levels. The Oakbrook Village project committed 

to mitigate the exterior noise to within the interior noise standard of 45 dB CNEL 

with appropriate acoustical design measures. Such measures may include increasing 

the sound transmission class (STC) ratings of the windows/doors, exterior walls, 

and/or roof assemblies. Additionally, the addendum stated that to ensure that the 

interior noise standards are met and that adequate acoustical design measures are 

incorporated into the project construction, the project applicant would be required to 

conduct a detailed acoustical analysis in accordance with the provisions outlined in 

the City of Laguna Hills’ noise element. 
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I-5 Expansion at Aliso Creek Trail 

 

 

Area detailed below from original 

Caltrans Aliso Creek Trail reroute 

document 



 

I-5 Expansion at Aliso Creek Trail 

 

 

 

The Blue line represents Caltrans requested 

trail reroute while the Yellow line represents 

OC Parks revision. 

OC Parks revised reroute will send 

trail users directly to the open 

space trail head at the end of 

Christina Court via Carlota via Los 

Alisos. 

Hazardous corner to be avoided 



 

I-5 Expansion at Aliso Creek Trail 

 

 

Aliso Creek Trailhead exists at the 

cul de sac of Christina Court. 
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1.4.3 L-3 – OC Parks 

L-3-1 

The proposed detour route of the Aliso Creek Class I Bikeway included in the Draft 

IS/EA has been revised per the commenter’s request. Please refer to Appendix L for a 

detailed description and map of the revised detour route proposed by the County of 

Orange. 
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1.5 Comments from Utilities and Public Services  
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1.5.1 U-1 – The Gas Company 

U-1-1 

As outlined in Table 1.4-2, it is acknowledged that there are Southern California Gas 

Company facilities within the project Study Area. The California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) and the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) 

will continue to coordinate with the Southern California Gas Company throughout 

final design regarding effects to Southern California Gas Company facilities. 
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1.6 Comments from the Public 
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1.6.1 P-1 – Tim Nelson 

P-1-1 

The commenter’s support for the proposed project has been documented as part of the 

public record and considered in the decision making process. 
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1.6.2 P-2 – Gonzalo Navajas 

P-2-1 

Under Build Alternative 2, the project proposes to widen and to add one additional 

general purpose lane in both the northbound and southbound directions from Avery 

Parkway to Alicia Parkway. Build Alternative 3 would widen Interstate 5 (I-5) by two 

lanes in each direction from Crown Valley Parkway to Alicia Parkway (which 

includes the segment in which the commenter resides).  

P-2-2 

Traffic noise would vary along the referenced section (Crown Valley Parkway to Oso 

Parkway) in the proposed condition, depending on distance from the freeway. As 

shown in Table 2.14-9, noise at sensitive receptors east of I-5 between Crown Valley 

Parkway and Oso Parkway would range anywhere from 51.7 A-weighted decibels 

(dBA) to 73.7 dBA for Build Alternative 2 and 51.8 dBA to 74.1 dBA for Build 

Alternative 3 in 2045, depending on the location of each receptor. As stated in 

Section 2.13, Air Quality, the proposed project would not result in adverse effects 

related to long-term air quality. 

P-2-3 

As stated in Section 2.14, Noise, short-term construction-related and equipment 

transport noise impacts would be minimal compared to existing traffic volumes on I-5 

and other area streets, and the traffic noise effects of those trips would not be 

substantial. However, noise associated with the use of construction equipment is 

estimated to be between 79 and 89 dBA maximum instantaneous noise level (Lmax) at 

a distance of 50 feet (ft) from the active construction area during grading. The closest 

residences along I-5 are within 50 ft of the construction areas associated with Build 

Alternative 3. Therefore, these receptors may be subject to short-term noise reaching 

91 dBA Lmax or higher generated by the construction activities associated with this 

alternative. However, measures will be implemented to avoid and/or minimize 

temporary noise impacts as described in Measure N-1. During final design, 

construction staging would be developed and will identify which work will be 

performed at night. 
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1.6.3 P-3 – Ron Restelli 

P-3-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the lack of benefit provided by the project has 

been documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process. Additionally, please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.2, Purpose and Need.  

P-3-2 

The commenter’s support for the State Route 241 (SR-241) project has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process. The baseline long-range traffic forecast scenario utilized for the traffic 

analysis of the proposed project includes the completion of the SR-241 toll road 

extension to I-5. Even with the SR-241 toll road extension, it was determined that the 

proposed project is necessary to relieve congestion on I-5. 



� � � � � � � � � 	 
 � � � 
 � � � 	 � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �� � �  ! " # � $ % � & ' ( � � � ) � � � � � � 
* + # ! � � � � � � 
 � 	 , - . � / � � � ( � � � 0 - � 1 � 2 � 3 4 0 3 2 4 & 56 7 8 7 9 : ; < 9 ; : < = > ? @ A ; B 8 C D ; B E 8 F > < G : ; H I < I E 8 J : ; K I L 8 M A N ? O P 8 ; Q R S ; : ; N ; 7 T U =V 7 W : I L I X H I T ; E Y Z [ \ Z ] ^ [ P ] _ ` \ _ [ ^ J a bc d e f g h i f j ek B R R l 7 < I A C I R T ; E J X E I Wm T T : I W W ] @ @ \ ] n : I I o I V ; ; T A 8 : I I 8D X 8 F 6 7 E 7 J ; X E 8A 8 7 8 I D mp X G Y ] q ] Yn B W X E I W WJ C ; E Ir ; < IJ C ; E I Y ` Y ? q ^ O ? q P q qQ < 7 X Rm T T : I W W W C I R T ; E [ [ [ ] ] s t < 7 X R b L ; <
D ; < < I E 8 W

u v w x y z { | } ~ � w x � { � � } ~ } x x � z � � � � � � � } z � � � } � z } } � � � � � z } � � �} � w x � x � v � � ~ � � � ~ ~ { � y � w x v � v w x � u v � � w x � v } � � � { � � z { � � w � x } � �� v w ~ v v � x � { � v � v } ~ � y � ~ w � � � { � � � � � v } y { � } � � w � � � { } � x w � � � � �� { z } w � � v } � } � w � � { � � v } z { � � � � � � v } � � � { � � z { � � � } z } � { � }� � { � � � { � � z { � � � z � � � w ~ { � � v } � � � � � � � � � � { � � � � } z } � w } � } � � z { �� � � � � � � � � y w x � z � � { � { � { x � � � } x � � u v } � { � � z { � � � � x � } x w � � } � � {� } ~ { � } � � { � � � { � � z { � � � v } � � v } � { � � x � x } � � { y � � � { z w � x~ { � x � z � ~ � w { � � { � � � � } y � w � { � � � � � � { z � � � � � } � � � � z � � � w ~ � � �z } � } � � } { � � v } � � v � x � { � � � � { � } � � v } � { � � } � w � � } � � } � � } x x � { � }z } � � ~ } � � � � � � ~ � w � � ~ � � � � � � w � ~ z } � x } x } � } z � � } � z � � � � v }{ � � � { { � � { z w � y z { � } � } � � w x � � } � � � } ~ � � x } � v } � } � � x } z � w ~ }z } � � w z } � } � � � { } x � y z } � � � � z � � � � � � v } z } w x � w � � � } ~ � y � ~ w � � � { zy { y � � � � w { � � z { � � v � } x � { � � v } � � � � � � � � � � � � } � � � � � � � � � v }� w � � � ~ } x � { z � v } � � � w � � v � � } � { � } � } � � � � w � v � � � � { � � � � }� w ~ } w � � v w x � } z } � { v � y y } � � } � { z }   � ¡ � � w � � w { � � � x x y } � � { � � �� � � } z � � � w � } � � � � z w � } z x v � � � { } � � � z } � { � z � } � z x { � ~ { � x � z � ~ � w { �v } � � � ~ v } x � � v } � � { � ¢ w � } x £ � � � ¢ { w � � � v } � � { � ¤ ¤ ¤ ¥ ¥ ¦ � � � w � � ~ { � § � § �¡ � � � ¡ � ¡ ¡n I ¨ I G 8X E 9 ; : < I T; 9 8 C IG : ; K I L 8 b 8 : B I© ª « ¬ ­ ® ¯ ° ± ² ³ ´ ­ ¬ µ ¶ · ª ª ¸ ¹ º » ® · ¼ ¬ ½ ¬ ¹ « ­ ­ ¾ » ¸ ¹ º º · ¿ À Á Â ± Ã ¬ Ä ¸ ¹ ¬ ¹ ½ Å Ä · º Â µ « Â ½ · Æ Ç ¼ · ª È ­ ¸ ª « » º ¸ ¼ Å · µ º « Â ¹ ¸ º · ¹É Ê À Ë Ê Á Ì À Í Á Î Ï Ë Î À Ì ² Ð ÂÑ Ò Ó Ô Õ Ö × Ø Ù Ú Û Ô × Õ Ô Õ Û Ò Ô Ü Ó Ý Ù Ú Ô Þ Ú Õ ß Ú Õ à Ú Û Û Ú á Ò Ù Ó Õ Û Ü Ú Ø Ó Ö × Ø Û Ò Ó Ü × Þ Ó â Ü Ó × Ö Û Ò Ó Ô Õ Û Ó Õ ß Ó ß Ø Ó á Ô ã Ô Ó Õ Û Ú Õ ß Ù Ú à á × Õ Û Ú Ô Õ ã Ø Ô ä Ô Þ Ó å Ó ß Ú Õ ßá × Õ Ö Ô ß Ó Õ Û Ô Ú Þ Ô Õ Ö × Ø Ù Ú Û Ô × Õ æ ç Ö à × â Ú Ø Ó Õ × Û Û Ò Ó Ô Õ Û Ó Õ ß Ó ß Ø Ó á Ô ã Ô Ó Õ Û è Ú Õ à â Ü Ó è ß Ô Ü á Þ × Ü â Ø Ó è á × ã à Ô Õ å × Ø ß Ô Ü Û Ø Ô é â Û Ô × Õ × Ö Û Ò Ô Ü Ù Ó Ü Ü Ú å Ó × ØÚ Û Û Ú á Ò Ù Ó Õ Û Ô Ü Ü Û Ø Ô á Û Þ à ã Ø × Ò Ô é Ô Û Ó ß æ ç Ö à × â é Ó Þ Ô Ó ä Ó Û Ò Ú Û à × â Ò Ú ä Ó Ø Ó á Ó Ô ä Ó ß Û Ò Ô Ü Ó Ý Ù Ú Ô Þ Ô Õ Ó Ø Ø × Ø è ã Þ Ó Ú Ü Ó á × Õ Û Ú á Û Û Ò Ó Ü Ó Õ ß Ó Ø Ô Ù Ù Ó ß Ô Ú Û Ó Þ à Ú Õ ßß Ó Þ Ó Û Ó Û Ò Ó Ó Ý Ù Ú Ô Þ Ú Õ ß Ú Þ Þ × Ö Ô Û Ü Ú Û Û Ú á Ò Ù Ó Õ Û Ü æ

ê ë ì ë í



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 90 

1.6.4 P-4 – Sheldon Pines 

P-4-1 

Long-range traffic forecasting models prepared by the Orange County Transportation 

Authority (OCTA) include an additional lane in each direction on the State Route 73 

(SR-73) as well as on I-5 within the project limits in order to accommodate future 

traffic demand on both facilities. The SR-73 toll road was constructed with a wide 

median to accommodate this future expansion by adding an additional lane in each 

direction. However, the OCTA model indicates continued growth on I-5 despite the 

addition of more lanes on the SR-73 toll road. The SR-73 toll road can be converted 

to a free facility in 2042 when the current revenue bonds are fully paid off. The cost 

to pay off the toll road’s revenue bond principal currently exceeds $2 billion. As such, 

the revenue bond principal cost is greater than the estimated cost of the I-5 Widening 

Project, which makes the proposal to convert the toll road to a free alternative for I-5 

infeasible at this time. 
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1.6.5 P-5 – Julie Hambrick 

P-5-1 

The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 has been documented as part of the public 

record and considered in the decision making process.  
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1.6.6 P-6 – Wendy Black 

P-6-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the proposed project’s lack of benefits has 

been documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process. As stated in Section 1.2.2.1 of this MND/FONSI, it is anticipated that the 

proposed project may lead to a decrease in the frequency of congestion-related 

accidents on the I-5 mainline due to the operational improvements and increased 

capacity. As shown in Section 2.5, Traffic and Transportation, the Build Alternatives 

would provide overall positive impacts (i.e., reduce congestion and traffic delay) 

along the I-5 within the project limits. The addition of the general purpose lanes and 

extension of the high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane would increase the capacity of 

the freeway, and as a result, reduce mainline congestion and freeway travel time. 

During final design, construction staging would be developed with the objective of 

keeping all existing lanes on I-5 open during construction, with the exception of 

overnight and short-term closures. 

As shown in Section 1.2.2.1 and 1.2.2.3 of this Mitigated Negative 

Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact (MND/FONSI), population and 

employment growth for the south Orange County (County) region is forecast to 

increase approximately 24 to 25 percent over a 25-year period. This growth would 

occur independent of the status of the proposed project. 
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1.6.7 P-7 – Christine Kan 

P-7-1 

The project proposes to improve the southbound off-ramp to Avery Parkway to 

address existing congestion and queuing. The existing ramp has one exit lane that 

widens to two lanes at the intersection with Avery Parkway. One of these lanes 

allows for a left turn and the second allows for a left, through, or right-turn 

movement. The proposed ramp will have two exit lanes that will widen to four lanes 

at the intersection with Avery Parkway. This will allow for two dedicated left-turn 

movements and two dedicated right-turn movements. With the proposed ramp 

configuration, traffic congestion is expected to improve from the existing condition. 
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1.6.8 P-8 – Jackie Cadotte 

P-8-1 

During final design, a determination on the optimal ramp metering rate for the on-

ramps within the project limits will be made by Traffic Operations. The project 

proposes to remove the existing HOV buffer in both directions to accommodate 

continuous access throughout the project limits. This will allow ingress and egress to 

the HOV lanes at any point through this portion of I-5.  
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1.6.9 P-9 – Frank Nin 

P-9-1 

The project includes retaining and sound walls along this freeway segment. Walls are 

also subject to California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) design criteria 

within the Highway Design Manual, which has specifications for wall height. 

Additionally, the height and location of highway walls were analyzed within the 

Noise Study Report and Noise Abatement Decision Report prepared for the project. It 

should be noted that the dispersion of freeway traffic emissions are subject to local 

meteorology; they travel at higher elevations above the freeway and settle in various 

locations. As a result, walls are typically not effective at reducing pollution.  

As described in the Air Quality Assessment, the proposed project would reduce 

congestion and result in overall emissions improvements in the project area. Also, 

heavy diesel trucks are responsible for generating the greatest toxic air contaminants 

(TACs). However, the proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in 

diesel truck percentages in the project area (i.e., heavy truck volumes would remain 

around approximately 3.5 percent of total volumes under both the No Build 

Alternative and Build Alternative). Representative monitoring data included in the 

Air Quality Assessment shows that ambient emissions are on a declining trend. 

Additionally, future emissions would likely be lower than current levels, due to 

various U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) national emissions control 

programs that are projected to reduce mobile source emissions. These control 

measures include retrofit measures that help reduce the future emissions, creating a 

decreasing trend in background concentrations that would help offset any increase in 

vehicle miles traveled related emissions in the future years. Furthermore, the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) has adopted a Diesel Risk Reduction Plan 

(DRRP), which includes control measures that would reduce overall diesel particulate 

matter emissions by about 85 percent from 2000 to 2020. 
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1.6.10 P-10 – Greg Peterson 

P-10-1 

Section 2.14.4.2 of the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) describes the 

analysis conducted to assess noise effects of the Build Alternatives and proposed 

noise abatement in the form of sound barriers. Figures 2.14-2 and 2.14-3 depict the 

location of sound barriers proposed for the project. When traffic noise impacts are 

identified, the noise study evaluated feasible and reasonable noise abatement 

measures in accordance with the guidelines and procedures specified by the May 

2011 Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (Noise Protocol) to reduce traffic 

noise levels.  Additional information about these guidelines and procedures can be 

found in General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1. 
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1.6.11 P-11 – Gary Fox 

P-11-1 

The commenter’s statement regarding the proposed project has been documented as 

part of the public record and considered in the decision making process. 
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1.6.12 P-12 – Rita Seney 

P-12-1 

As outlined in Section 1.4 of the IS/EA, Alternative 2 proposes to add one lane 

northbound and one lane southbound on I-5 from Avery Parkway to Alicia Parkway, 

which would help to alleviate the existing bottlenecks north and south of the project 

limits.  

P-12-2 

The commenter’s statements regarding limiting development have been documented 

as part of the public record and considered in the decision making process. 
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1.6.13 P-13 – Melody Schultz 

P-13-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the effect of development in the Study Area 

have been documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision 

making process. Please refer to Response to Comment P-6-1 regarding the positive 

impacts of the proposed project on congestion and delay. 

P-13-2 

Detailed engineering plans were used to determine which properties would require 

acquisition. These properties were identified in Section 2.3.2 of the IS/EA. Following 

recommendation of a Preferred Alternative, a Final Relocation Impact Memorandum 

(FRIM) has been prepared that has identified more detail regarding the relocation 

impact and the appropriate replacement resources. The properties to be acquired 

remain the same as stated in the IS/EA (two gas stations, an auto supply store, and 

Swan Pools).  

P-13-3 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. 
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1.6.14 P-14 – Gordon Glass 

P-14-1 

The commenter’s support of the project has been documented as part of the public 

record and considered in the decision making process. Toll lanes are not currently 

being considered as a part of this project. 
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1.6.15 P-15 – Ed Taylor 

P-15-1 

The proposed project is included as part of the OCTA Renewed Measure M 

Transportation Investment Plan (M2). Measure M, a 0.5-cent sales tax for 

transportation improvements was originally passed in 1990 and renewed by County 

voters on November 7, 2006. As a result, it will be a continued investment of local 

tax dollars in the County’s transportation infrastructure for another 30 years (through 

2041). The proposed project is one of the projects identified in the M2020 Plan 

(identified as Projects C and D) for M2 that includes those projects and programs that 

can be delivered on an expedited schedule between now and 2020. Projects included 

in M2 are strategic improvements needed to minimize systemwide freeway traffic 

congestion in the County.  

The commenter’s preference for the No Build Alternative has been documented as 

part of the public record and considered in the decision making process. As stated in 

Section 2.2 of this MND/FONSI, the proposed project does not include land uses or 

activities that would encourage development or attract additional businesses or 

people. In addition, the location, timing, and level of future growth in the Study Area 

would also depend on the availability of certain types of infrastructure/services (e.g., 

water, sanitary sewers, and schools). Plans for critical future infrastructure are 

addressed by the individual jurisdictions and agencies providing these services to 

existing and future development, and their availability would affect the location, 

level, and timing of future development regardless of the proposed project. Because 

the proposed transportation improvements partially accommodate existing 

development, the proposed project would have no substantial potential for stimulating 

the location, rate, timing, or amount of growth locally or regionally. Moreover, the 

amount of vacant land or land ready for development within the Study Area is 

extremely limited. 
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1.6.16 P-16 – Don Petty 

P-16-1 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. Additionally, please refer to Section 2.14, Tables 2.14-10 and 2.14-11 

regarding the feasibility of Noise Barrier No. 162.   
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1.6.17 P-17 – Al Holguin 

P-17-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-7-1 regarding improvements to Avery 

Parkway. 
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1.6.18 P-18 – Rebecca Zomorodian 

P-18-1 

Per the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Section 504.8, Access Control, access 

rights shall be acquired along interchange ramps to their junction with the nearest 

public road.  At such junctions, for new construction, access control should extend 

100 ft beyond the end of the curb return or ramp radius in urban areas and 300 feet in 

rural areas, or as far as necessary to ensure that entry onto the facility does not impair 

operational characteristics.  Access control shall extend at least 50 ft beyond the end 

of the curb return, ramp radius, or taper. Because the westerly driveway did not meet 

this requirement, the project has included closure of this driveway so that operations 

of the northbound on-ramp are not impaired. During final design, this location can be 

evaluated in further detail with Caltrans to determine if there are any alternatives to 

closure of the driveway while still meeting access control requirements. 
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1.6.19 P-19 – Dawn Marcova 

P-19-1 

Although improvements to the I-5/La Paz Road interchange were completed recently, 

reconstruction at this interchange as part of this project would occur between 2018 

and 2022. Unfortunately, it is not within the purview of Caltrans and/or the Orange 

County Transportation Authority (OCTA) to dictate the location and strategies of 

local law enforcement. Local agencies, including the Cities of Mission Viejo and 

Laguna Niguel, participate in the Project Development Team (PDT) and have been 

made aware of the commenter’s concerns regarding law enforcement in this area. 

P-19-2 

Caltrans is considering the removal of the HOV preferential lanes at ramp meter 

locations, which has been incorporated into the proposed project. A final 

determination on the implementation of HOV preferential lanes will be made by 

Traffic Operations during final design. 

P-19-3 

The Existing Wall No. 7 identified in the noise study would need to be replaced in 

kind (same length and height) at a location slightly farther east from its existing 

location to the freeway in order to accommodate the proposed improvements. The 

replaced barrier would perform acoustically equivalent to the existing barrier since 

the top elevation of the top of the wall will be maintained. Existing Wall No. 7 is 

located within the State right-of-way and, as a result, would not require the 

acquisition of private property for temporary or permanent easements. Therefore, no 

compensation of private property owners for temporary or permanent easements is 

required. In addition, issues related to drainage would be addressed during the design 

phase. The constructability for replacement of the existing wall will be evaluated in 

more detail during final design with the objective of minimizing the exposure of the 

homes that are being shielded. 

Evaluating up to three rows of homes from the highway is considered adequate 

because homes that are located further from the barrier (than the three rows) would 

not benefit sufficiently from a potential noise barrier for them to be considered 

benefited receptors.  



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 122 

P-19-4 

The commenter’s preference for the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1) has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process. 
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1.6.20 P-20 – Klaus 

P-20-1 

The commenter’s statement regarding the benefit of the open house format has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process. 

P-20-2 

The previous construction projects on Crown Valley Parkway and La Paz Road were 

implemented as a part of Measure M1, while this current proposed project is part of a 

commitment made under Measure M2. Improvements to La Paz Road and Avery 

Parkway were originally planned as separate project efforts and were incorporated 

into the I-5 Widening Project so that improvements could be delivered to the 

community as efficiently as possible. Additionally, the proposed project has been 

developed with a PDT that includes the Cities of Laguna Hills, Laguna Niguel, 

Laguna Woods, Lake Forest, and Mission Viejo in order to ensure that the effort is 

coordinated with local improvements. 

P-20-3 

As shown in Section 2.5, Traffic and Transportation, construction impacts of all 

alternatives were studied. To avoid and/or minimize traffic impacts during 

construction, a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be implemented during 

construction, which includes traffic control measures, detour routes, a public 

awareness campaign, signage, emergency access, and pedestrian access. Additionally, 

during final design, construction staging would be developed with the objective of 

keeping all existing lanes on I-5 open during construction, with the exception of 

overnight and short-term closures. 
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1.6.21 P-21 – Scott Field 

P-21-1 

The commenter’s support for light rail has been documented as part of the public 

record and considered in the decision making process. A variety of Transportation 

Demand Management (TDM) strategies, including public transit, were considered as 

part of the Project Approval/Environmental Documentation (PA/ED) phase and were 

withdrawn from further consideration because they would not effectively meet the 

project purpose as stand-alone alternatives. The Long Range Transportation Plan 

prepared by OCTA includes planned light rail facilities in the County. 
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1.6.22 P-22 – Rolland Graham 

P-22-1 

The commenter’s preference for Alternative 1 (No Build) has been documented as 

part of the public record and considered in the decision making process.  

P-22-2 

Previous improvements to I-5 and associated interchanges within the Study Area 

were included in the traffic analysis when determining the project need. This analysis 

found that the improvements described in Chapter 1 as part of the Build Alternatives 

are necessary to reduce congestion and increase safety within the Study Area. 

Although improvements to the I-5/La Paz Road interchange were completed recently, 

reconstruction at this interchange as part of this project would occur between 2018 

and 2022.  

P-22-3 

As described in Chapter 1, additional general purpose lanes, auxiliary lanes, and 

HOV lanes, as well as improvements to Study Area interchanges are proposed as part 

of the Build Alternatives. Please refer to Response to Comment P-6-1 regarding the 

positive impacts of the proposed project on congestion and delay.   

P-22-4 

Improvements to the arterial roadway network such as those cited in the comment are 

all effective measures for improving traffic flow and increasing vehicular capacity for 

local trips, but they do not meet the project purpose as a stand-alone alternative. 

Those improvements also improve access to regional facilities such as the I-5. 

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) elements will be included in the project 

Build Alternatives. These elements include: ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, turning 

lanes, traffic signal coordination, and bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

Additionally, the project Build Alternatives will consist of TDM elements, as they 

will provide travel time savings, operating cost savings, and increased travel 

reliability. The proposed project provides a benefit for longer trips such as commuter 

trips and inter-regional trips that do not utilize the arterial roadways. 

P-22-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-21-1 regarding TDM strategies considered as 

part of the PA/ED phase. The Long Range Transportation Plan prepared by OCTA 

includes planned light rail facilities in the County. Additionally, Measure M2 
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includes money for transit improvements. Additional train service is under the 

purview of Metrolink. 

P-22-6 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-22-5 regarding alternative strategies 

considered in the PA/ED phase. 
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1.6.23 P-23 – Greg Peterson 

P-23-1 

The commenter’s support for the proposed project has been documented as part of the 

public record and considered in the decision making process. 

P-23-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-10-1 regarding noise abatement and 

Response to Comment P-9-1 regarding air quality. 

A Visual Impact Assessment was completed for the proposed project using the 

guidance outlined in the publication Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects 

published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in March 1981. 

Additionally, a three-dimensional wire frame model using Computer Aided Design 

and Drafting (CADD) files was used to create the most accurate representation of the 

proposed project. As described in the Visual Impact Assessment and summarized in 

Section 2.6, Visual/Aesthetics, although long-term visual impacts would result from 

the permanent alteration of the visual environment, the overall visual effect of the 

Build Alternatives is considered to be moderate, as the project would not substantially 

alter the visual character or quality of the project corridor. Measures VIS-1 through 

VIS-3 would avoid and/or minimize permanent visual effects of the Build 

Alternatives. 

P-23-3 

One public meeting and one public hearing have been held for this project, with the 

meeting held at the beginning of the project before environmental analysis occurred, 

and the hearing held upon release of the draft environmental document for public 

comment. In both instances, the public was encouraged to provide written comments 

to ensure their inclusion in the planning process. Additionally, local agencies such as 

the City of Laguna Hills have been actively involved throughout this phase of the 

project to provide input and speak on behalf of the public. These various forms of 

information have been taken into consideration in the design of the proposed project.  

It is the aim of Caltrans and OCTA to provide a project that has the most limited 

impact to the community as possible while still meeting the purpose and need of the 

Study Area, which in this case, is relieving congestion and increasing capacity. 

Several avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures have been included in 

this MND/FONSI that represent a commitment from Caltrans and OCTA that the 

future impact (short- and long-term) to the Study Area communities be minimal. The 
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established guidelines followed for the technical reports and summarized in the 

environmental document come from a variety of reputable sources (FHWA, EPA, and 

South Coast Air Quality Management District [SCAQMD], etc.), which Caltrans and 

OCTA do not consider arbitrary. 
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1.6.24 P-24 – Matthew Tomanek 

P-24-1 

A thorough utilities assessment was completed and potential utility protection and 

relocations are identified in Table 2.4-1 of the IS/EA. A more detailed evaluation will 

be conducted as part of final design to ensure that all utilities potentially impacted are 

identified, and appropriate measures are put in place to avoid disruption and ensure 

safety of workers and local residents.  
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1.6.25 P-25 – Bob Pingle 

P-25-1 

The commenter’s preference for Alternative 3 has been documented as part of the 

public record and considered in the decision making process. 
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1.6.26 P-26 – Cecil Fraser 

P-26-1 

The topographic mapping utilized to develop the proposed project geometrics is 
preliminary in this project phase. During this preliminary engineering (or PA/ED) 
phase, we have conservatively assumed relocation will be required for properties 
where there are impacts to buildings as shown in the topographic mapping. Detailed 
design and ground survey will take place during final design that will identify the 
exact location of existing buildings with respect to the proposed widening. As a 
result, once this detailed information is available, the impacts to buildings would be 
re-evaluated to determine whether relocation continues to be required. If relocation is 
required, all activities will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. 
Relocation resources shall be available to the displacees in compliance with Title VI 
and State statute. 
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1.6.27 P-27 – Floyd Geissler 

P-27-1 

Advanced modeling used for the analysis performed for the project, including traffic, 

air quality, and noise/vibration is able to determine impacts to properties within the 

Study Area without having to be physically present. As part of the Air Quality 

Assessment, the Caltrans Emissions Factors (CT-EMFAC) model was used to 

estimate particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) and particulate 

matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) emissions related to mobile exhaust, 

tire wear, and brake wear for each project alternative under the existing future 2045 

years. The CT-EMFAC model does not estimate re-entrained road dust emissions. 

Therefore, re-entrained road dust emissions were calculated using the empirical 

equation found in Section 13.2.1 of the EPA’s AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollutant 

Emission Factors (updated in January 2011). Emissions were calculated using traffic 

data within the Traffic Report and supplemental data. It was found that the proposed 

project would not result in adverse effects related to long-term air quality and would 

not contribute to adverse long-term air quality effects. While there will be emissions 

from construction operations, these are short-term and would cease upon construction 

completion. Section 2.13 of the IS/EA includes measure to reduce both fugitive dust 

and vehicle emissions. 

P-27-2 

The current noise study evaluates the cumulative noise impact of the previous 

projects as well as the current project. Based on current noise evaluation guidelines 

and monitoring/modeling results, the noise study has identified potential noise impact 

areas, and feasible and reasonable noise abatement measures have been 

recommended. The existing noise level was monitored, and the future noise level was 

modeled near the commenter’s residence. Table 2.14-7 shows that the existing noise 

level in this area varies between 65.0 and 68.4 dBA.  

P-27-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-23-3 regarding environmental evaluation. 
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1.6.28 P-28 – Roger Frances 

P-28-1 

The commenter’s preference for Alternative 3 has been documented as part of the 

public record and considered in the decision making process. 
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1.6.29 P-29 – Jerry Zomorodian 

P-29-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-18-1 regarding closure of the driveway off La 
Paz Road. 
 



� � � � � � � � � 	 
 � �� � � 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � �� � � � � � � �  � ! � � � � � � �" # � � � $ % & ' � � % ( ) � * & � � � � + � ) � + � , � - , . - , �
Barbara Hosmer
25672 Cervantes Ln
Mission Viejo 92691

] ^ _ ` ^ a
] ^ _ ` ^ b] ^ _ ` ^ _] ^ _ ` ^ c] ^ _ ` ^ d] ^ _ ` ^ e



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 150 

1.6.30 P-30 – Barbara Hosmer 

P-30-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-22-2 regarding reconstruction of the I-5/La 

Paz Road interchange. Also, please refer to Response to Comment P-20-2 regarding 

the previous La Paz Road construction implemented as a part of Measure M1. 

P-30-2 

In the current configuration, the northbound I-5 consists of five general purpose lanes, 

one HOV lane, and an auxiliary lane. The project proposes to add one high-

occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in this area, by extending the second HOV lane from 

the Alicia Parkway interchange area to where it currently begins north of the El Toro 

Road undercrossing.  

P-30-3 

The traffic study that was approved for the proposed project indicates that there is 

existing and/or forecasted congestion in the peak periods on I-5 between the SR-73 

and the Crown Valley Parkway interchange. As a result, the project proposes to add 

one general purpose lane in each direction from Avery Parkway to Crown Valley 

Parkway to alleviate this congestion.  

P-30-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-15-1 regarding growth. Funding for the 

proposed project comes from the Orange County Measure M program, which voters 

first approved in 1990 and approved again with a renewal in 2006. Measure M is a 

0.5-cent sales tax that funds major transportation projects such as the proposed 

project. 

P-30-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-15-1 regarding growth. 

P-30-6 

The commenter’s support of the project improvements at Avery Parkway and El Toro 

Road has been documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision 

making process. 
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1.6.31 P-31 – Gregory Dohm 

P-31-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-3-2 regarding the SR-241 toll road extension 

to I-5.  
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1.6.32 P-32 – John Dusch 

P-32-1 

The commenter’s support of Build Alternative 2 and opposition to Build Alternative 3 

has been documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision 

making process.  
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1.6.33 P-33 – Peter Lewandowski 

P-33-1 

The commenter’s statements regarding the significance of existing and future effects 

has been documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision 

making process. Section 2.14, Noise, and Appendix A, Section XII, of the IS/EA and 

the Noise Study Report were prepared consistent with the guidelines and procedures 

in the Noise Protocol. Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 

regarding the determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential 

abatement measures. 

P-33-2 

The commenter’s statement that the environmental document should be an 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process. Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. 

Abatement measures have been identified in the environmental document, and 

Caltrans is committed to providing all noise barriers that are reasonable and feasible. 

P-33-3 

The commenter’s statements regarding the existing noise conditions adjacent to I-5 

have been documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision 

making process. The Noise Study Report was prepared in accordance with the Noise 

Protocol to identify traffic noise effects and evaluate feasible and reasonable noise 

abatement measures. All feasible and reasonable noise barriers have been identified 

and included in the Noise Study Report. 

P-33-4 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. 

P-33-5 

The commenter’s statements regarding the adequacy of the evaluation of noise effects 

pursuant to CEQA have been documented as part of the public record and considered 

in the decision making process. Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in 
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Section 1.1.1 regarding the determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA 

and potential abatement measures. 

P-33-6 

For noise barriers that were determined to be feasible and reasonable, noise barrier 

survey letters were delivered to property owners to determine if they were in favor of 

the proposed noise barriers. For the noise barriers located on the northbound side of 

I-5 from Oso Parkway to La Paz Road, where the noise barrier is proposed along the 

residential property line (instead of the State right-of-way), 100 percent of the 

property owners must be in favor of the barrier in order for it to be considered for 

construction. Residents were also provided the opportunity to comment on the IS/EA 

regarding the abatement measures being implemented by the proposed project. 

Three noise barriers (NB Nos. 41, 49, and 63) were analyzed along the northbound 

side of I-5 from Oso Parkway to La Paz Road. NB Nos. 41 and 49 were determined to 

be feasible and reasonable. NB No. 63 was determined to be feasible. However, the 

barrier was determined to be not reasonable. As a result, a shorter length version of 

the barrier was proposed to determine whether it could be found to be reasonable for 

the areas with the highest noise levels. It was found that the shorter length version 

was reasonable and the property owners were surveyed. As previously outlined in 

Response to Comment P-33-1, the CEQA evaluation of noise impacts was conducted 

consistent with the Caltrans Noise Protocol. 

P-33-7 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. 

Projected traffic on arterials within the Study Area was taken into consideration in the 

noise model for the project alternatives. Sound walls would be implemented as 

discussed in Section 2.14 and Appendix A of the IS/EA. The final locations and 

design of sound walls as abatement measures would be determined after completion 

of the public input process as part of the MND/FONSI. In addition, the proposed 

project would not substantially increase the existing traffic noise in areas where 

traffic noise would approach or exceed the noise abatement criteria (NAC). 
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P-33-8 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. 

The proposed project would add High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes. Currently, 

the proposed project does not evaluate the construction of High Occupancy Toll 

(HOT) lanes. A separate evaluation would be required if HOT lanes were proposed 

within the Study Area. 

P-33-9 

The measure noted by the commenter, Measure L-6, relates to properties that may be 

acquired as part of the proposed project, so that their land use is accurately reflected 

in the General Plan. The Build Alternatives would require the acquisition of two 

commercial properties in the City of Mission Viejo. The City of Mission Viejo has 

been an active member of the PDT and has provided input on the proposed project 

through its participation.  

P-33-10 

The City of Mission Viejo’s General Plan noise criteria are applicable for projects for 

which the City acts as the Lead Agency, with approval authority. The City has been 

an active participant in the PDT for the proposed project and has been involved in the 

evaluation of the proposed project’s environmental effects.  

The Noise Study Report was prepared in accordance with the Noise Protocol. A 

CEQA noise impact would occur if the proposed project would substantially increase 

noise. The Noise Study Report utilized the guidance in the Noise Protocol regarding 

the definition of a substantial increase. It was determined that the proposed project 

would not substantially increase noise and noise impacts are considered less than 

significant under CEQA. 

P-33-11 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures.  

The Noise Study Report for the proposed project was prepared using the Noise 

Protocol, which uses a cost allowance of $55,000. This cost allowance was developed 

based on the Caltrans Construction Price Index (CPI). Caltrans must use a consistent 
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reasonable allowance across the State. The noise study for the San Diego Freeway 

Improvement Project (SCH No. 2009091001), referenced by the commenter, was 

prepared under the August 2006 Protocol, which uses a base allowance of $31,000 

and is adjusted upward based on a number of factors deemed appropriate by Caltrans. 

The reasonable allowance is different between the two studies because they were 

prepared under different versions of the Noise Protocol.  

The development of the construction cost estimates is contained in the Noise 

Abatement Decision Report for the proposed project. The development of the 

construction cost estimate includes all of the necessary items directly related to the 

construction of the barrier, as required by the Noise Protocol. The noise barrier 

construction cost estimates were reviewed and approved by Caltrans. An independent 

validation of the noise barrier construction cost estimate is not required. Also, efforts 

were made throughout the project limits to meet the reasonableness criteria where 

possible. One continuous noise barrier was evaluated for the impacted residences 

located along the northbound side of I-5 between Oso Parkway and La Paz Road and 

was determined to be not reasonable because the estimated construction cost of the 

barrier would exceed the total reasonable allowance. The noise barrier was divided 

into segments to identify reasonable segments of the barrier. Reasonable segments of 

the barrier are identified when the estimated construction cost of the barrier is within 

the total reasonable allowance.  

P-33-12 

As described in the comment, the Highway Design Manual does provide for 

extraordinary abatement on a case-by-case basis. To receive extraordinary abatement, 

noise levels would need to be designated as severe, with an exterior noise level of 75 

dBA Leq or higher. Since none of the project area is identified as severely impacted 

and requiring extraordinary abatement measures, no such measures were evaluated. In 

the case of the proposed project, Caltrans guidelines only allow the use of block walls 

as the possible noise abatement measure for the purpose of the reasonableness 

allowance. However, noise barriers consisting of other forms or materials would be 

discretionary decision to be determined by the lead agency. Alternative noise barrier 

designs would be discussed during final design, if applicable. 

P-33-13 

The Noise Study Report conducted the noise impact analysis in compliance with 

FHWA and Caltrans guidelines and noise standards. Noise standards used by FHWA 

and Caltrans are in terms of peak hour equivalent continuous noise level (Leqh), 
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which is different from the noise standard metric used in the City’s General Plan 

Noise Element, which uses the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), a noise 

metric based on a 24-hour weighted average, with adjustment to the noise levels 

occurring during evening and nighttime hours. These two noise metrics are different 

and should not be compared to each other. While there would be changes in the 

projected traffic noise levels along the project corridor, none of the receivers 

evaluated would experience a substantial increase. All receivers that would be 

exposed to traffic noise levels that approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria 

have been evaluated for possible noise attenuation by noise barriers. Feasible and 

reasonable noise barriers have been identified and recommended in the Noise Study 

Report.  

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. 

Noise associated with construction of the proposed project would comply with 

Caltrans specifications where nighttime construction noise levels would be restricted.  

As described in Response to Comment P-33-8, HOT lanes are not part of the 

proposed project. If HOT lanes are considered in the future, a separate evaluation will 

be required. 

P-33-14 

The commenter’s statements regarding the evaluation of noise impacts has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process. Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures. 

P-33-15 

Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 regarding the 

determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential abatement 

measures.  

Noise barrier survey letters were delivered to property owners to determine if they 

were in favor of the proposed noise barrier. Additionally, if, during the final design 

process, modification to the proposed project would affect the construction of any 

noise barriers that were considered feasible and reasonable, modification or 
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elimination of the noise barrier could occur. However, since no receivers would 

experience a substantial increase in traffic noise level exposure, under CEQA, 

constructing a noise barrier for noise mitigation purposes is not required.  

Additionally, NB No. 63 (with a length of 1,947 ft) was evaluated with barrier heights 

from 6 to 16 ft at 2 ft increments. All barrier heights for NB No. 63 with a length of 

1,947 ft were determined to be not reasonable because the estimated construction cost 

exceeded the total reasonable allowance. In an effort to identify a reasonable portion 

for NB No. 63, a shorter barrier length was evaluated (with a length of 1,303 ft) with 

the same barrier heights from 6 to 16 ft at 2 ft increments. From this analysis, the 

14 and 16 ft high barriers were determined to be reasonable because the estimated 

construction cost was within the total reasonable allowance. However, the lower 

barrier heights remained not reasonable because the estimated construction cost 

exceeded the total reasonable allowance. 

P-33-16 

One public meeting and one public hearing have been held for this project, with the 

meeting held at the beginning of the project before environmental analysis occurred, 

and the hearing held upon release of the draft environmental document for public 

comment. In both instances, the public was encouraged to provide written comments 

to ensure their inclusion in the planning process. Noise abatement measures for the 

proposed project are included in the Environmental Commitment Record in Appendix 

F, which is an enforceable commitment to provide such abatement and other 

measures outlined in the IS/EA. Therefore, measures outlined in the IS/EA will be 

regulated by enforceable means, and an IS/EA with an MND/FONSI is the 

appropriate level of environmental document for this project. 

P-33-17 

The City of Mission Viejo is an active participant in the PDT and has, and will 

continue to, provide input on behalf of the City and its residents throughout each 

phase of the project. 

P-33-18 

The commenter’s statement regarding additional review of the document has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process. 
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1.6.34 P-34 – Judith Kaluzny 

P-34-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. Please refer to 

Response to Comment P-15-1 regarding the investment of local tax dollars and 

Response to Comment P-6-1 regarding the positive impacts of the proposed project 

on congestion and delay. Additionally, please refer to Response to Comment P-21-1 

regarding TDM strategies. 
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1.6.35 P-35 – Ryan Loomis 

P-35-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and support for a light rail 

system on I-5 has been documented as part of the public record and considered in the 

decision making process. Additionally, please refer to Response to Comment P-21-1 

regarding TDM strategies that have been previously considered but withdrawn as 

they would not effectively meet the project purpose and need. 
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1.6.36 P-36 – Jackie Le 

P-36-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. As stated in Section 

1.2.2, the existing (2011) traffic volume for this corridor was approximately 358,000 

vehicles per day and is expected to increase by approximately 25 percent by 2045, 

bringing freeway volumes up to 448,000 vehicles per day.1 Currently, this stretch of 

the I-5 corridor has insufficient capacity on the freeway mainline, interchange areas, 

on- and off-ramps, and local intersections to handle existing and projected future 

(2045) travel demand in the Study Area. This condition also affects the traffic 

operation at the interchanges within this segment of I-5. The mainline within the 

proposed project limits generally exceeds the desired operating condition of level of 

service (LOS) C (average delay of 20.1 to 35.0 seconds per vehicle) for most 

segments. Several segments, in both the northbound and southbound directions, 

operate at LOS D (average delay of 35.1 to 55.0 seconds per vehicle), E (average 

delay of 55.1 to 80.0 seconds per vehicle), or F (average delay of over 80.0 seconds 

per vehicle). Within the proposed project limits, the a.m. peak hour is more congested 

on northbound I-5, and the p.m. peak hour is more congested on southbound I-5, 

indicating a peak directional flow. However, there are some instances where 

northbound I-5 experiences LOS E and F conditions in the p.m. peak hour and 

southbound I-5 experiences LOS E and F conditions in the a.m. peak hour. This is 

due to commuter traffic as a result of major employment centers south of El Toro 

Road. Based on the information summarized above, there is a need for the proposed 

project in the Study Area. 

Additionally, please refer to Response to Comment P-21-1 regarding TDM strategies 

considered but withdrawn from further consideration. 

 

 

                                                 

1  I-5 Widening Project from SR-73 to El Toro Road PA/ED Traffic Study, June 

2012 (Table 2-10). 
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1.6.37 P-37 – Jeb Kraul 

P-37-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-36-1 regarding the need for the proposed 

project. 



� � � � � � � � � 	 
 � � � 
 � � � 	 � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 
 � � �� � �  ! " # � $ % � & ' ( � � � ) � � � � � � 
* + # ! � , � � � 	 - . � � � � ( � � / 0 . � / � 1 � 2 � 3 2 � � & ,4 5 6 5 7 8 9 : 7 9 8 : ; < = > ? 9 @ 6 A B 9 @ C 6 D < : E 8 9 F G : G C 6 H 8 9 I G J 6 K ? L = M N 6 9 O P Q 9 8 9 L 9 5 R S ;T 5 U 8 G J G V F G R 9 C W X Y M Y Z X W N Z [ W \ [ N \ H ] ^_ ` a b c d e b f ag @ P P h 5 : G i G 8 G : D L h V U T 9 C j G 8k R R 8 G U U W l ? @ : : G 8 T 9 9 RB V 6 D k P V U 9 m V G I 9? 6 5 6 G B 5 P V 7 9 8 C V 5n V E o Z \ > \p @ U V C G U U H A 9 C Gq 9 : G H A 9 C G > \ Z = M X \ = > \ M rO : 5 V P k R R 8 G U UB 9 : : G C 6 U s t u u v w x y z y z { | } | | u ~ u z z { � � � � � � u ~ w � y w � y v v | � w � u~ � z w u t t u ~ w y � u � { | � z x � } v � | � w � u ~ � � � u | ~ u � �p G � G E 6 V C 7 9 8 : G R9 7 6 A G E 8 9 I G J 6 ^ 7 5 P U G� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �   � � � � � ¡ � � � � � � ¢ £ ¤ ¥ � ¦ � § � � � �   ¨ § � � ¥ � � ¥   � © ª � � � « � � � � � � � � ¨ � � � � ¥ � � � � �£ ¬ ­ ® ­ ¤ ¬ £ ¯ ¤ ° £ ± ° ¯ ± � ² ¥³ ´ µ ¶ · ¸ ¹ º » ¼ ½ ¶ ¹ · ¶ · ½ ´ ¶ ¾ µ ¿ » ¼ ¶ À ¼ · Á ¼ · Â ¼ ½ ½ ¼ Ã ´ » µ · ½ ¾ ¼ º µ ¸ ¹ º ½ ´ µ ¾ ¹ À µ Ä ¾ µ ¹ ¸ ½ ´ µ ¶ · ½ µ · Á µ Á º µ Ã ¶ Å ¶ µ · ½ ¼ · Á » ¼ Â Ã ¹ · ½ ¼ ¶ · Å º ¶ Æ ¶ À µ Ç µ Á ¼ · ÁÃ ¹ · ¸ ¶ Á µ · ½ ¶ ¼ À ¶ · ¸ ¹ º » ¼ ½ ¶ ¹ · È É ¸ Â ¹ Ä ¼ º µ · ¹ ½ ½ ´ µ ¶ · ½ µ · Á µ Á º µ Ã ¶ Å ¶ µ · ½ Ê ¼ · Â Ä ¾ µ Ê Á ¶ ¾ Ã À ¹ ¾ Ä º µ Ê Ã ¹ Å Â ¶ · Ç ¹ º Á ¶ ¾ ½ º ¶ Ë Ä ½ ¶ ¹ · ¹ ¸ ½ ´ ¶ ¾ » µ ¾ ¾ ¼ Ç µ ¹ º¼ ½ ½ ¼ Ã ´ » µ · ½ ¶ ¾ ¾ ½ º ¶ Ã ½ À Â Å º ¹ ´ ¶ Ë ¶ ½ µ Á È É ¸ Â ¹ Ä Ë µ À ¶ µ Æ µ ½ ´ ¼ ½ Â ¹ Ä ´ ¼ Æ µ º µ Ã µ ¶ Æ µ Á ½ ´ ¶ ¾ µ ¿ » ¼ ¶ À ¶ · µ º º ¹ º Ê Å À µ ¼ ¾ µ Ã ¹ · ½ ¼ Ã ½ ½ ´ µ ¾ µ · Á µ º ¶ » » µ Á ¶ ¼ ½ µ À Â ¼ · ÁÁ µ À µ ½ µ ½ ´ µ µ ¿ » ¼ ¶ À ¼ · Á ¼ À À ¹ ¸ ¶ ½ ¾ ¼ ½ ½ ¼ Ã ´ » µ · ½ ¾ È
Ì Í Î Ï Í Ð



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 192 

1.6.38 P-38 – Jeremy Niswonger 

P-38-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. Please refer to 

Response to Comment P-36-1 regarding the need for the proposed project. 
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1.6.39 P-39 – Tam Huynh 

P-39-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process.  
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1.6.40 P-40 – Loan Tran 

P-40-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. 
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1.6.41 P-41 – Etelvina Carlile 

P-41-1 

The proposed project does not include local street improvements on Oso Parkway. 

However, the City of Mission Viejo currently has plans to widen Oso Parkway from 

three to four lanes in each direction between I-5 and Country Club Drive. 

Construction is scheduled to begin in 2014. 
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1.6.42 P-42 – Timothy Touve 

P-42-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. Please refer to 

Response to Comment P-15-1 regarding investment of local tax dollars and Response 

to Comment P-6-1 regarding the positive impacts of the proposed project on 

congestion and delay.  
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1.6.43 P-43 – Daniel Figueroa 

P-43-1 

Completion of the proposed project will result in modest traffic volume reductions on 

most parallel facilities, which includes the toll roads. Long-range traffic and revenue 

projections prepared by the toll road agency take into account planned regional 

projects such as the proposed project, the effect of which is reflected by the forecasts 

produced by the toll road agency. The projections for an approximate 25 percent 

increase in traffic volumes are based largely on projected increases in demographic 

variables such as population and employment. 

Additionally, the baseline long-range traffic forecast scenario utilized for the traffic 

analysis of the proposed project includes the completion of the SR-241 toll road 

extension to I-5. Even with the SR-241 toll road extension, it was determined that the 

proposed project is necessary to relieve congestion on I-5. 

P-43-2 

It is Caltrans’ and OCTA’s intent to construct projects as efficiently as possible. 

P-43-3 

The proposed project includes a lengthening of the existing second southbound HOV 

lane, which will help alleviate the current bottleneck condition. Toll lanes are not 

currently being considered as a part of the proposed project. 
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The information in this e-mail and any attachments are for the sole use of the intended recipient and may contain privileged and confidential information. If you are 
not the intended recipient, any use, disclosure, copying or distribution of this message or attachment is strictly prohibited. If you believe that you have received this 
e-mail in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete the e-mail and all of its attachments. 
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1.6.44 P-44 – John and Ellen Dusch 

P-44-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the noise barrier on their property and support for 

Build Alternative 2 has been documented as part of the public record and considered 

in the decision making process. 
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1.6.45 P-45 – Lynne Elmer 

P-45-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-10-1 regarding noise abatement measures and 

Response to Comment P-27-1 regarding air quality and road dust emissions. 

Construction equipment would generate vibration levels that would be perceptible 

and cause community annoyance. However, vibration levels are not anticipated to 

cause damage to nearby properties. Passenger vehicles and trucks traveling on poor 

roadway conditions such as potholes, bumps, expansion joints, or other 

discontinuities in the road surface could cause groundborne vibrations. As the 

proposed project will use new concrete for the proposed new travel lanes, the 

potholes, bumps, expansion joints, or other discontinuities in the road surface that 

would generate groundborne vibration or direct or indirect noise impacts from 

vehicular traffic traveling on I-5 would be minimal. For any concerns regarding 

damage to your property, please contact the Caltrans Public Information Officer at 

(949) 724-2000 and/or attend public outreach meetings during final design and 

construction. 

Avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented during project 

construction to minimize construction-related noise and dust. 

Real estate market prices are based on comparative sales in the area. There are many 

factors that contribute to market values, such as quality of the school system, crime, 

taxes, government services, parks and recreation, neighborhood aesthetics, etc. To the 

extent that a perceived diminution in property values or decline in quality of life 

would be caused by or result in a degradation in the physical environment, the IS/EA 

discusses measures that will be adopted as conditions of project approval to mitigate 

environmental impacts. 
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1.6.46 P-46 – Juan Camacho 

P-46-1 

As noted in the Draft Relocation Impact Memorandum and Section 2.3.2, Relocations 

and Real Property Acquisitions, no acquisition of residences along Bridger Road are 

included as part of the proposed project. 

P-46-2 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. 

P-46-3 

The commenter has been added to the distribution list for the proposed project and 

will be informed of any future public meetings. 
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1.6.47 P-47 – Chris Yao 

P-47-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. 



� � � � � �



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 212 

1.6.48 P-48 – Michael Banyacki 

P-48-1 

The commenter’s preference for construction to occur either between 10:00 p.m. and 

5:00 a.m. or 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. has been documented as part of the public record 

and considered in the decision making process. To avoid and/or minimize traffic 

impacts during construction, a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be 

implemented, which includes traffic control measures, detour routes, a public 

awareness campaign, signage, emergency access, and pedestrian access. Construction 

hours and durations would be determined during final design, with the objective of 

minimizing disruptions to area traffic.  
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1.6.49 P-49 – Cecil Fraser 

P-49-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment P-26-1 regarding this potential acquisition. 
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1.6.50 P-50 – Harry Rockey 

P-50-1 

The commenter’s request has been documented as part of the public record and 

considered in the decision making process. 
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1.6.51 P-51 – Lynne Elmer 

P-51-1 

This comment is duplicative of Comment P-45. Please refer to Response to Comment 

P-45-1.  
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1.6.52 P-52 – Dan Grunkemeyer 

P-52-1 

A Final Relocation Impact Memo (FRIM) has been prepared, which has identified in 

more detail the relocation impact and the appropriate replacement resources for 

Freeway Auto Supply. The displacing agency and/or the appropriate consultant(s) 

will assure adequate relocation assistance staffing to meet each displacee’s relocation 

needs. The Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is deemed to be adequate to 

provide for necessary relocation resources and assistance. 

The FRIM considers appropriate solutions to meet various relocation needs of 

displaced businesses such as obtaining zoning variances and/or special permits, which 

are considered long-lead items. Long-lead items may also include the time necessary 

to relocate and re-calibrate sensitive machinery. It is anticipated that preliminary and 

ongoing meetings would help to identify and address all the relevant relocation issues 

in a timely and appropriate manner. 

Any business that moves from real property, moves personal property from real 

property as a result of the acquisition of the real property, or is required to relocate as 

a result of a written notice from the lead agency from the real property required for a 

transportation project is eligible for “Relocation Assistance.” All activities will be 

conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. Relocation resources shall be available 

to the displacees in compliance with Title VI and State statute. 

In the existing condition, in the eastbound direction, Avery Parkway has two through 

lanes and two left-turn lanes at the intersection with Marguerite Parkway, while 

westbound Avery Parkway has three through lanes. The project proposes to add one 

additional lane in the eastbound direction, which will allow for a dedicated right turn 

to southbound Marguerite Parkway. An additional lane is also proposed in the 

westbound direction, in addition to standard shoulders and sidewalks. The 

improvements to Avery Parkway were analyzed in the approved traffic study, which 

found that the LOS at the Avery Parkway/Marguerite Parkway intersection will be 

improved from an E to a D in the a.m. peak hour and from an F to a D in the p.m. 

peak hour. 
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1.7 Comments from the Comment Cards 



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 224 

This page intentionally left blank 

 



� � � �� �



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 226 

1.7.1 CC-1 – Barry Steele 

CC-1-1 

A noise barrier was evaluated for the property at 25771 Chrisanta Drive in the City of 

Mission Viejo (represented by receptor R-84). R-84 was found to exceed the Noise 

Abatement Criteria (67 A-weighted decibels [dBA]) in both the existing condition 

(67.5 dBA), future No Build (67.5 dBA), Build Alternative 2 (69.1 dBA), and Build 

Alternative 3 (69.6 dBA). As a result, a noise barrier was modeled at the property, 

shown as Noise Barrier (NB) No. 63. NB No. 63 was determined to be feasible. 

However, the barrier was determined to be not reasonable. As a result, a shorter 

version of the barrier was proposed to determine whether it could be found to be 

reasonable for the areas with the highest noise levels.  



� � � � � �



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 228 

1.7.2 CC-2 – Nicola Vardakostas Tatom 

CC-2-1 

The request to purchase any remaining property at 28692 Camino Capistrano in the 

City of Laguna Niguel has been documented as part of the public record and 

considered in the decision making process. At this time, it is not known if excess land 

will be available, however if excess land is determined to be available after 

completion of the construction project, the disposal of any excess land will follow 

Caltrans Policy.. 
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1.7.3 CC-3 – Neil Richardson 

CC-3-1 

NB No. 4 is proposed to be located along the private property line, which is the only 

location where the barrier would be feasible and reasonable. If the noise barrier is 

approved through the public survey process, detailed design to ensure the 

constructability of the barrier (including foundation and slope stability) would be 

further investigated and determined during final design.  
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1.7.4 CC-4 – Janice Jacobs 

CC-4-1 

The commenter has been added to the distribution list for the proposed project. 
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1.7.5 CC-5 – Elizabeth Geissler 

CC-5-1 

As the project progresses through the final design and construction phases, Caltrans 

will continue to provide updates to the distribution list for the project. For any 

concerns regarding damage to your property, please contact the Caltrans Public 

Information Officer at (949) 724-2000 and/or attend public outreach meetings during 

final design and construction. 

CC-5-2 

This comment does not raise an environmental issue within the context of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) and does not ask any questions regarding the technical analyses in the 

Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA). Therefore, no response is 

necessary. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA, comments that 

raised environmental issues under CEQA and NEPA are responded to in this 

document. In addition, all comments received on the IS/EA are included in this 

document and will be made available to the public and decision-makers prior to any 

action on the proposed project. Please see Responses to Comments CC-5-1 and CC-5-

3 regarding specific concerns related to the proposed project. 

CC-5-3 

The construction of the proposed project would comply with Caltrans Standard 

Specifications in Section 14-8.02. This compliance would minimize noise impacts 

during nighttime activities to 86 dBA at a distance of 50 feet (ft). 
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1.7.6 CC-6 – Michiyo and Chris Cahill 

CC-6-1 

This comment does not raise an environmental issue within the context of the CEQA 

and/or NEPA and does not ask any questions regarding the technical analyses in the 

IS/EA. Therefore, no response is necessary. Consistent with the requirements of 

CEQA and NEPA, comments that raised environmental issues under CEQA and 

NEPA are responded to in this document. In addition, all comments received on the 

IS/EA are included in this document and will be made available to the public and 

decision-makers prior to any action on the proposed project. Please see Responses to 

Comments CC-6-2 through CC-6-4 regarding specific concerns related to the 

proposed project. 

CC-6-2 

Construction equipment would generate vibration levels that would be perceptible 

and cause community annoyance. However, vibration levels are not anticipated to 

cause damage to nearby properties. Passenger vehicles and trucks traveling on poor 

roadway conditions such as potholes, bumps, expansion joints, or other 

discontinuities in the road surface could cause groundborne vibrations. As the 

proposed project will use new concrete for the proposed new travel lanes, the 

potholes, bumps, expansion joints, or other discontinuities in the road surface that 

would generate groundborne vibration or direct or indirect noise impacts from 

vehicular traffic traveling on Interstate 5 (I-5) would be minimal. 

CC-6-3 

The slope described in the comment is not within State right-of-way. As a result, the 

project proposes no modifications to this slope. Grading to accommodate the 

improvements is proposed to take place within State right-of-way in this area.  

CC-6-4 

Traffic noise impacts were identified near 26951 Via Grande in the City of Mission 

Viejo. NB No. 4 was evaluated and determined to be both feasible and reasonable. 

The noise barrier would reduce traffic noise levels by 5 dBA or more.  
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1.7.7 CC-7 – Terry Tuzzolino 

CC-7-1 

NB No. 4 is only feasible and reasonable at the private property line. A noise barrier 

located along I-5 would not be feasible because the homes located along Via Grande 

are approximately 40 ft higher in elevation than the I-5 freeway and would not break 

the line-of-sight to the freeway when standing in the backyard at one of the homes. 

Caltrans sent a representative to the commenter’s home and responded to their 

concerns. 
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1.7.8 CC-8 – Tailor Kawchanin 

CC-8-1 

The commenter’s request for an alternate option has been documented as part of the 

public record and considered in the decision making process. A variety of alternative 

strategies were considered as part of the Project Approval/Environmental 

Documentation (PA/ED) phase but were withdrawn from further consideration 

because they would not effectively meet the project purpose as stand-alone 

alternatives. As shown in Section 2.5, Traffic and Transportation, the Build 

Alternatives will provide overall positive effects (i.e., reduce congestion and traffic 

delay) along I-5 within the project limits. The addition of the general purpose lanes 

and extension of the high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane would increase the capacity 

of the freeway, and as a result, reduce mainline congestion and freeway travel time. 

Additionally, the project has identified traffic noise impacts related to the proposed 

Build Alternatives. As a result of these impacts, feasible and reasonable noise 

abatement measures must be considered. Please refer to Section 2.14 of the IS/EA for 

more information regarding noise levels and abatement measures.  
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1.7.9 CC-9 – Lucy Hicks 

CC-9-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment CC-8-1 regarding the positive impacts of the 

proposed project on congestion and delay.  

CC-9-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment CC-8-1 regarding alternative strategies 

considered as part of the PA/ED phase. 
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1.7.10 CC-10 – Douglas Boyd 

CC-10-1 

The commenter’s support of the proposed project has been documented as part of the 

public record and considered in the decision making process. The project does not 

propose any residential acquisitions. 
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1.7.11 CC-11 – Rita Tayenaka 

CC-11-1 

The commenter’s preference for Alternative 2 has been documented as part of the 

public record and considered in the decision making process.  
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1.7.12 CC-12 – Kathryn Richardson 

CC-12-1 

The noise barrier has been proposed in the location that would provide the most noise 

abatement benefit; it is acknowledged that it could limit the use of certain portions of 

the property. Property owners have been surveyed and have the option to decline the 

proposed noise barrier. 

CC-12-2 

The slope being discussed is not within State right-of-way. As a result, the project 

proposes no modifications to this slope. In the event that the sound wall proposed is 

considered further in this location, the slope will be evaluated to ensure that a stable 

wall foundation can be provided. 

CC-12-3 

A noise barrier located along I-5 would not be feasible because the homes along Via 

Grande are located approximately 40 ft higher than the I-5 and would not break the 

line of sight to the freeway when standing in the backyard at one of the homes. 

Therefore, a noise barrier located along the private property line is the only location 

that is feasible and reasonable.  

CC-12-4 

This comment requests that Caltrans staff contact the resident to discuss the results of 

the noise study and explain why a barrier located along the freeway is not possible 

Caltrans sent a representative to the commenter’s home and responded to their 

concerns. 
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10/29/13 (P:\TSY1102\Public Circ Draft IS-EA\Public Comments\CC-13.doc)  

 

 

Name: Lucia Zamora  

 

I do not agree with this project of widening the I-5 freeway since it will reduce the front street. My 

property is in front of the freeway wall and the noise from the cars is very load, and the car exhaust fumes 

are very strong. I have lived at this house for ten years and due to my age I would not be able to buy 

somewhere else. It would be very difficult to start over because I am a single mother, if I sell my house I 

wouldn’t receive anything for it since the value depreciates a lot when it’s close to the freeway. I do not 

agree and I have several questions in order to fully understand this project. I would like to know what 

type of machinery will be used during construction, because my house constantly vibrates when a heavy 

truck passes by and the vibration can be felt.  

 

Thank you 

Lucia Zamora  

Lucygzamora@gmail.com 
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1.7.13 CC-13 – Lucia Zamora 

CC-13-1 

La oposicion del comentarista sobre el proyecto fue considerada. Favor de dirijirse a 

la respuesta del comentario CC-6-2 con respecto a los efectos de vibraciones y en 

respuesta al comentario CC-8-1 con respecto a medidas para dismininuir el ruido.  

Como se describe en La Evaluacion de la Calidad de Aire, el proyecto planteado 

reduciria el congestionamiento, y como resultado reducira en gran parte las emisiones 

ambientales a los alrededores de el proyecto. Ademas, los camiones pesados de disel 

son los responsables de generar los gases toxicos que contaminan el ambiente. Sin 

embargo el projecto planteado no agrega un porcentaje sustancial de camiones 

pesados en la area del proyecto. (e.g., el numero de camiones pesados se mantendra 

aproximadamente en un percentage total de 3.5 antes y despues de la construccion del 

proyecto). Respectivamente el monitoreo de los resultados de estudios echos en La 

Evaluacion de la Calidad de Aire muestran una constante reduccion en emisiones 

ambientales. Adicionalmente, emisiones ambientales a future reduciran devido a 

varias regulaciones ambientales  establecidas por E.U. Agencia de Proteccion al 

Ambiente (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)). La agencia establece 

programas sobre medidas nacionales para protejer y reducir la contaminacion al 

medio ambiente. Dichos programas controlan y actualizan medidas para reducir 

contaminantes a futuro minimizando las tendencias a una incrementacion de 

contaminantes por el total de millas recorridas que pertenecen a emisiones a futuro. 

Ademas, el Gabinete de Recursos Aereos de California tambien conocido como the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) a adoptado  un plan sobre El Riesgo de 

Reduccion de Disel tambien concido como Diesel Risk Reduction Plan (DRRP), el 

cual incluye el control de emisiones obtenidas a consecuecia de vehiculos de disel. 

Dichas medidas traeran una reduccion  de emisiones en un 85 porciento del 2000 al 

2020.  

Los precios de vienes raices son valorados en base a areas similares a la del proyecto. 

Varios factores contribuyen al valor commercial, por ejemplo la calidad de las 

escuelas, el crimen en la area, impuestos, servicios gubernamentales, parques, areas 

de recreacion familiar, condiciones del vecindario etc. La agencia de Caltrans no ha 

encontrado estudios o evidencia alguna de que el valor de cualquier propiedad haya 

disminuhido por su proximidad a una autopista ni tampoco a un proyecto en el cual se 

extendio la autopista enfrente de una propiedad.  En caso de que  eso llegue a suceder 

como resultado a la expancion de la autopista la IS/EA propondra medidas que 

podran ser implementadas durante el proyecto para aminorar efectos ambientales. 
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CC-13-1  

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. Please refer to 

Response to Comment CC-6-2 regarding vibration effects and Response to Comment 

CC-8-1 regarding noise abatement measures.  

Additionally, as described in the Air Quality Assessment, the proposed project would 

reduce congestion and result in overall emissions improvements in the project area. 

Also, heavy diesel trucks are responsible for generating the greatest toxic air 

contaminants (TACs). However, the proposed project would not result in a substantial 

increase in diesel truck percentages in the project area (i.e., heavy truck volumes 

would remain around approximately 3.5 percent of total volumes under both the No 

Build Alternative and the Build Alternative). Representative monitoring data included 

in the Air Quality Assessment shows that ambient emissions are on a declining trend. 

Additionally, future emissions would likely be lower than current levels, due to 

various U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) national emissions control 

programs that are projected to reduce mobile source emissions. These control 

measures include retrofit measures that help reduce future emissions, creating a 

decreasing trend in background concentrations that would help offset any increase in 

vehicle miles traveled-related emissions in the future years. Furthermore, the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) has adopted a Diesel Risk Reduction Plan 

(DRRP), which includes control measures that would reduce overall diesel particulate 

matter emissions by about 85 percent from 2000 to 2020. 

Real estate market prices are based on comparative sales in the area. There are many 

factors that contribute to market values, such as quality of the school system, crime, 

taxes, government services, parks and recreation, neighborhood aesthetics, etc. To the 

extent that a perceived diminution in property values or decline in quality of life 

would be caused by or result in a degradation in the physical environment, the IS/EA 

discusses measures that will be adopted as conditions of project approval to mitigate 

environmental impacts. 
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Name: Estela Reyes 

 

I am in disagreement, I have lived at this property for 20 years and approximately 12 years ago they 

cut off a lot from the street and sidewalk. Also, it was ridiculous that they only gave us, a very 

ordinary door and some very ordinary windows.  During that construction the heavy machinery 

caused cracks in our homes and if they bring the walls closer it would be a new construction with 

greater impact to our property, health and cost of our property which will devaluate it. If I wanted to 

sell in attributing to this project no one would want to buy the property, or they would want it at a 

very low price and it’s not fair. There are several things I do not agree with, the only way I would 

change my opinion is if the project representatives would buy the properties at Bridger at a very good 

price. After that they can construct as they please. 

 

Thank you 
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1.7.14 CC-14 – Estela Reyes 

CC-14-1 

La solicitud del commentarista de adquirir la propiedad  fue tomada en cuenta por 

Caltrans. Favor de referirse al comentario CC-13 en respuesta a los otros comentarios. 
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CC-14-1 

The commenter’s request for Caltrans to purchase their property has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process. Please refer to Response to Comment CC-13 for responses to other 

comments. 
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1.7.15 CC-15 – Marilyn Brumfiel 

CC-15-1 

Planting trees or vegetation would not meet the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) Noise Barrier Design Handbook density requirements to reduce noise levels 

by 5 dBA or more. However, planting will be incorporated as part of the proposed 

project and the landscape concept, plan, and plant palate will be determined in 

consultation with, and approved by, the Caltrans District Landscape Architect during 

the PS&E phase (as described under VIS-1).  
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1.7.16 CC-16 – Ernesto Ceja 

CC-16-1 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the public record and considered in the decision making process. Construction of the 

proposed project is anticipated to begin in 2018 and be completed by 2022. As stated 

in Section 2.3.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, no acquisition of 

residences are proposed as part of the project. 
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1.7.17 CC-17 – Brooke Morrow 

CC-17-1 

It is not likely that the noise barrier would be reasonable if the barrier length is 

reduced to exclude the property at Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 784-141-35. 

This is mainly because it would result in a reduction in the reasonable allowance, 

meaning that the estimated construction cost of the reduced barrier length could 

exceed the reasonable allowance. The reasonableness allowance is calculated based 

on the number of benefited residences for the reduced barrier length. 
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1.8 Comments from Transcripts 
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1  INTERSTATE 5 WIDENING PROJECT

2  FROM SR-73 TO EL TORO ROAD

3   Mission Viejo, California

4  Wednesday, September 25, 2013

5  4:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

6

7  REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

8

9

10 ROSA PRECIADO

11 24401 Bridger Road

12 Lake Forest, California 92620

13

14   "One of the reasons why we are

15  in disagreement is because there is

16  a lot of noise.  There is a lot of

17  smog in the area.  Night and day

18  our house shakes from all the noise

19  and the freeway noise.

20   A few years back they already

21  have taken some half of the street

22  from near our property.  They also

23  have taken sidewalk away.

24   Apart from the construction,

25  the houses began to crack -- oh,
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1          also from the construction equipment,

2          we believe.  So now the home, as it

3          shakes from the freeway noise, our

4          home is cracking even more from the

5          vibrations of the noise.

6                For us to be happy with the

7          change, they gave us new windows and

8          doors.  But they didn't fix our

9          home -- and the least expensive.

10                Now they want to take more of

11          the street.  It will be worse for us.

12          Every day we smell the smells burn,

13          like burning.  The smoke is from the

14          freeway.  But we think it's the house

15          burning because it smells like inside

16          the house.

17                Our house -- we believe our home

18          value is going to go down.  If we sell

19          now, nobody is going to want to buy

20          because the freeway is going to be

21          adjacent to our home.

22                Yeah.  It's not going to be easy

23          for us to start over again to buying

24          a new home now that we have -- even

25          though we have 24 years here in the
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1          house.  It's hard for us to start

2          again.  If they want to buy our home,

3          they can do that.  We can consider that.

4                But taking a lot of property, a

5          lot of smoke day night and vibrations,

6          we live in nice area.  It's not true on

7          that street.  So we are not -- we are

8          not in agreement with this project.

9                There is a lot of people who

10          thinks the way I do.  The only way that

11          they will accept the project is if they

12          buy our home for the current price of the

13          homes.

14                She's a single mom -- Estella Reyes.

15          And I'm Rosa Preciado, P-R-E-C-I-A-D-O.

16          And I live there for 24 years.  And I

17          don't want to start again.  At least

18          they pay for, you know, the right price.

19                Every time I go to apply for a

20          new job they think I'm too old.  So I'm

21          going to stay in my house.  It's

22          24401 Bridger Road, Lake Forest, 92620."

23

24

25
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1.8.1 T-1 – Rosa Preciado 

T-1-1 

Regarding noise abatement measures, Section 2.14.4.2 of the Initial Study/

Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) describes the analysis conducted to assess noise 

effects of the Build Alternatives and proposed noise abatement in the form of sound 

barriers. Figures 2.14-2 and 2.14-3 depict the location of sound barriers proposed for 

the proposed project. Please refer to General Response 1 – Noise, in Section 1.1.1 

regarding the determination of noise impacts under CEQA and NEPA and potential 

abatement measures.  

Regarding air quality, as part of the Air Quality Assessment, the Caltrans’ Emissions 

Factors (CT-EMFAC) model was used to estimate particulate matter less than 10 

microns in diameter (PM10) and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 

(PM2.5) emissions related to mobile exhaust, tire wear, and brake wear for each 

project alternative under the existing future 2045 years. The CT-EMFAC model does 

not estimate re-entrained road dust emissions. Therefore, re-entrained road dust 

emissions were calculated using the empirical equation found in Section 13.2.1 of the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollutant 

Emission Factors (updated in January 2011). Emissions were calculated using traffic 

data within the Traffic Report and supplemental data. It was found that the proposed 

project would not result in adverse effects related to long-term air quality and would 

not contribute to adverse long-term air quality effects. 

T-1-2 

Construction equipment would generate vibration levels that would be perceptible 

and cause community annoyance. However, vibration levels are not anticipated to 

cause damage to nearby properties. As the proposed project will use new concrete for 

the proposed new travel lanes, the potholes, bumps, expansion joints, or other 

discontinuities in the road surface that would generate groundborne vibration or direct 

or indirect noise impacts from vehicular traffic traveling on Interstate 5 (I-5) would 

be minimal. Avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented during 

project construction to minimize construction-related noise and dust. 

T-1-3 

As stated in Section 2.13, Air Quality, the proposed project would not result in 

adverse effects related to long-term air quality and would not contribute to adverse 

long-term air quality effects. 
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T-1-4 

Regarding property value, real estate market prices are based on comparative sales in 

the area. There are many factors that contribute to market values, such as quality of 

the school system, crime, taxes, government services, parks and recreation, 

neighborhood aesthetics, etc. To the extent that a perceived diminution in property 

values or decline in quality of life would be caused by or result in a degradation in the 

physical environment, the IS/EA discusses measures that will be adopted as 

conditions of project approval to mitigate environmental impacts. 

T-1-5 

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project has been documented as part of 

the proposed project and considered in the decision making process. 

T-1-6 

The commenter’s preference that Caltrans purchase their home has been documented 

as part of the public record and considered in the decision making process. However, 

the acquisition of residential properties is not proposed as part of the project. 

T-1-7 

Please see Response to Comment T-1-6 regarding property acquisition. 
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1 CAIA MAGLINAO

2 24461 Christina Court

3 Laguna Hills, California

4

5                "Yet again our home is screwed.

6          I'm Caia Maglinao, M-A-G-L-I-N-A-O.  Do

7          you want the address, too?  Because it's

8          directly impacted on there.  It's

9          24461 Christina Court, Laguna Hills.

10                When we purchased our home, there

11          was one less lane than there is now on

12          the freeway.  We lived through nights of

13          construction, noise and lights at 2:00

14          in the morning as they built another

15          lane, the extended lane.

16                Now they are looking at adding

17          yet another lane with, 'Oh, no.  I'm

18          sorry.  A soundwall would not be

19          cost-effective to protect only two

20          houses.'

21                So, yet again, we fought for

22          years to try and get a soundwall.  And

23          it got thrown out.  And now they are

24          adding yet another lane.  And we are

25          looking at more noise, more construction,

Page 7 ! " # $ ! % $ & ' $ # ( ) ' * + ! , ( - # $ # ( ) . / # $ # 0 ' $ # ( ) 1 ! " 2 # 3 ! -4 5 5 6 7 8 8 6 9 4 8 8

: ; < ; =

: ; < ; <



1          more disruption and still no soundwall

2          and no compensation.

3                Basically I was told, 'Well, yeah.

4          Sorry.  You are just not worth it.'

5                So I'm really not happy with

6          Caltrans or OCTA at this point.  And I

7          hope this project totally fails."

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1.8.2 T-2 – Caia Maglinao 

T-2-1 

The commenter’s concern regarding the project impact to their home has been 

documented as part of the public record and considered in the decision making 

process.  

T-2-2 

Noise Barrier (NB) No. 175 was determined to be feasible because it could reduce 

noise levels by 5 A-weighted decibels (dBA) or more. However, this barrier was 

determined not to be reasonable because it either could not provide at least a 7 dBA 

noise level reduction at one or more of the benefited residences or the estimated 

construction cost of the barrier exceeded the total reasonable allowance.  
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1 NICOLA VARDAKOSTAS TATOM

2 A's Burgers Owner

3 28698 Camino Capistrano

4 San Juan Capistrano, California  92675

5                "I am an owner of A's Burgers

6          on Avery -- on Camino Capistrano,

7          28698 Camino Capistrano.

8                My name is Nicola Vardakostas Tatom,

9          V-A-R-D-A-K-O-S-T-A-S, Tatom, T-A-T-O-M.

10                And we are very interested to

11          know the process of how to acquire what

12          is left over of the gas station lot

13          directly next to us that looks like

14          it's going to be taken out with the

15          road expansion -- southwest corner.

16                And so we would like to know the

17          process of the steps to take to acquire

18          that and to stay in touch and to get

19          feedback.

20                We would like to know how to --

21          what the process is and what is going

22          to happen to the remainder of the land

23          on the southwest corner of Avery and

24          Camino Capistrano -- southwest corner.

25                There is going to be land left
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1          over from the acquisition of the gas

2          station.  And we are interested in the

3          remaining portion of that lot."

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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13
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15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Page 10 ! " # $ ! % $ & ' $ # ( ) ' * + ! , ( - # $ # ( ) . / # $ # 0 ' $ # ( ) 1 ! " 2 # 3 ! -4 5 5 6 7 8 8 6 9 4 8 8

: ; < ; =



Appendix M  Responses to Comments 

I-5 Widening Project Responses to Comments 283

1.8.3 T-3 – Nicola Vardakostas Tatom 

T-3-1 

At this time, it is not known if excess land will be available, however if excess land is 

determined to be available after completion of the construction project, the disposal 

of any excess land will follow Caltrans Policy. 
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1 DONALD L. DOBBS, D-O-B-B-S

2 25485 El Picador Lane

3 Mission Viejo, California  92691

4

5                "Okay.  My first comment was that

6          the eastbound El Toro Road on-ramp to the

7          northbound 5 merges too soon.  The

8          on-ramp is too short, and it snags the

9          traffic because slow cars are trying to

10          get into the lane with fast cars.

11                And they say they are going to

12          improve that.  But I want to go on record

13          that that is very definitely needed.

14                Okay.  The other comment was the

15          southbound 5 from El Toro Road down to

16          Alicia there is too much crossover.  The

17          two right lanes disappear into Alicia,

18          and people are forced to move over.

19          And they are considering that.  But that

20          is definitely a problem.

21                The third thing which I think is

22          very important is when you have two lanes

23          of HOV merging into one lane, which they

24          are going to do, right now they merge

25          before El Toro Road or around there.  They
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1          are going to extend those down to Alicia

2          and then merge.

3                But when the two lanes merge right

4          now, the left lane has to merge over to

5          the right lane.  And that is unnatural

6          for a driver because if you have the

7          right lane merging to the left lane, that

8          is kind of the way drivers get on the

9          freeway.  So that is a natural merge

10          because the driver is on the side where

11          he can see the other cars.

12                Yeah.  And then the fourth point

13          was that the Oso over-crossing at the 5,

14          there is four traffic signals in a row

15          there.  They need to be synchronized

16          because everything just jumps through.

17          You've probably experienced that.

18                So those were the points I had."

19

20                           * * *

21

22

23

24

25
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1.8.4 T-4 – Donald Dobbs 

T-4-1 

The commenter’s support of the project improvements to the I-5 northbound on-ramp 

from the El Toro Road has been documented as part of the public record and 

considered in the decision making process.  

T-4-2 

The project proposes to maintain the two existing dedicated auxiliary lanes to Alicia 

Parkway on southbound I-5 because of the large volume of traffic exiting at this 

location. However, in the existing condition, the outside general purpose lane 

becomes an auxiliary lane that is forced to exit. In the proposed condition, the 

auxiliary lane would be added by the El Toro Road on-ramp, and the general purpose 

lane would continue through the interchange, which would reduce the need to weave 

out of this lane. 

T-4-3 

It is standard practice for the outermost lane to merge into an inner lane. In the case of 

the second high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane, the left lane drops and merges into 

the right lane (per the Caltrans HOV Guidelines). 

T-4-4 

The proposed project does not include local street improvements on Oso Parkway. 

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) does have a Regional Traffic 

Signal Synchronization Program that evaluates the need for synchronizing signals 

across city boundaries. While Oso Parkway is not currently identified in this program, 

it is possible that it could be included in the future. 
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1.9 Comments Received After the Comment Period 
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1.9.1 L-4 – City of Laguna Hills 

L-4-1 

Please refer to Responses to Comments L-2-15 and L-2-16 regarding noise impacts.  

In response to concerns presented by the community and the City of Laguna Hills, a 

community enhancement masonry wall will be constructed on the southbound side of 

I-5 from the Los Alisos Boulevard OC to the northerly edge of the Aliso Creek 

bridge. This wall will be approximately 800 feet long and 14 feet high. 
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