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General Information about This Document

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document can be made available in Braille, large print, on
audiocassette, or computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate formats, please call or write to
Caltrans District 11, Attn: Sandra Lavender, Division of Environmental Analysis, 4050 Taylor Street, San
Diego, CA 92110; (619) 688-3135 Voice, or use the California Relay Service TTY number, 711.

It should be noted that at a future date the Federal Highway Administration, on behalf of the California
Department of Transportation, may publish a notice in the Federal Register, pursuant to 23 USC Section
139(1), indicating that a final action has been taken on this project. If such notice is published, a lawsuit
or other legal claim will be barred unless it is filed within 180 days after the date of publication of the
notice (or within such shorter time period as is specified in the federal laws pursuant to which judicial
review of the federal agency action is allowed). If no notice is published, then the lawsuit or claim can be
filed as long as the periods of time provided by other federal laws that govern claims are met.
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Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

CHAPTER 5.0 - COMMENTS AND COORDINATION
5.1 INTRODUCTION

Early and continuing coordination with the appropriate public agencies and the general public is an
essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of environmental documentation, the
level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation measures and related environmental requirements.
Agency consultation and public participation for this project have been accomplished through a variety of
formal and informal methods, including Project Development Team (PDT) meetings; interagency
coordination meetings; Native American coordination; community group, planning group and sponsor
group presentations; the public scoping meetings, and public meetings on the Draft environmental
documents. This chapter summarizes the results of Caltrans’ efforts to fully identify, address and resolve
project-related issues through early and continuing coordination. Evidence of coordination and public
involvement can be seen in the letters and public announcements at the end of the chapter.

5.2 PHASE | PEIR/PEIS COMMENTS AND COORDINATION SUMMARY

The Phase | program EIR/EIS process involved coordination with public agencies and the general public
that is similar to the Tier Il project. Refer to Chapter 6.0, Comments and Coordination, of the Phase |
PEIR/PEIS for a detailed discussion of this process and figures evidencing public involvement and
coordination.

5.2.1 Phase | Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation

Pursuant to NEPA and CEQA, a Notice of Intent (NOI) and NOP were prepared for the program. The
NOI was published in the Federal Register on May 2, 2007. Comment letters were received from
USFWS and the EPA. The NOP was issued by the State Clearinghouse on May 11, 2007, and the review
was completed on June 11, 2007. Comments on the NOP were received from the NAHC, IBWC, CHP,
CDFG, Otay Crossings Commerce Park, and the County Department of Planning and Land Use (DPLU).

5.2.2 Phase | Public Meetings

Two public meetings were held at the Ocean View Hills Elementary School in Otay Mesa to involve the
community in the scoping and review processes. A Public Scoping Meeting was held on Wednesday,
June 6, 2007 from 5:00 PM to 7:30 PM to give the community an opportunity to review and comment on
the proposed SR-11/POE program. On Wednesday, February 20, 2008 from 5:00 PM to 7:30 PM, a
Public Meeting was held to give the community an opportunity to review and comment on the Draft
PEIR/PEIS. Both meetings were conducted in an “Open House” format, with representatives of Caltrans
and SANDAG in attendance to answer questions and receive comments. Notices were mailed to the
cooperating/participating agencies, state, federal and local agencies, Mexican agencies with an interest in
the program, elected officials and members of the public. The Notice of Public Meeting for the scoping
meeting was published in the San Diego Union Tribune in English and the Hispanos Unidos newspaper in
Spanish and in the San Diego Union Tribune in English and Spanish for the public meeting for the Draft
PEIR/PEIS. A Spanish interpreter was available to translate for Spanish-speaking attendees. Comments
were encouraged at the meetings, and comment sheets were made available. The East Otay Mesa Property
Owners Association (EOMPOA) commented after the scoping meeting. Public review of the draft
PEIR/PEIS included 4 comments at the public meeting and 21 letters during the comment period.
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Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

5.2.3 Phase | Additional Program Outreach

Additional program outreach included ongoing Otay Mesa East Interagency Workgroup meetings; a
presentation by the Caltrans Project Management Team to the Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce;
ongoing Border Liaison Mechanism meetings of the Technical Committee on Otay Mesa East — Mesa de
Otay; program updates presented by Caltrans to the County, the Border Governors Conference and the
U.S./Mexico Joint Working Committee; periodic program status updates to the East Otay Mesa Property
Owners Association; and ongoing meetings of the Border Transportation Committee.

5.2.4 Phase | SAFETEA-LU 6002 Coordination Plan

On August 10, 2005, President Bush signed SAFETEA-LU into law. SAFETEA-LU promotes more
efficient and effective federal surface transportation programs by focusing on transportation issues of
national significance, while giving state and local transportation decision makers more flexibility for
solving transportation problems in their communities. Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU established a new
environmental review process that included a Coordination Plan, which requires Caltrans to enhance
opportunities for coordination with federal, state, Tribal, and local government agencies, as well as the
public, during the environmental review process for the program. As part of the Coordination Plan,
prepared in June 2007, Caltrans was tasked with managing the 6002 process, preparing the EIS, and
providing opportunities for public and Participating and Cooperating Agency involvement. Compliance
with the latter was accomplished in various ways, which are discussed below.

Initiation of Agency Participation

Pursuant to 23 USC 139 Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, letters inviting federal, state, Tribal and local
government agencies that may have an interest in program development as a Coordinating or Participating
Agency were mailed on July 9, 2007 by FHWA and June 27, 2007 by Caltrans. Letters were sent to the
following federal, state, Tribal and local agencies:

o Cooperating Agencies: GSA, DOS, USACE, USFWS, DHS, CBP, CEQ, EPA, CDFG, CHP, and
RWQCB

e Participating Agencies: USFWS; CBP; EPA; DHS; CHP; CDFG; RWQCB; SDAPCD;
SANDAG; County; City; OWD; IBWC;NAHC; USDA, Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Services; FDA,; California Governor’s D.C. Office, Port Security Unit; Sycuan Band of the
Kumeyaay Nation; Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation; Jamul Indian Village; Kumeyaay
Cultural Repatriation Committee; Diegueno/Kumeyaay Representative; San Pasqual Band of
Mission Indians; Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office; Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians; Mesa
Grande Band of Mission Indians; Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation; Viejas Band of
Mission Indians; Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians; Inaja Band of Mission Indians; and
Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians

In response to the request letters, GSA, DOS, USACE, USFWS, EPA, and CBP agreed to be both
Cooperating and Participating Agencies. The SDAPCD, City of San Diego, SANDAG, IBWC and OWD
agreed to be Participating Agencies.

Participating Agencies/Public Involvement
Participating agencies and the public were provided the opportunity for input into the purpose and need

and the range of alternatives. Letters and electronic mail were sent to Participating Agencies for review
and comments on the program Purpose and Need Statement in July/August 2007. Comments were

March 2012 5-2 SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

received from the following Participating Agencies: DHS, EPA, IBWC, USFWS, and SANDAG. FHWA
also submitted comments. The public was provided the opportunity for input into the purpose and need
for the proposed program via the NOI/NOP, the Public Scoping Meeting, the mass-mailed scoping
meeting information flyer, the newspaper advertisements, and additional outreach meetings. Letters and
electronic mail were sent to Participating Agencies for review and comments on the program alternatives
in July/August 2007. Comments were received from the following Participating Agencies: DHS, EPA,
IBWC, USFWS, and SANDAG. The EOMPOA was the only member of the public to comment on this
issue. All comments were addressed in the Final PEIR/PEIS.

Project Development Team Meetings

A PDT is an interdisciplinary team composed of key members of the project team and external
stakeholders who act as a steering committee in directing the course of studies required to evaluate the
various project alternatives during the early phases of the project life cycle. The SR-11/Otay Mesa East
POE PDT was assembled by Caltrans in 2006 to serve as the technical advisory committee and internal
decision-making body for the program. The PDT consists of Caltrans’ staff representatives from Program
Management and the various technical divisions, including Environmental, Design, Maintenance,
Hydraulics, and other divisions. The meetings are also attended by FHWA, SANDAG, GSA, DHS, CBP,
and the City and County of San Diego. The PDT has generally met monthly during the course of
program development, as issues have arisen requiring technical direction or resolution.

5.3 TIER Il COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

5.3.1 Tier 11 Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation

Pursuant to NEPA and CEQA, an NOI and NOP were prepared for the project. The NOI was published in
the Federal Register on November 5, 2008. The NOP was received by the State Clearinghouse on
November 7, 2008 and the review was completed on December 8, 2008. These notices are included at the
end of this section. Comments were received on the NOI and NOP from USFWS, the City, the County,
SD Commercial, LLC, and FEMA. These comment letters are also included at the end of this section.

5.3.2 Tier 1l Public Meetings

A Public Scoping Meeting was held on Thursday, December 4, 2008 from 5:00 PM to 7:30 PM at the
Ocean View Hills Elementary School in Otay Mesa to give the community an opportunity to review and
comment on the proposed project. On Wednesday, January 19, 2011 from 5:30 PM to 7:30 PM, a Public
Meeting was held to give the community an opportunity to review and comment on the Tier Il Draft
EIR/EIS. Both the Scoping Meeting and the Draft EIR/EIS Public Meeting were conducted in an “Open
House” format, with representatives of Caltrans and SANDAG in attendance to answer questions and
receive comments, and a Spanish language interpreter available to translate for Spanish-speaking
attendees. For both meetings, notices were mailed to the cooperating/participating agencies, state, federal
and local agencies, Mexican agencies with an interest in the program, elected officials and members of
the public. Notices for both meetings were published in the South County Edition of the Union Tribune
in both English and Spanish editions. The notice for the Scoping Meeting was published on November
20, 2008 and the notice for the Draft EIR/EIS Public Meeting was published on December 3, 2010 and
January 14, 2011 in English and on December 4, 2010 and January 15, 2011 in Spanish. The Public
Scoping Meeting was attended by 22 people. Comments were encouraged at the meeting, and one oral
comment was made by Ruben Barrales from the San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce. In
addition, comment sheets were made available; however, no written comments were received. None of
the 27 people who attended the Draft EIR/EIS Public Meeting submitted oral or written comments at the
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meeting, but 28 comment letters were received during the public comment period. These are included in
Section 5.4 below, along with corresponding responses.

5.3.3 Tier Il Additional Project Outreach

Additional outreach has included project updates presented by Caltrans and coordination with the
organizations described in Table 5-1, below. Additional outreach and coordination has also been
achieved through numerous group and individual meetings with property owners, contact with local
government groups on both sides of the international border, and communication with elected officials.

In order to meet the overall project objectives, various committees and groups have been established to
allow for successful communication regarding the project to occur on both the U.S. and the Mexico sides.
Table 5-1 depicts major committees and/or groups on both sides of the border.

Table 5-1
PROJECT COORDINATION GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS
;';Z;'&? héer%tilr;)g Purpose Frequency
Provides oversight for planning activities that impact the borders of the San
Diego region (Orange, Riverside and Imperial Counties, and the Republic of
Mexico) as well as government-to-government relations with Tribal nations th o
SANDAG SQNDAG in San Diego County. The preparation and implementation of SANDAG 4" Friday Of_ each
orders Binati : - s . - month 12:30
Committee |nat|on_al, Inte_rreglonal, a}nd Tribal Liaison Planning programs are lnc_luded p.m. to 2:30 p.m.
under this purview. It advises the SANDAG Board of Directors on major
interregional planning policy-level matters. Recommendations of the
Committee are forwarded to the Board of Directors for action.
The Committee on Binational Regional Opportunities advises SANDAG’s
Committee Bo_rdgrs Cpmmittee con(_:erning bqth short- and Iongtterm binati.onal related
on Binational activities, issues and actions; pr_owdes recommendations rggarqmg
SANDAG Regional Bln_atlonal bordgr-relate_d plapn_lng and de\(elopme_nt; gnd identifies ways to Monthly
Opportunities assist and <_:oord|n_ate with existing _ef_forts in the Binational area. The
membership consists of elected officials and staff representatives of
academia, business, community organizations, and the Mexican government.
Caltrans Project Provides technical services for the development of the project plans and
District Development | specifications that ultimately lead to the construction of the project. Monthly
11 Team Attendees include the County, City, GSA, FHWA, DHS and Caltrans.
Ea:/tle(.s);ay Focuses only on the U.S. side of the border. Attendees include EPA, DOS, _
SANDAG Interagency GSA, FHWA, DOT, DHS, CBP, USFWS, USACE, CEQ, SANDAG, the Bi-monthly
Work Group County, Caltrans, and financial institutions.
POE Four times
Caltrans Program GSA presentations of the 50%, 75%, 90% and 100% versions of the PDS to during the
District Development | Caltrans, SANDAG, CBP, CHP and other government agency POE devel 9 t of
11 Study stakeholders. evelopment o
. the PDS
Presentations
Binational
Caltrans Otay Mesa | Binational committee to coordinate schedules, access points and technical
District East Policy | data for each POE. Attendees include Caltrans, FHWA, SCT, the Mexican Bi-annually
11 Strategy Secretariat of Foreign Relations (SRE) and SANDAG.
Group
Border - . . . Lo
Tiiuana- Liaison Blr]at_lonal committee to s_hare project updgtes and discuss project issues. _
) . This is a formalized binational group that includes state departments from Bi-annuall
San Mechanism - group P y
. . both U.S. and Mexico. Attendees are Caltrans, FHWA, SCT, SRE and
Diego Technical SANDAG
Commission )
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Table 5-1 (cont.)

PROJECT COORDINATION GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS

Hosting

Transportation
Subcommittee

include Caltrans and the Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce

Agency Meeting Group Purpose Frequency
Binational group whose primary focus is to cooperate on land
transportation planning and the facilitation of efficient, safe and
economical cross-border transportation movements. The group is

Di comprised of transportation professionals from the Mexican SCT and the

ifferent FHWA
locations . . '

(Alternate Joint Working ; : ; : Bi-annual
U.S. and Committee The members of th(_e Joint Workl_ng Comm!ttee are representatives of
Mexico) SCT, FHWA, Mexican Secretariat of Eorelgn Relat_lons, D_OS, the four
U.S. State Departments of Transportation and the six Mexican border
states. GSA, CBP, the Institute of Administration and Estimates of
National Real Estate, the General Customs Administration, and the
Secretariat of Environmental and natural Resources also participate.
Mexican group whose primary focus is to cooperate on border crossings.
_ Bridges and Head c_>f_ representatives of the Mexican Secretariat of Foreign Relations.
Mexican Border In adgjl_tlon to SRE, the members are: SCT, G_eneral Customs _
Secretariat Crossings Administration, Secretariat of Economy, National Immigration Institute, NA
of Foreign Intersecretariat Secretariat of Environment and Natural Resources, Secretariat of Social
Relations Grou Development, IBWC, Institute of Administration and Estimates of
P National Real Estate. The representatives of the six Mexican border
states also participate in the meetings.
Since 2008, the binational group established three meetings per year (two
regional and one plenary) alternating U.S. and Mexico locations.

_ Binational (U.S The political Wi_II of both countries to _inves_,t on border infrastructure, _
Different ~ 7" | international bridges and border crossings is the result of the excellent Three times a
Locations anq Mexico) terms and negotiation skills of the members of this group. ear; two

Bridges and 9 group year,
(Alternate Border regional
Mexico and Crossings This is the institutional group that represents U.S. and Mexico and is meetings and
us) Group responsible for bilateral agreements on border infrastructure. Headed by one plenary
the SRE and the DOS. and attended by federal agencies with an interest
in border crossings, the respective departments of transportation and
border authorities of the border states and their corresponding agencies
in Mexico.
East Otay Mesa
NA Property Att .
owners’ endees include local property owners, Caltrans, and SANDAG. NA
Association
Otay Mesa
NA gg?nmn?:rrcc: Provides for updates on projects within the Otay Mesa area. Attendees Monthly

Source: SANDAG/Caltrans (2009)

5.3.4 Tier 11 SAFETEA-LU 6002 Coordination Plan

As noted above, Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU established a new environmental review process that
included a Coordination Plan, which requires Caltrans to enhance opportunities for coordination with
federal, state, Tribal, and local government agencies, as well as the public, during the environmental
review process for the program. As part of the Coordination Plan, Caltrans was tasked with managing the
6002 process, preparing the EIS, and providing opportunities for public and Participating and Cooperating
Agency involvement.

March 2012
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Coordination Plan

Pursuant to 23 USC 139 Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, Caltrans prepared a Coordination Plan
(November 2008) including a list of agencies, roles and responsibilities for the project, agency contact
information, coordination points, information requirements, and a project schedule. The Coordination
Plan was updated regularly throughout the development of the project.

Initiation of Agency Participation

Pursuant to 23 USC 139 Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU, letters inviting federal, state, Tribal and local
government agencies that may have an interest in development of the project as a Coordinating or
Participating Agency were mailed to the following federal, state, and local agencies in November 2008:

e Cooperating Agencies: GSA, DOS, USACE, DHS, CBP, EPA, IBWC

o Participating Agencies: GSA, DOS, USFWS; CBP; EPA; DHS; USACE; CDFG; RWQCB,;
SANDAG,; County of San Diego; City of San Diego; DGS; IBWC; CPUC

In response to the request letters, GSA, DOS, DHS, CBP, and EPA agreed to be both Cooperating and
Participating Agencies. The USACE noted they are a Cooperating Agency. The USFWS, CDFG,
SANDAG, County, City, DGS, IBWC, and the CPUC agreed to be Participating Agencies.

As listed in Section 5.2.4, the Phase | coordination plan included Tribal representatives from the Sycuan
Band of the Kumeyaay Nation; the Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation; the Jamul Indian Village;
the Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee; the Diegueno/Kumeyaay Nation; the San Pasqual Band
of Mission Indians; the Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office; the Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians; the Mesa
Grande Band of Mission Indians; the Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation; the Viejas Band of
Mission Indians; the Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians; the Inaja Band of Mission Indians; and
the Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians. Tribal representatives did not respond to the Participating
Agency Invitation for the Tier 1l environmental document process and were therefore not included in the
Tier 11 Coordination Plan.

Opportunities for Involvement

Considerable coordination has occurred with the cooperating and participating agencies throughout the Tier
Il environmental review process. The agencies were formally or informally contacted and consulted during
the preparation of the environmental analysis. Participating agencies and the public were provided the
opportunity for input into the Tier Il purpose and need and the range of alternatives. Letters and electronic
mail were sent to Participating Agencies for review and comments on the project Purpose and Need
Statement and Project Alternatives in September 2009. Comments were received from the following
Participating Agencies: EPA, IBWC, GSA, CBP, USACE. USFWS, DGS, SANDAG, the County and the
City; these are included at the end of this section. In addition, FHWA and Caltrans have worked closely
with representatives of these agencies on analysis methodologies and other issues through ongoing meetings
of the PDT, East Otay Mesa Interagency Work Group, and other groups listed in Table 5-1, which have
continued to meet throughout the course of project development in Tier Il, as issues have arisen requiring
technical direction or resolution.

Caltrans has been in frequent contact with the USFWS, USACE and CDFG throughout the life of the
project, to coordinate methodologies, analysis, conclusions and mitigation strategies. Caltrans attended field
meetings with CDFG and the RWQCB on May 24, 2011 to verify state jurisdictional waters, and with
USACE on June 2, 2011 to verify the jurisdictional delineation. Caltrans is currently coordinating with the
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resource agencies and the County to assess the impacts of the SR-11/POE project and overlapping private
development projects, and to identify mitigation for impacts to drainages within the project footprint. The
USFWS has prepared and finalized a joint Biological Opinion (BO) for the SR-11 and two overlapping
private development projects in order to coordinate mitigation for the three projects. Caltrans and the
landowners involved have made every effort to cooperate in reducing jurisdictional impacts and sharing
mitigation responsibilities appropriately.

As in Phase I, the public was provided the opportunity for input into the purpose and need for the
proposed project via the NOI/NOP, the Public Scoping Meeting, the mass-mailed scoping meeting
information flyer, newspaper advertisements, and additional outreach meetings. All comments have been
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS.

Project Development Team Meetings

The SR-11/Otay Mesa East POE PDT, assembled by Caltrans in 2006 to serve as the technical advisory
committee and internal decision-making body for the program, continued to meet during Tier Il. In
addition to the members noted for Phase I, which included Caltrans’ staff representatives from Program
Management and the various technical divisions, FHWA, SANDAG, GSA, DHS, CBP, and the City and
County of San Diego, the PDT has included participants representing Sempra Energy/SDG&E, RWQCB,
U.S. Border Patrol, CHP and financial institutions. The PDT has generally continued to meet monthly
during Tier 11, as issues have arisen requiring technical direction or resolution.
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Federal Register/Vol. 73, No. 215/ Wednesday, November 5, 2008 /Notices

NOI published in Federal Register

65917

file number should be included on the
subject line if e-mail is used. To help the
Commission process and review your
comments more efficiently, please use
only one method. The Commission will
post all comments on the Commission’s
Internet Web site (http://www.sec.gov/
rules/sro/shtml). Copies of the
submission, all subsequent
amendments, all written statements
with respect to the proposed rule
change that are filed with the
Commission, and all written
communications relating to the
proposed rule change between the
Commission and any person, other than
those that may be withheld from the
public in accordance with the
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be
available for inspection and copying in
the Commission’s Public Reference
Room, on official business days between
the hours of 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. Copies
of such filing will also be available for
inspection and copying at the principal
office of the Exchange. All comments
received will be posted without change;
the Commission does not edit personal
identifying information from
submissions. You should submit only
information that you wish to make
available publicly. All submissions
should refer to File No. SR-NYSEArca—
2008-117 and should be submitted on
or before November 26, 2008.

For the Commission, by the Division of
Trading and Markets, pursuant to delegated
authority.”

Florence E. Harmon,

Acting Secretary.

[FR Doc. E8-26345 Filed 11-4-08; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

Public Notice for Waiver of
Aeronautical Land-Use Assurance;
Kenosha Regional Airport, Kenosha,
wi

AGENCY: Federal Aviation
Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Notice of intent of waiver with
respect to land.

SUMMARY: The Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) is considering a
proposal to authorize the release of 1.38
acres of the airport property at the
Kenosha Regional Airport, Kenosha, WI.
The Wisconsin Department of
Transportation (WisDOT) is seeking
airport property to improve the
intersection of Interstate 94 and State

" 717 CFR 200.30-3(a)(12).

Trunk Highway 158. The WisDOT
issued an environmental Finding of No
Significant Impact on September 11,
1996.

The acreage being released is not
needed for aeronautical use as currently
identified on the Airport Layout Plan.
The acreage comprising this parcel 24
and 24A were originally acquired under
Grant Nos. AIP-01-1984 and AIP-02—
1985. The City of Kenosha (Wisconsin),
as airport owner, has concluded that the
subject airport land is not needed for
expansion of airport facilities. There are
no impacts to the airport by allowing
the airport to dispose of the property.
The airport will receive the appraised
fair market value of $89,700 for the
land. Approval does not constitute a
commitment by the FAA to financially
assist in the disposal of the subject
airport property nor a determination of
eligibility for grant-in-aid funding from
the FAA. The disposition of proceeds
from the disposal of the airport property
will be in accordance with FAA’s Policy
and Procedures Concerning the Use of
Airport Revenue, published in the
Federal Register on February 16, 1999.

In accordance with section 47107(h)
of title 49, United States Code, this
notice is required to be published in the
Federal Register 30 days before
modifying the land-use assurance that
requires the property to be used for an
aeronautical purpose.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before December 5, 2008.

ADDRESSES: Ms. Sandra E. DePottey,
Program Manager, Federal Aviation
Administration, Airports District Office,
6020 28th Avenue South, Room 102,
Minneapolis, MN 55450-2706.
Telephone Number (612) 713-4350/
FAX Number (612) 713-4364.
Documents reflecting this FAA action
may be reviewed at this same location
or at the Wisconsin Department of
Transportation, 4802 Sheboygan Ave.,
Room 701, Madison, WI 53707.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Sandra E. DePottey, Program Manager,
Federal Aviation Administration,
Airports District Office, 6020 28th
Avenue South, Room 102, Minneapolis,
MN 55450-2706. Telephone Number
(612) 713-4350/FAX Number (612) 713—
4364. Documents reflecting this FAA
action may be reviewed at this same
location or at the Wisconsin Department
of Transportation, 4802 Sheboygan
Ave., Room 701, Madison, WI 53707.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Following
is a legal description of the subject
airport property to be released at
Kenosha Regional Airport in Kenosha,
Wisconsin and described as follows:

A parcel of land located in Southwest
V4 of the Northwest 4 of Section 31,
T02N, R22E, Town of Somers, Kenosha
County, WI.

Said parcel subject to all easements,
restrictions, and reservations of record.

Issued in Minneapolis, MN, on August 5,
2008.

Robert A. Huber,

Manager, Minneapolis Airports District
Office, FAA, Great Lakes Region.

[FR Doc. E8-26407 Filed 11-4-08; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration

Tier Il Environmental Impact
Statement: San Diego County, CA

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of Intent.

SUMMARY: The FHWA, on behalf of the
California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) and the General Services
Administration (GSA) is issuing this
notice to advise the public that an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
will be prepared for Tier IT of a
proposed highway project, international
port of entry (POE), and possible
Commercial Vehicle Enforcement
Facility (CVEF) in the East Otay Mesa
area of San Diego County, California.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Cesar Perez, Senior Transportation
Engineer, Federal Highway
Administration, 650 Capitol Mall, Suite
4-100, Sacramento, CA 95814,
Telephone: (916) 4985065, or Susanne
Glasgow, Deputy District Director,
Environmental Division, California
Department of Transportation, District
11, 4050 Taylor Street, MS—242, San
Diego, CA 92110, Telephone: (619) 688—
0100.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
FHWA, in cooperation with the
California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), has previously completed a
Phase I EIS (Record of Decision dated
October 3, 2008) that resulted in the
selection of a preferred corridor for State
Route 11 (SR-11) and a preferred
location for the Otay Mesa POE.
Issuance by the U.S. Department of State
(DOS) of a conditional Presidential
Permit is also an anticipated outcome of
this prior environmental process.

At this time, the FHWA, the GSA, and
Caltrans will prepare a Tier II EIS that
will evaluate design and operational
alternatives for future SR-11, the POE,
and a potential CVEF, in the previously
selected locations in the Otay Mesa area
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of San Diego County in southern
California. This will provide the
required environmental documentation
for a full Presidential Permit for the POE
and allow FHWA/Caltrans and GSA to
proceed with acquisition of right-of-way
and construction of SR-11 and the Otay
Mesa East POE, respectively.

Future SR-11 would begin at
approximately the SR-905/SR-125
interchange and proceed easterly
approximately 2.1 miles to a new,
approximately 100-acre POE. The
project will also either determine a
route to the existing CVEF that serves
the existing Otay Mesa POE to the west
or will provide a second CVEF
(approximately 20 acres) dedicated to
the proposed Otay Mesa East POE.
Within the limits of and adjacent to the
study area, there are biological
resources, planned land uses,
paleontological resources, cross-border
concerns, and potential traffic
management, air quality, and growth
issues.

Preliminary Alternatives/Design
Variations under consideration include:
(1) Taking no action; (2) the option to
achieve the project’s purpose and need
through accommodation of pedestrians,
cyclists, transit, and other transportation
systems/demand management measures
alone, without implementation of SR-11
and the new POE; (3) SR—11 toll
implementation options; (4) the options
of building two interchanges between
SR-11 and local roadways, or one
interchange only, with the exact
locations of the interchanges to be
determined after consideration of public
input; and (5) the options of utilizing
the existing CVEF at the existing Otay
Mesa POE to also serve the proposed
Otay Mesa East POE versus construction
of a new CVEF adjacent to the new POE.
For all alternatives/design variations,
transportation systems/demand
management measures and options to
reduce vehicle idling time, and
associated air pollutant emissions at the
POE will be analyzed.

Letters describing the proposed action
and soliciting comments will be sent to
appropriate Federal, State, and Local
agencies; Native American
organizations; private organizations; and
citizens who have previously expressed
or are known to have interest in this
proposal.

During future project development,
prior to draft EIS circulation, a public
scoping meeting will be held on
December 4, 2008, from 5 p.m. to 7:30
p.m. at Ocean View Hills Elementary
School, located at 4919 Del Sol
Boulevard, San Diego, California. In
addition, a public hearing will be held
after publication of the draft EIS. Public

notices will be given regarding the time
and place of the meeting and hearing.
To ensure that the full range of issues
relating to this proposed action is
addressed and all significant issues
identified, comments and suggestions
are invited from all interested parties.
Comments or questions concerning this
proposed action and the Draft EIS/EIR
should be directed to FHWA and/or
Caltrans at the addresses provided
above.
Issued on: October 30, 2008.
Nancy Bobb,
Director, State Programs, Federal Highway
Administration, Sacramento, California.
[FR Doc. E8-26365 Filed 11-4-08; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Transit Administration

[Docket No. FTA-2008-0048]

Notice of Buy America Waiver Request
by the Regional Transportation
Commission of Southern Nevada for
Bus Rapid Transit Rolling Stock

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration
(FTA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of Buy America waiver
request and request for comments.

SUMMARY: The Regional Transportation
Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC)
has asked the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) to waive its Buy
America requirements to permit it to
purchase Bus Rapid Transit Vehicles
from Wright Group (Wright) to be
designed and manufactured in the
United Kingdom. This request comes
after the RTC awarded a contract to
Wright but before the award of an FTA
grant to the RTC. The RTC has asked for
a waiver on the dual bases of public
interest and non-availability. FTA seeks
public comment on whether it should
grant RTC’s request on the basis of non-
availability only. This Notice sets forth
the RTC’s arguments for a non-
availability waiver and seeks comment.
DATES: Comments must be received by
November 12, 2008. Late-filed
comments will be considered to the
extent practicable.

ADDRESSES: Please submit your
comments by one of the following
means, identifying your submissions by
docket number FTA-2008-0048. All
electronic submissions must be made to
the U.S. Government electronic site at
www.regulations.gov. Commenters
should follow the instructions below for
mailed and hand-delivered comments.

(1) Web site: www.regulations.gov.
Follow the instructions for submitting
comments on the U.S. Government
electronic docket site;

(2) Fax: (202) 493-2251;

(3) Mail: U.S. Department of
Transportation, 1200 New Jersey
Avenue, SE., Docket Operations, M-30,
Room W12-140, Washington, DC
20590-0001.

(4) Hand Delivery: Room W12-140 on
the first floor of the West Building, 1200
New Jersey Avenue, SE., Washington,
DC 20590 between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except Federal
holidays.

Instructions: All submissions must
make reference to the “Federal Transit
Administration” and include docket
number FTA-2008-0048. Due to
security procedures in effect since
October 2001, mail received through the
U.S. Postal Service may be subject to
delays. Parties making submissions
responsive to this notice should
consider using an express mail firm to
ensure the prompt filing of any
submissions not filed electronically or
by hand. Note that all submissions
received, including any personal
information therein, will be posted
without change or alteration to
www.regulations.gov. For more
information, you may review DOT’s
complete Privacy Act Statement in the
Federal Register published on April 11,
2000 (65 FR 19477), or visit
www.regulations.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
questions please contact Jayme L.
Blakesley at (202) 366-0304 or
jayme.blakesley@dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
purpose of this notice is to seek public
comment on whether the Federal
Transit Administration should waive its
Buy America requirements in 49 CFR
Part 661 for fifty (50) Bus Rapid Transit
vehicles to be manufactured and
assembled in the United Kingdom by
Wright Group (Wright) for the Regional
Transportation Commission of Southern
Nevada (RTC). Because the RTC has
already awarded a contract to Wright, it
has asked for a post-award waiver.

In its request for a waiver, a copy of
which has been placed in the Docket,
Nevada RTC describes the benefits ““of
introducing and operating visually
attractive, advanced technology, high
capacity vehicles.” The RTC states that
it ““has largely foregone more expensive
light rail, heavy rail, or monorail
alternatives.” As an example, Nevada
RTC stated that it “converted its
Downtown Connector Project into a
[Bus Rapid Transit] Project, at a
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION

From: California Department of
Transportation (CALTRANS)
District 11
4050 Taylor Street, MS-242
San Diego, CA 92110

To:  All
Federal, State, and Local
Respousible and Cooperating Agencies

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
[References: Division 13, Public Resources Code, Section 21080.4 (State);
40 C.F.R. 1501.7 and 1508.22 (Federal)]

Subject:

This is to inform you that the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation
with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the General Services Administration
(GSA), will be the lead agency and will prepare a Draft Tier II Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the project described below. Your
participation is requested in the preparation and review of this document.

We need to know the applicable permit and environmental review requirements of your agency
and the scope and content of the environmental information which is germane to your agency’s
statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency will need to use
the EIR prepared by our agency when considering your permit or other approval for the project.

The project proposes to evaluate design and operational alternatives for future State Route 11 (SR-

11), the Otay Mesa East Port of Eniry (POE), and a potential Commercial Vehicle Enforcement
Facility (CVEF) in previously sclected locations on Otay Mesa in San Diego County. FHWA, in
cooperation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), has previously
completed a Program EIR/Phase I EIS (Notice of Determination dated October 3, 2008) that
resulted in the selection of a preferred corridor for SR-11 and a preferred location for the POE.
Issuance by the U.S. Department of State (DOS) of a conditional Presidential Permit is also an
anticipated outcome of this prior environmental process. The current Tier 11 EIR/EIS will provide
the required environmental documentation for a full Presidential Permit for the POE, and allow
FHWA/Caltrans and GSA to proceed with acquisition of right-of-way and construction of SR-11
and the Otay Mesa East POE, respectively.

Future SR-11 would begin at approximately the SR-905/SR-125 interchange and proceed easterly
approximately 2.1 miles to a new, approximately 100-acre POE. The project also will either

determine a route to the existing CVEF that serves the existing Otay Mesa POE to the west, or will

provide a second CVEF (approximately 20 acres) dedicated to the proposed Otay Mesa East POE.

NOP Recorded by the County Recorder

Within the limits of and adjacent to the study area, there are biological resources, planned land
uses, paleontological resources, cross-border concerns, and potential traffic management, air
quality, and growth issues.

Preliminary Alternatives/Design Variations under consideration include: (1) taking no action; 2)
the option to achieve the project’s purpose and need through accommodation of pedestrians,
cyclists, transit, and other transportation systems/demand management measures alone, without
implementation of SR-11 and the new POE; (3) SR-11 toll implementation options; (4) the
options of building two interchanges between SR-11 and local roadways, or one interchange only,
with the exact locations of the interchanges to be determined after consideration of public input;
and (5) the options of utilizing the existing Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF) at
the existing Otay Mesa POE to also serve the proposed Otay Mesa East POE, versus construction
of a new CVEF adjacent to the new POE. For all alternatives/design variations, options to reduce
vehicle idling time and associated air pollutant emissions at the POE, and transportation
systems/demand management measures will be analyzed.

A public scoping meeting will be held on December 4, 2008, from 5:00 PM to 7:30 PM at Ocean
View Hills Elementary School, located at 4919 Del Sol Boulevard, San Diego, California. There
will be a formal public hearing at the conclusion of environmental studies. Public notice will be

given as to the date, location, and time of the public meeting and the hearing.

To encourage an exchange of information and ideas, the meeting format will be an informal open
forum. Interested persons will be able to drop in at any time during the meeting hours to ask
questions, make suggestions, or express views for determining the range of alternatives and the
scope of the issues to be addressed and analyzed in depth in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Subsequent to this initial scoping meeting, individual scoping meetings will be arranged with
responsible/cooperating agencies and with special interest groups upon request.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible
date, but not later than 45 days after receipt of this notice.

Please send your response and direct any comments or questions regarding this project to Susanne
Glasgow, Deputy District Director, Environmental Division, Caltrans District 11, 4050 Taylor

Street, MS-242, San Diego, CA 92110.

Date Susanne Glasgow /
Deputy District Director
Environmental Division
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USFWS NOI Comment Letter

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, California 92011

DEC 08 2008

in Reply Refer To:
FWS-SDG-08B0316-09FA0005

Cesar Perez
Senior Transportation Engineer
Federal Highway Admimstration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, California 95814
Subject: Notice of Intent to prepare a Tier 11 Environmental Impact Statement for State
Route 11, Otay Mesa East Port of Entry, and a potential Commercial Vehicle
" Enforcement Facility in San Diego County, California (ER 08/1139)

Dear Mr. Perez:

We have reviewed the Notice of Intent (NOI) for State Route 11 (SR 11), a New Port of Entry
(POE), and a potential Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF) on east Otay Mesa in
San Diego County and are providing the following comments. The project proposes to evaluate
design and operational alternatives for future SR 11, the POE and a potential CVEF on Otay
Mesa, California. We offer the following comments and recommendations regarding project-
associated biological impacts based on our review of the NOI and our knowledge of declining
habitat types and species within our office jurisdiction in San Diego County.

We have been participating in the stakeholders group that has been established for this project
and will continue to do so. We commented previously on this project in a letter dated June 4,
2007, in response to the NOI for the Phase I Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as well as in
a letter dated March 4, 2008 on the draft EIS. As we stated in our previous letters, of primary
concern is the potential impacts to the sensitive resources on both side of the border on Otay
Mesa including potential impacts to Quino checkerspot butterflies (Euphydras editha quino),
burrowing owls (Speotyto cunicularia hypugaea) and listed vernal pool species. We recommend
that the POE be located as far to the west as possible in order to minimize impacts to these
resources. In addition, we recommend that advanced mitigation opportunities be explored on
Otay Mesa for this project given the rarity of the resources and to ensure that adequate mitigation
can be secured. Otay Mesa is a critical component of the County of San Diego’s Multiple
Species Conservation Program, that supports species and habitats not found anywhere else.

To facilitate the evaluation of the proposed project from the standpoint of fish and wildlife
protection, we request that the EIS contain the following specific information:

TAKE PRIDE g +
rNAMERICA%

M. Cesar Perez (FWS-SDG-08B0316-09FA0005)

1.

A description of the environment in the vicinity of the project from a local and regional
perspective. This description should include a vegetation/habitat map of the project area
and surrounding areas.

A complete discussion of the purpose and need for the project and each of its alteratives.
This discussion should also include how this project will be coordinated with the San
Diego County update of their East Otay Mesa Specific Plan and its associated amendment
to the Multiple Species Conservation Program.

A complete description of the proposed project, including the Limits of the project area.
This project description should include all practicable alternatives that have been
considered to avoid and minimize project impacts, to the maximum extent practicable, to
sensifive habitats (e.o.. coastal sage scrub. wetlands) and endangered, threatened, or
sensitive species, and measures to mitigate unavoidable impacts.

Quantitative and gualitative assessments of the biological resources and habitat types that
will be impacted by the proposed project and its alternatives. An assessment of direct,
indirect, and cumulative project impacts to fish and wildlife associated habitats of the
project (e.g., increased population, increased development, and increased traffic). All
facets of the project (e.g., construction, implementation, operation, and maintenance)
should be included in this assessment.

This assessment should include a list of Federal candidate, proposed, and/or listed
species; State-listed species; and locally sensitive species that are on or near the project
site, including a detailed discussion of these species and information pertaining to their
local status and distribution, Therefore, we recommend comprehensive biological
surveys be performed on the project site, including directed surveys for all potentially
occurring Federal and State-listed species using standard survey protocols. Investigators
conducting surveys for federally listed species must be qualified biologists, We are
particularly interested in any and all information and data pertaining tc potential impacts
to populations of federally listed or proposed species and their designated or proposed
critical habitats. The EIS should disclose all impacts to these sensitive resources
including those incurred from indirect impacts.

Project-related impacts that may occur to federaily listed species in Mexico should also
be addressed.

Project-related impacts may oceur outside of the area directly affected by the proposed
project. We recommend that you make your cumulative impacts analysis broad enough
to include the effects of future State, tribal, local, or private actions that are reasonably
certain to oceur in the area affected by the direct and indirect effects of your project.
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Mr. Cesar Perez (FWS-SDG-08B0316-09FA0005)

8.
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2.

13.

USFWS NOI Comment Letter

Proposed measures to be taken to avoid, minimize, and mitigate significant impacts to
biological resources should be discussed in detail.

Maps and tables summarizing specific acreages and locations of all habitat types and the
number and distribution of all Federal candidates, proposed, and/or listed species; State
listed species; and locally sensitive species on or near the project site that may be affected

by the proposed project or project alternatives.

A dotailed analysis of impacts of the proposed project on the movement of wildlife, and

proposed measures to avoid and minimize impacts, and mitigate unavoidable impacts.

Am nececement af natential fmnacts to wetlands and inrisdictional waters of the United
States. The EIS should disclose all impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands, and
proposed measures to be taken to avoid and minimize impacts, and mitigate unavoidable
impacts.

Identification of methods to be employed to prevent the discharge and disposal of toxie
and/or caustic substances, including oil and gasoline, on the project site during and after
construction. Specifically, effects to water quality from runoff should be addressed.

A discussion assessing the effects of the proposed project on nulti-species planning
efforts within the Multiple Species Conservation Program.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this NOI with regard to potential impacts to
sensitive and endangered species, wildlife, and wetlands. If you have any questions pertaining to
these comments, please contact Ms. Susan Wynn of my staff at (760) 431-9440.

ce

Sincerely,

ey

for Karen A. Goebel
T Assistant Field Supervisor

Susanne Glasgow, Calfrans District 11
Vijai Rai, DOI
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City of San Die

THE CiTy oF SAN DiEGo

December 17, 2008

Susanne Glasgow
Department of Transportation
District 11 .

4050 Taylor Street, MS-242
San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Ms. Glasgow:

Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report - State
Route 11/0Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project

Subject:

The City of San Diego (“City”) has received and reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a
Draft Tier Il Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)
for future State Route 11 (SR-11), the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE), and a
potential Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF) with the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acting as the lead agency in cooperation with the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the General Services Administration
(GSA). Inresponse to the NOP, the City has identified additional environmental issues
beyond those listed in the NOP, which may have an effect on the City of San Diego that
require review and analysis. These include transportation/circulation, cultural resources,
and aesthetics/visual quality. In addition, we have identified applicable permit and
environmental review requirements for those areas of the proposed project outside of the
Caltrans right-of-way, and within the City’s jurisdiction. While this is not an exhaustive

- list of the required permits, there is a potential for the implementation of the project to

necessitate a Site Development Permit, Planned Development Permit, Public Right-of-
Way Permit, easement vacations, street vacations, and associated environmental review.
The EIR prepared by your agency will be used when considering permit approval and
environmental review for this project.

The City has agreed to be a participating agency in the development of the EIR/EIS for
the project. We look forward to continued coordinated planning between the City,
Caltrans and the other participating agencies in addressing impacts from the
implementation of this important transportation project.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this response, please do not
hesitate to contact me at (619)446-5008.

Development Services
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 ® San Diego, CA 92101-4155
Tel (619) 446-5460

0 NOI Comment Letter

Page 2 of 2
Susanne Glasgow
December 17, 2008

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this response, please do not
hesitate to contact me at (619)446-5008.

Sincerely,

O (. Q 0

Cecilia Gallardo, AICP
Assistant Deputy Director
Development Services Department

ccl

Labib Qasem, Senior Traffic Engineer
Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner )
City of San Diego Environmental Review & Comment Files
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County of San Biego

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
5555 OVERLAND AVE, SUITE 2188
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 82123-1295

(858) 694-2212 FAX: (858) 268-0461
Web Site: www.sdcounty.ca.govidpw/

JOHN L. SNYDER -
DIRECTOR

December 18, 2008

Cesar Perez

Senior Transportation Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Perez:

NOTICE OF INTENT FOR STATE ROUTE 11 / PORT OF ENTRY / COMMERCIAL
VEHICLE ENFORCEMENT FACILITY - TIER II. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

STATEMENT

The County of San Diego has reviewed the Notice of Intent (NOI) for the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Tier Il State Route 11 (SR-11) highway project, international Port of Entry (POE), and
Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF), issued on October 30, 2008.

County Department of Public Works (DPW) and Department of Planning and Land Use
(DPLU) staff have completed their review of the NOI. The comments below are

regarding traffic and transportation.

SR-11

1. The EIS/EIR should provide a detailed project description that clearly identifies
all of the proposed design/operation features for each project alternative.

2. The EIS/EIR should analyze existing conditions, on opening day for the
proposed project, and year 2035, with and without the project: Tier Il analysis
should consider post-year 2035 build-out/full development forecast projections
in developing the ultimate freeway design. The County and City of San Diego

should be consulted when determining the build-out *potential of future .

development planned for the Otay Mesa region to determine ultimate right of
way (ROW) and design requirements for SR-11.

Kids e The Environment e Safe and Livable. Communities

County of San Diego NOI Comment Letter

Mr. Perez
Page 2 of 5
December 18, 2008

10.

11.

We encourage continued agency coordination and sharing of data for the
development of the traffic analysis.

The EIS/EIR should provide a discussion of the project’s impacts to local

~ County roads under each of the build-out interchange alternatives.

Interim/phased alternatives should also‘be considered that will maintain access
to properties within East Otay Mesa.  One such alternative would be provision
of an expressway with direct access at Enrico Fermi Road and Siempre Viva
‘Road. ’

The impact of out-of-direction travel to local roadways, in both the
unincorporated area and the City of San Diego, should be accounted for in
alternatives with limited or no direct access/interchanges to SR-11.

The Modified Two-Interchange alternative identified in the Value Analysis Study
should be fully assessed and considered in the Tier Il EIS/EIR. :

The EIS/EIR analysis should consider existing interchange spacing and non-
standard design issues that were approved for SR-905 and SR-125 when
evaluating interchange alternatives for SR-11. :

The EIS/EIR should verify that the proposed SR-11 project would not preclude
the construction of any planned County Circulation Element and Specific Plan
roads. The SR-11 design should accommodate all planned County Circulation
Element and Specific Plan roads that are proposed to directly connect with -
and/or traverse SR-11.

The EIS/EIR should discuss whether the proposed SR-11 project may require
improvements to connecting County roads and/or reconfiguration of County
roads. The extent of improvements that may be required to connect and/or
parallel County roads should also be discussed. C e :

Property owners in the East Otay Mesa Specific Planning area have expressed
needs and interest in additional access to the County mesa area in the vicinity
of the SR-905/SR-11/SR-125 freeway-to-freeway interchange. Propery owners
have proposed auxiliary ramps. The EIS/EIR should evaluate and consider
additional access alternatives, where feasible, in final design of the freeway-to-
freeway interchange. A potential option would be an off-ramp that splits off
from the northbound to eastbound SR-905/SR-11 connector, then drops down
to connect with the southern terminus of Harvest Road. SR-905 northbound
access to Otay Mesa Road should also be considered due to benefit the SR-
11/SR-905 connection and access to the East Otay Mesa area.
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County of San Diego NOI Comment Letter

Mr. Perez
Page 3 of 5
December 18, 2008

12,

13.

14:

The County’s Guidelines for the Determination . of Significance ) for
Transportation and Traffic, adopted September 26, 200§, and rewsqd
December 5, 2007, should be used as a guide in preparation of the traffic
analysis for impacts to County roads.

The EIS/EIR should note encroachment and construction permits would be
required for any work performed within the County's ROW.

The EIS/EIR should provide a project description that clearly iderjtifies all of the
proposed tolling alternatives for SR-11, such as the potenti_al tolling at all of the
SR-11 access points and/or tolling at the new POE only.

New Otay Mesa East POE

15.

16.

17.

18.

The new Otay Mesa East POE will require an estimatet_:l 100 acres for its
facilities. The EIS/EIR should identify properties that potentially may be directly
impacted by the 100-acre project site.

The EIS/EIR should outline the potential process that may be used to acquire
the needed 100 acres.

» The EIS/EIR should provide a detailed project description that clearly identifies

all of the proposed POE operational alternatives, such as various passenger
and commercial/cargo options, plus the new POE functioning as a toll facility.

The EIS/EIR should explain how proposed operations a't‘ the new POE would
relate to operations at the existing Otay Mesa and San Ysidro POEs.

Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF)

19.

20.

The EIS/EIR should provide map figures that show proposed . routes from the
new POE to the CVEF, and onto SR-11 or other public roads. :

The EIS/EIR should identify/assess if truck traffic, especially international
commercial trucks, would need to use any County roads to travel from the new

POE to the CVEF, and onto SR-11.

PLANNING AND LAND USE

21.

The proposed 'highway, POE and possible CVEF will be on land within _the
jurisdiction of the County of San Diego. The County is part of the Mulitiple

Mr. Perez
Page 4 of 5
December 18, 2008

22.

23..

Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and has adopted a sub-area plan
(South County Plan) that covers southern San Diego County, including EOM.
Tier Il EIS/EIR should evaluate a design that minimizes the impacts to the
various species that are covered by the MSCP and that inhabit the non-native
grasslands and coastal sage scrub within the chosen alignment for SR-11, the
chosen location of the POE, and the possible CVEF. The covered species that
occur within the proposed project area and its vicinity include:

« Northern harrier (breeding and foraging in non-native grasslands)

e Swainson's hawk (foraging during winter in non-native grasslands)

e Ferruginous hawk (foraging in non-native grasslands)

e Golden eagle (foraging in non-native grassiands) — a pair of golden eagles
is known to nest in O'Neal Canyon to the east of the proposed project, and
they forage over grasslands on EOM. .

Burrowing owl (burrows, breeding and foraging in non-native grasslands)
Coastal cactus wren (breeding and foraging in cactus patches)

California gnatcatcher (breeding and foraging in coastal sage scrub)
California rufous-crowned sparrow (breeding and foraging in coastal sage
scrub

¢ Mountain lion (foraging)

Burrowing owls are of particular concern on EOM. Burrowing owls have
declined in San Diego County by about 90% during the past 30 years. At the
end of the 1970s and in the early 1980s there were 250-300 breeding pairs,
with very few on EOM. Now there are only 40-50 breeding pairs in all of San
Diego County, with 25-30 of these pairs on EOM. The proposed SR-11, POE
and possible CVEF will impact non-native grassland habitat and possibly

‘burrows. The Tier Il EIS should evaluate a design that minimizes impacts to

the burrowing owl and its non-native grassland habitat. :

The County’ of San Diego, U.S. Fish. and Wildlife Service and California
Department of Fish and Game have identified two burrowing owl nodes for
preserving non-native grassland on EOM. The attached map shows the two
burrowing owl nodes (pink circles): one just west of Donovan State Detention
Facility along the north side of EOM and one at the very southeastern corner of
the mesa. Much of the land in the northern node is already preserved by the
County and Caltrans and includes the Caltrans restoration site for SR-125.
Other portions are being purchased by other developers needing mitigation on
East. Otay Mesa. In the southeastern node, none of the land has been
designated for preservation yet. The County encourages Caltrans and the
Department of ‘General Services to consider preservation of lands in these
areas as mitigation for impacts to non-native grasslands and possibly coastal
sage scrub by the proposed project. . )
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.24,  The County is concerned -about access from SR-11 to commercial and
industrial lands on East Otay Mesa. These land uses are important to traffic
coming north from Mexico and include loading and unloading facilities, truck
parking and container storage, and other necessities of international
commerce. The County requests that Caltrans contact the Department of
Planning and Land Use and the Department of Public Works to coordinate the
Jocation of interchanges on SR-11 that will provide access to East Otay Mesa.

The County of San Diego appreciates the opportunity to participate in the development
and environmental review process for this project, and close coordination and
partnership in the planning and development of the SR-11/POE/CVEF project. We look
forward to receiving future meeting correspondence, environmental documents and/or
providing additional assistance at your request related to this project. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please contact Richard Chin, Associate
Transportation Specialist at (858) 874-4203.

Sincerely,

. DER; Director
Départment of Public Works

JLS:DKT:le

cc:  Susanne Glasgow, Deputy District Director, Environmental Division, Caltrans —
California Department of Transportation, 4050 Taylor Street, San Diego, CA
92110
Kelly Finn, Caltrans — Caltrans, 4050 Taylor Street, San Diego, CA 92110 -
Richard Chin, Michael Robinson, Bob Goralka, Francisco “Nick” Ortiz —
Department of Public Works
Bobbie Stephenson, Leann Carmichael, Tom Oberbauer, Bob Citrano —
Department of Planning and Land Use
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SD Commercial, LLC

5440 Morehouse Drive, Suite 4000 « San Diego, CA 92121 « 858/623-9000 « 858/623-9009 fax

December 31, 2008

Ms. Kelly Finn

Environmental Branch Chief, Environmental Division
Caltrans District 11

4050 Taylor Street, M.S. 242

San Diego, CA 92110

RE: Comments for SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE
Dear Ms. Finn,

We are in receipt of your Notice of Preparation of a Draft Tier II Environmental Impact
Report regarding the construction of SR-11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry
(“OMEPOE”). The following entities own approximately 2,200 acres of land near the
proposed facilities, some of which is located in the proposed corridor. These entities are
controlled by the De La Fuente family and are managed by SD Commercial, LLC.

American International Racing, Inc.
D&D Landholdings

International Industrial Park, Inc.
KYDDLF & RDLFG FTNO 1, LLC
Otay Mesa Property, L.P.

OMC Properties, LLC

Rancho Vista Del Mar

TPO LLC

Otay International LLC
RK.R.DLFY L.P.

OWDP LLC

Otay Truck Parking L.P.

Otay Concrete Parking, LLC

Otay Acquisitions, L.P.

Ms. Kelly Finn
December 31, 2008
Page 2 of 4

As such, this correspondence represents the comments of the aforementioned entities,
which were requested to be submitted by December 31, 2008.

We are happy to hear that Caltrans has obtained the conditional Presidential Permit, as
we are in favor of SR-11 and the commerce and circulation it has the potential to achieve.
However, we do have multiple concerns outlined below that need to be addressed in
order to realize the full benefits of these facilities, as they were originally intended.

Funding —

It is our understanding from attending multiple meetings with Caltrans officials that the
total construction costs are projected to be around $700 million, comprised of
approximately $350 million for SR-11 itself and $350 million for the actual OMEPOE.
Additionally, since the passing of Senate Bill 1486, SANDAG is authorized to issue
bonds, collect tolls and utilize other tools to repay approximately $350 million of these
expenses. Unfortunately, we have been informed that Caltrans has “negotiated away”
any assistance from the Federal government in order to expedite the issuance of the
Presidential Permit. This funding would have assisted in closing the gap for the
remaining money needed to complete the full construction, as planned.

This decision makes no logical sense. Why would we bargain with these desperately
needed funds? In light of the current budget crisis in California, which has resulted in a
cessation of work on State Route 905, the opportunity for Federal funds is an integral part
of any expansion of the national highway grid. Not only will the additional OMEPOE
alleviate the congestion at the existing POEs, therefore significantly lessoning the current
efforts required, but it will also increase the security at the border and create hundreds of
jobs in our currently downsized economy. We know that traditionally the Federal
government will contribute funds for these types of endeavors, as they do at other POEs
around the country. This opportunity should be opened up for renegotiation.

Interchanges —

Caltrans’ recent notion to consider the elimination of one or both of the planned
interchanges at Enrico Fermi Drive (“Enrico”) and Siempre Viva Road (“Siempre”) is
simply unacceptable. As far back as 1994, the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan designated
these two interchanges as a critical part of the local circulation element. When the
County Board of Supervisors adopted the Amended Subarea 1 Plan on August 1, 2007,
these two interchanges formed the backbone of the East Otay Mesa road network. We
strongly urge Caltrans and SANDAG to respect the decision of the local planning
authority in this regard. All development occurring since the adoption of this plan has
been forced to comply accordingly. As such, a deviation of this magnitude would
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Ms. Kelly Finn
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essentially throw away years of planning and considerable dollars and undermine the
whole reason for creating a community plan in the first place. We ask that Caltrans
recognize that projects have been planned and approved around the layout of this
element. Not having on/off ramps to the surrounding land would be like having a house
with no doors.

Alternatives —

If after exploring all of the available funding mechanisms (including Federal government
funding), Caltrans is unable to respect East Otay Mesa’s Circulation Element by
furnishing the planned two full freeway diamonds, there are a few potential untapped
resources in the area that may be able to lend assistance. As Caltrans is aware, R.J.
Donovan Prison (“Donovan”) is preparing to expand its facilities to house 1,500
additional medical beds, along with approximately 1,600 permanent staff. These figures
do not include visitors, inmate and patient transporters, suppliers, probation officers,
attorneys, and the multitude of construction workers whose presence will be ongoing
through project completion. It is easy to picture the magnitude of traffic that will be
generated from this project alone.

As such, this expansion project could justify the costs of building the western half of the
interchange at Enrico. This one-half diamond would benefit Donovan directly, as the
traffic going to and from the prison could immediately access SR-11, instead of further
congesting the surface streets. We have proposed this mitigation measure to Donovan,
along with the northward extension of Enrico from Otay Mesa Road, at public hearings
and in our comment letter. This extension would act as Donovan’s primary access and
would mitigate the safety hazard created by only one point of ingress/egress to a project
of this volume. If Caltrans supported our efforts to compel Donovan to incorporate these
two mitigation measures, this would achieve funding for one-half of the Enrico
interchange. Once this is accomplished, Caltrans’ funding needs are reduced to an
interchange at the eastern half of Enrico and a full interchange at Siempre. If no other
funding method is feasible, we would entertain the compromise of deferring the eastern
half of the diamond at Enrico.

Another issue that has been alluded to at multiple meetings with Caltrans officials is the
possible design flaw of the proximity of the proposed interchange at Siempre to the
OMEPOE facility. Apparently, this issue has arisen due to the footprint expansion from
the originally planned facility. If during the further investigation of these relative
distances, the originally proposed alignments are deemed impracticable, we would
consider a half diamond at Siempre and a half diamond at Alta Road.

Ms. Kelly Finn
December 31, 2008
Page 4 of 4

CHP Truck Inspection Station —

During Caltrans’ recent presentations, we have been informed that the CHP Truck
Inspection Station (“CHP”) is proposed to be located on approximately 20 acres
immediately outside the northeast corner of the OMEPOE anticipated footprint. This
revised location is detrimental for us because it will block access to our properties located
to the east of the OMEPOE. As such, we would suggest situating the CHP immediately
east of the footprint, as opposed to its current northeasterly position.

Biology —

We have reviewed the Biological Environment report presented in the August 2008 Final
Program Environmental Impact Report/Phase I Environmental Impact Statement and we
disagree with the biological findings. Specifically, we vehemently oppose the inclusion
of the alleged findings relating to our properties (APN 648-080-16 and APN 648-080-17)
which lie outside the Tier II Environmental Study Area. In addition, we contest the
premature findings on APN 648-080-18, which has yet to even be studied. Our letter of
authorization dated August 15, 2008 provided only limited access to approximately 11
acres of that parcel. Even though we strongly voice our disagreement, we do not intend
to delay the project based on the biological reports, but would like to notify Caltrans of
our total opposition for including these findings in a public document.

We look forward to working with Caltrans to reach mutually agreeable decisions on these
issues, while respecting the region’s transportation needs.

Sincerely,

David Wick

President

SD Commercial, LL.C
(858) 623-9000, ext. 700
dwick@natent.com

cc: Mark Baza
Mario Orso
Sandra Lavender
Nicola Bernard
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region IX

1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Oakland, CA. 94607-4052

December 8, 2008

Kelly Finn

Environmental Branch Chief
Environmental Division
Caltrans District 11

4050 Taylor Street, MS 242
San Diego, California 92110

Dear Ms. Finn:

This is in response to your request for comments on the Notice of Preparation/Notice of Scoping
for the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE), and potential Commercial Vehicle Enforcement
Facility (CVEF).

Please review the current effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the County of San
Diego (Community Number 060284), Map revised September 29, 2006. Please note that the
County of San Diego, California is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP). The minimum, basic NFIP floodplain management building requirements are described
in Vol. 44 Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65.

A summary of these NFIP floodplain management building requirements are as follows:

o All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, AH, AE,
and Al through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest
floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation level in accordance with the effective Flood
Insurance Rate Map.

e Ifthe area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the
FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term
development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or .
materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis must be performed prior to the start of
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways.

www.fema.gov

Kelly Finn
Page 2
December 8, 2008

e All buildings constructed within a coastal high hazard area, (any of the “V” Flood Zones
as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated on pilings and columns, so that the lowest
horizontal structural member, (excluding the pilings and columns), is elevated to or above
the base flood elevation level. In addition, the posts and pilings foundation and the
structure attached thereto, is anchored to resist flotation, collapse and lateral movement
due to the effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously on all building
components.

o Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood Hazard Areas,
the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3,
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data becomes available, a
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting technical data for a flood
map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages,

please refer to the FEMA website at http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/forms.shtm.
Please Note:

Many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain management building
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44
CFR. Please contact the local community’s floodplain manager for more information on local
floodplain management building requirements. The County of San Diego floodplain manager
can be reached by calling Cid Tesoro, Floodplain Administrator, at (858) 694-2666.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Marshall Marik of the
Mitigation staff at (510) 627-7057.

Sincerely,

C:’:__ENS_CW 3( . B S ~
Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

ce:

Cid Tesoro, Floodplain Administrator, San Diego County

Garret Tam Sing/Salomon Miranda, State of California, Department of Water Resources,
Southern District

Marshall Marik, Floodplanner, CFM, DHS/FEMA Region IX

Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX
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Susanne Glasgow

Caltrans District 11

4050 Taylor Street, M.S. 242
San Diego, CA 92110

Comments on Purpose and Need and Range of Alternatives for Tier II State Route
11 / Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project

Subject:

Dear Ms. Glasgow:

This letter responds to your September 30, 2009 request for comments on the Purpose

" and Need and Project Alternatives for the State Route (SR) 11 Otay Mesa East Port of Entry
(POE) Project, San Diego County, California. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in
cooperation with California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), will prepare a Tier II Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project under National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). A Program Phase 1 Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) has already been
completed. The request is in accordance with Section 6002 of Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

EPA is a Participating (as defined in SAFETEA-LU) and Cooperating Agency (as
defined in the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR
1508.5)) for this project and has participated in several interagency workgroup meetings. EPA
previously provided comments on the project following our review of the Notice of Intent (NOI)
for the project published in the Federal Register (November 2008). EPA appreciates the
opportunity to review the project’s Purpose and Need and Range of Alternatives,

Purpose and Need

Transit and Bicycle Access

The Draft Purpose and Need Statement includes an additional objective to allow bicycle
and transit access to the proposed POE (p. 2). The proposal is to accommodate possible future
transit service, such as Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), by including sufficient space within the overall
POE footprint for a potential future transit center, without siting, designing, or constructing the
facility at this time, which will be defined by San Diego Association of Governments and
Metropolitan Transit Service at a later date (p. 1). While EPA is very supportive of bicycle and
transit access as a strategy to reduce local and cross-border personal vehicle trips, the need
statement should include information that describes the current condition related to bicycle and
transit trips to and from POEs in the region and how the project would support current and/or
proposed biking / transit initiatives in the border region.

1998 Letter of Intent Binational Corridor Preservation for State Routé 11

Another additional objective is to support the 1998 Letter of Intent entitled “Binational
Corridor Preservation for State Route 11 — Tijuana/Rosarito 2000 and Site Designation for the
East Otay Mesa-Mesa de Otay II Port of Entry”. However, the Draft Purpose and Need
Statement does not include any information on the Letter of Intent. EPA recommends providing
background information on the Letter of Intent in the Purpose and Need Statement to clarify how
supporting binational corridor preservation and the goals and objective outlined in the Letter of
Intent will be met. EPA also recommends adding "where feasible and in compliance with
Federal and State regulations" to the end of this objective.

Connections to Local Roads from SR 11 :

The current focus of the Draft Purpose and Need Statement related to the SR 11 facility is
linking the proposed POE to the existing and proposed highway system for binational regional
mobility. The need to connect SR 11 to local traffic circulation (proposed and/or existing) is not
discussed. Considering that the primary difference between the build alternatives is the number
of proposed interchanges (Two Interchange Alternative, One Interchange Alternative, and No
Interchange Alternative), the Purpose and Need Statement should define the relationship of the
SR 11 intersections to local roads to better understand how the number of interchanges are
related to the purpose and need for the proposed project. EPA recommends including trip
origination and destination information as supporting information to inform the need for the

- project. In addition, the purpose and need statement should identify who would use these

intersections. Specifically identify if these interchanges would service existing roads or proposed
roads.

Volume and Capacity Needs of the Proposed SR 11 and POE Facilities

The Draft Purpose and Need Statement provides information that supports the need for a new
border crossing and connecting highway, but supporting volume and capacity information is lacking.
This information is critical in informing the alternatives related to size and operation for the new
infrastructure. Based on information provided, it appears the existing border crossings are inadequate
to accommodate the present and future cross-border traffic, even with proposed improvements at
existing facilities. Therefore, the description of the need for the project should be revised to include
estimated traffic volumes (including other modes of cross-border trips), estimated capacity
requirements at the new border crossing, and projected additional highway infrastructure for both
present and future conditions. This information will help justify and characterize the type, extent and
magnitude of infrastructure needed to reduce existing border crossing congestion and accommodate
the future travel demand.

The Draft Project Alternatives document only proposes a four-lane freeway and does not
include smaller or larger facilities within the range of alternatives. The lack of inclusion of
fewer or larger facilities (fewer or additional lanes) in the range of alternatives proposed for
analysis is not explained in the Project Alternatives discussion, nor supported by any information
in the Purpose and Need Statement. We recommend revising the discussion of the Project
Alternatives to either include a broader range of alternatives, or identify why only a four-lane
structure is proposed. In addition, data that is being considered to determine adequate sizing and
operational requirements for this POE should be included in the needs statement to justify the
scope of the POE facility in the Project Alternatives. ‘ :
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Increased U.S. Southbound Inspections and Northbound Mexico Inspections

EPA is aware of the anticipated increased and likely regular southbound vehicular
inspections by the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) that would occur as part of the
enhanced security operations at border facilities in the region. EPA is also aware that Mexico
will begin the screening of inbound vehicles using the Sistema de Aforo Vehicular (SIAVE)
system. Page 3 of the Draft Project Alternatives indicates that although sufficient space has been
provided within the proposed POE site to accommodate future southbound inspections and
conceptual facilities are identified, detailed design for such facilities cannot be developed until
specific requirements become known. EPA recommends incorporating in the Purpose and Need
Statement the most current and available informatjon about CBP’s proposal to increase
southbound vehicular inspections and discussing how implementation of Mexico’s screening of
inbound vehicles will integrate with the anticipated southbound inspections by the U.S.
government at the Tijuana border.

Project Alternatives

Relationship to Preferred Program Alternative Identified in the Phase I PEIS

The Draft Purpose and Need Statement indicates that both the Tier I POE shape and
layout have been adjusted from those in the Phase I PEIS to reflect subsequent design changes
for the proposed SR 11 corridor and the POE facility (p. 2). Consequently, the footprint for the
alternatives is larger than the selected preferred program alternative (e.g., 109.3 acres versus 100
acres for the POE site) and the POE footprint has edged eastward. EPA recommends including
additional rationale for the design changes and indicating whether the increase in size and
shifting of the POE boundary eastward changes any analysis or conclusion related to
environmental impacts assessed in the Phase I PEIS.

Additional Elements of the SR 11 Facility

The Draft Project Alternatives document includes information pertaining to project and
right of way footprint, medians, interchanges, crossings for local roads, and number of lanes, but
does not include any information for other road elements, such as stormwater-related
infrastructure and possible crossings (e.g., culverts, bridges, etc.) for natural features (drainages,
wildlife crossings, etc.). This is particularly important when considering whether the proposed
freeway will avoid or minimize impacts to waters of the U.S. and other sensitive habitats. EPA
recommends describing other roadway elements in the Project Alternatives that will be
incorporated into the project design to avoid and minimize impacts to water quality and sensitive
biological resources.

The drawings for all of the build alternatives appear to include an interchange at Siempre
Viva Road, even though it is not labeled as such in the One Interchange Alternative (Figure 2)
and No Interchange Alternative (Figure 3) drawings. The text for the One Interchange
Alternative and the No Interchange Alternative describes an undercrossing at Siempre Viva Road
(p-4). The text also further states that several design elements of the Siempre Viva Road
undercrossing would be similar to the Siempre Viva Road Interchange proposed under the Two
Interchange Alternative, with the principal difference that no direct access would be provided
between SR 11 and Siempre Viva Road. This is confusing since the graphic appears to be exactly

the same for all of the figures at Siempre Viva Road. Please further explain the similar design
features and why the figure looks the same for an interchange versus an undercrossing at
Siempre Viva Road and/or clarify if this is an etror in Figures 2 and 3.

Lack of Details on the POE Facility

Considering that this is a project-level EIS, design information on the proposed POE
facility is extremely limited in the Draft Project Alternatives description. The text in the Draft
indicates the proposed footprint is based on design and operational assumptions (p. 3). Buildings
and inspection areas are not labeled in the figures, nor described in the Alternatives. The number
of booths and lanes is not provided, and operational requirements are not described. The Phase I
PEIS included labeling for its conceptual design / layout (Figure 2-3 of the Phase 1 PEIS) that
the Draft Project Alternatives does not include. The Final Phase I PEIS indicates that the
conceptual design for the new POE was developed using a software simulation tool called }
Border Wizard Program and that further design details would be developed in Phase II (p.2-4 of
Final PEIS), but these are not described in the Draft Project Alternatives document. EPA
recommends including a further developed POE design and description in the Project
Alternatives. ‘

Screening Alternatives

EPA would like to receive more information on the Range of Alternatives in order to
provide more meaningful feedback. EPA also recommends providing the methodology used for
screening the alternatives to determine which Range of Alternatives will be included in the DEIS
to Participating and Cooperating Agencies for comments. The methodology should include
information about which criteria and measures were, or will be, used at each screening level and
how they will be integrated in a comprehensive evaluation so that meaningful feedback can be
provided on the screening process.

Least Environmentally Damaging and Practicable Alternative

There is a likely need for a Department of the Army permit for discharge of fill in waters
of the U.S. for the Project. This will require documentation that a reasonable range of
alternatives were analyzed to identify the Least Environmentally Damaging and Practicable
Alternative (LEDPA) in order to comply with Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines. The 404(b)(1) Guidelines require non-water dependent projects that discharge
dredged or fill material into special aquatic sites (e.g., wetlands) to rebut the presumptions that
there are alternatives available to the applicant which do not involve impacts to special aquatic
sites and that alternatives which do not involve special aquatic sites are less damaging to the
aquatic ecosystem. To rebut these presumptions, the project proponent is usually required to
examine both off-site and on-site alternatives, which are interrelated to the project purpose
statement. EPA recommends including a discussion on the requirements of LEDPA selection and
possible adoption of the EIS by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for their permit decision in
the Project Alternatives and describing how the alternative analysis will comply with the
404(b)(1) Guidelines.
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Section 6002 Coordination for Future Projects

Section 6002 SAFETEA-LU requires that the lead agency provide an opportunity for
involvement by Participating Agencies in defining the Purpose and Need and in determining the
Range of Alternatives for a project as early as practicable during the environmental review
process. For this project, EPA received a concurrent request to comment on Purpose and Need
and Range of Alternatives. The intent of Section 6002 SAFETEA-LU is to involve Participating
Agencies early during the development of Purpose and Need in order to inform the scope and
development of Project Alternatives. For future projects, EPA recommends that Caltrans request
Participating Agency feedback on the Purpose and Need before extensive effort is expended on
developing a Range of Alternatives so that agency input can help shape alternative development.
EPA also recommends requesting Participating Agency feedback on the project’s coordination
plan, particularly if a project schedule is developed that includes timelines for Participating
Agency comments. -

As a next step for this project and as described in Section 6002 SAFETEA-LU, EPA is
available to assist in the determination of the methodologies to be used and the level of detail
required in the analysis of each alternative for the project. We are also available to continue
working with the interagency workgroup to further refine the Project Alternatives to avoid and
minimize impacts to resources.

Thank you for requesting our comments on the Purpose and Need.and Project
Alternatives. We look forward to continued participation in this project as a Participating and
Cooperating Agency through the interagency workgroup and the Section 6002 SAFETEA-LU
process. Please contact Susan Sturges within the EPA’s Environmental Review Office (415-947-
4188 or sturges.susan@epa.gov) and Dave Fege within EPA’s Border Office (619-235-4769 or
fege.dave@epa.gov) for further coordination on this project.

Sincerely,

(ZZ )i

Connell Dunning, Transportation Team Supervisor
Environmental Review Office
Communities and Ecosystems Division

CC:  Pedro Orso-Delgado, Caltrans
Steve Healow, Federal Highway Administration
Ramon Riesgo, General Services Administration
Michelle Mattson, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Susan Wynn, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Andy Brinton, U.S. Customs and Border Protection
Ted Boling, Council of Environmental Quality
James Gavin, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

October 15, 2009

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER
UNITED STATES SECTION

-Susanne Glasgow- - =
Deputy District Director, Environmental
Department of Transportation
4050 Taylor Street, MS-242
San Diego, CA 92110

Re:  Review and Comment on the Purpose and Need, and Range of Alternatives for the State -
Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project.

Dear Ms. Glasgow:

In reference to your letter dated September 30, 2009, The United States International Boundary and
Water Commission (USIBWC) has reviewed the above referenced document. We do not currently
have any comments for the purpose and need statements and look forward to reviewing future works
in the project.

Of great importance to the USIBWC is for this project to address stormwater controls to prevent
pollutants and higher than normal flows of stormwater runoff into the Tijuana River system. Also,
one of the mandates of the USIBWC is delineation of the boundary between the United States and
Mexico. We would like to have coordination with our survey team to insure proper marking of the
border.

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (915) 832-4749 or Mr.
Carlos Pefia at (915) 832-4740.

. Sincerely,

b iy
John Merino

Principal Engineer
USIBWC Engineering Department

The Commons, Building C, Suite 310 « 4171 N. Mesa Street * El Paso, Texas 79902
(915) 832-4100 * (FAX) (915) 832-4190 * http://www.ibwc.state.gov
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GSA Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives

GSA

October 29, 2009

Ms. Suanne Glasgow
Caltrans — District 11

4050 Taylor Street, MS-242
San Diego, CA 92110

RE:  Comments on the Purpose and Need, and Range of Alternatives for the State Route 1 1/Otay Mesa
East Port of Entry Project
Dear Ms. Glasgow,

GSA has reviewed the Purpose and Need, and Range of Alternatives for the State Route 11/Otay Mesa
East Port of Entry Project, as part of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Tier II Environmental
Impact Statement (Draft EIS/EIR), San Diego County, California, pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508).

GSA is a “Participating Agency” (as defined in 23 USC Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU)) and a “Cooperating Agency” (as
defined in the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA Tmplementing Regulations (40 CFR 1508.5).

Based on our review, GSA has the following comments:

SAFETEA-LU 6002 Coordination Plan — State Route 11 and Otay Mesa East Land Port of Entry —

Tier I1 .
p.2
Agency: U.S. General Services Administration (GSA)

Role/Responsibility: Cooperating Agency/Participating Agency related to LPOE and

its connections to SR-11, CVEF, and TCS Design Approval
Project Component:
Invited?/Accepted Role?:

Concurrence/Approval of all NEPA

California Department of General Services (DGS), in order to
differentiate between Federal and State,

p.3
U.S? CA? Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
p-9
Issue NOD/ROD: Information “Out”: GSA will review and concur with the ROD, but will not be
approving
p.10

Circulation of Draft EIS/EIR: is the “Anticipated Date of Information “In” Winter 2009/2010 —
is this current?

Purpose and Need for the Project
p.1

GSA

2" Paragraph: Clarify that the “potential future transit center” is not included in the 100 acre site.

p.2
Purpose of the Project
e Appease Congressional, State, International, local business constituencies; and
e Further the process of US plans for improved security and processing legitimate commerce.
Need for the Project
Reference the Feasibility Study earlier in this section (Expanded Feasibility Study: Otay Mesa
and Otay Mesa East Ports of Entry, San Diego, CA. 100% Report (GSA 2008))

p.5
“An adjoining, privately owned 13-acre parcel on the east could potentially be acquired to allow
some expansion on the U.S. side of the existing Otay Mesa POE (Caltrans/GSA 20070”. Replace
with “A 10-acre parcel was purchased September 2009 to allow for the modernization of the Otay
Mesa POE.”

p.6
2" Paragraph: Please update to show Mexico’s expansion Plans at the Otay Mesa East LPOE.
3" Paragraph: To our knowledge, no Diplomatic Notes have been exchanged between the
Mexican and US governments, meanwhile letters in support of the project have been exchanged.

Project Alternatives
Please confirm if we have already agreed on the one (1) interchange alternative with no exchange
at the LPOE.

We appreciate Caltrans’ continued cooperation with GSA. If you have any questions, please contact
Maureen Sheehan, NEPA Project Manager, (415) 522-3601, or Anthony Kleppe, Senior Asset Manager,
(415) 522-3373.

Sincerely,

Marees Bl A

Maureen Sheehan

NEPA Project Manager

March 2012
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USCBP Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives

610 W Ash Street, Suite 1200

San Diego, CA 92101

U.S. Customs and

October 22. 2009

Susanne Glasgow

Deputy District Director, Environmental
Department of Transportation

4050 Taylor Street, MS-242

San Diego, CA 92110

Ms. Glasgow,

Thank you for providing US Customs and Border Protection, San Diego Field Office
with the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Tier II Environmental Impact Statement for proposed State Route 11.

After reviewing the documents and plans, the following comments are provided:

1. On the Projected Alternative document at the bottom of page 2 it states “The Tier
II POE shape and layout have been adjusted”. We are not aware of any
adjustments and were not able to identify these adjustments on any of the
documents that you sent.
The CBP San Diego Field Office contact should be changed from Brad Zerwas to
Chris Sanchez. The contact information is as follows:

‘IQ

Border Protection

Chris Sanchez
US Department of Homeland Security
US Customs and Border Protection

610 W. Ash St., Suite 1200
San Diego CA 92101

San Diego Field Office 619-652-9966 ext 193 christopher.g.sanchez@dhs.gov

If you have any questions please contact Chris Sanchez at 619-652-9966 ext 163.

Sinc;arely,

Ny .

é&{fé&fég
alter A Brinton

Assistant Director Mission Support

March 2012
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USACE Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
San Diego Section, Carlsbad Field Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 105
Carlsbad, California 92011

October 23, 2009

REPLY To ATTENTION OF:

Office of the Chief
Regulatory Division

Susanne Glasgow

Deputy District Director, Environmental
Department of Transportation, District 11
4050 Taylor Street, MS-242

San Diego, California 92110

e S SR

Sl S
Dear Ms. Glasgow:

In response to your request on September 30, 2009, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) was asked to provide comments for the Purpose and Need Statement and Project
Alternatives for the State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (Project). We, as a cooperating
agency, pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Clean Water Act Section
404 Memorandum of Understanding (404 MOU) for Federal Aid Surface Transportation
Projects in California, and Section 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), are providing our comments in
the following paragraphs.

Caltrans indicated during the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) that
NEPA for a 404(b)(1) permit would not be triggered because less than 5 acres of impacts would
occur to waters of the U.S. and because the early coordination would occur through SAFETEA-
LU. We note that under USACE permit requirements, impacts to vernal pools require an
Standard Individual Permit (IP), which in addition to a 404(b)(1) analysis, necessitate
development, publishing, and adopting either an Environmental Assessment (EA) or an EIS.
Therefore, the USACE anticipates adoption of the EIS for this project as a cooperating agency
as long as the document meets USACE criteria for an IP. At this time, it appears that a Project
Purpose Statement has not been included in the Draft Purpose and Need for the Project
memorandum dated September 9, 2009. Therefore, we are providing comments to Caltrans for
the objectives stated under the heading Purpose of the Project on page 2 of the memorandum and
anticipate that these objectives would be used in the future to prepare a narrative Project
Purpose Statement.

The Project Purpose objectives are stated as follows:

o Increase inspection processing capacities for commercial and
personal vehicles and pedestrians in San Diego/ Tijuana region;

o Reduce northbound vehicle and pedestrian queues and wait times to cross the border at other
POEs in the region;

DL

o Accommodate projected increases in international trade and personal cross-border travel in the
region;

o Contribute to reductions in congestion at existing POEs and along regional transportation
infrastructure; and

o Allow southbound vehicle and pedestrian trips.

To meet USACE requirements under a NEPA analysis, a Project Purpose Statement needs
to support avoidance or minimization analysis for impacts to vernal pools and other waters of
the U.S. By providing an additional objective to the Project Purpose Statement, the Project
Alternatives can be fully analyzed to meet the objective. We suggest the addition of an
objective that includes minimizing impacts to the aquatic environment.

We note that the Project Alternatives appear incomplete and generally discuss the
differences between the interchange structures (IC). Additional biological and project design
information should be included in each Project Alternative. For example, we should include
which alternatives avoid or minimize impacts to waters of the U.S., the design and number of
stream crossings (e.g., soft-bottomed crossings, half culverts or box crossings with no cement
bottom), and other pertinent water related concerns. Sometimes it is helpful to include a
Conservation Alternative for the decision maker to be able to draw on to ensure aveoidance and
minimization of impacts to the environment.

In the past, we have found it helpful to develop a Project matrix summary document to
be able to capture and describe the differences between Project Alternatives. Matrices are
sometimes included in the first chapter of an EIS. We suggest that one be prepared and
provided to the cooperating agencies for their consideration and review. The agencies could
then ensure that all components and biological impacts of the Project are addressed in the
selection and description of Alternatives. The project matrix would summarize impacts to
biological attributes (e.g., wildlife and vernal pools) of the project.

Finally, we note that the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project footprint identified in the
figures that were provided to USACE is larger than what was identified in the PEIS. If the Port
of Entry footprint is larger, additional surveys, delineations, or other biological data may be
required. Two indicators that typically suggest water presence were noted in the larger
footprint, soil type and tamarisk scrub. Based on this notation, we need additional biological
information regarding the larger Project footprint.

If you have any questions, please contact Michelle Lee Mattson of my staff at 760.602.4835
or via e-mail at Michelle.L.Mattson@usace.army.mil and refer file No. SPL-2006-00486-MLM.

Sincerely, g
Vo 7
/VL'H'. I //<\ wedL Q-
Therese O'Rourke

Chief, San Diego Section
Regulatory Division

March 2012
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101
Carlsbad, California 92011

NOV 17 2009

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-SDG-08B0316-10CPA0001

USFWS Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives

Ms. Susanne Glasgow (FWS-SDG-09B0003-09TA1021) 2

NEPA/404 MOU process. If you have any questions or comments pettaining to this letter,
please contact Susan Wynn at (760) 431-9440, ext. 216. _

Sincerely,

Lk

Ms. Susanne Glasgow. e
California Department of Transportation District 11
4050 Taylor Street, M.S.-242

San Diego, California 92110

Subject:  State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry — Request for Concurrence on
Purpose and Need and Range of Alternatives

Dear Ms. Glasgow: i
We are responding to your September 30, 2009, letter requesting concurrence on the Purpose
and Need statement and range of alternatives for the proposed State Route 11/Otay Mesa East
Port.of Entry (SR11/POE) Project. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation
with California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), will prepare a Tier II Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project. A program Phase 1 Environmental
Impact Statement has already been completed. The request is in accordance with Section
6002 of Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU). . :

The Service has agreed to be a Participating Agency for this project and has been participating
in interagency workgroup meetings for the project. We commented previously on this project
in letters dated June 4, 2007, in response to the Notice of Intent (NOI) for the Phase I
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); March 4, 2008, on the DEIS for Phase 1; and
December 8, 2008, on the NOI for the DEIS for this project.

We received a copy of the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) comment letter
regarding this request and concur with the issues they raised regarding the Purpose and Need
statement and the range of alternatives. Although we have been participating in the
interagency workgroup meetings, these two issues have not been topics of discussion. We
recommend that you organize a meeting with the resource agencies to discuss these topics. In
addition, we would like to work with you on how to minimize and offset impacts to sensitive
species and habitats.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the development of the SR 11/POE Purpose
and Need statement. We look forward to continued participation in this project through the

TAKE PRIDE g +
INAM ERECA"‘W

ny Karen A. Goebel
Assistant Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

cc:
Michelle Mattson, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Diego Field Office
Susan Sturges, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9°

Pam Beare, California Department of Fish and Game, Region 5
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California DGS Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives

State of California * Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

State and Consumer Services Agency

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES

Real Estate Services Division - Asset Management Branch
707 Third Street, 6'" Floor - West Sacramento, CA 95605

(916) 376-1829 - Fax (916) 376-1833 - www.dgs.ca.gov

October 29, 2009

Susanne Glasgow

Deputy District Director, Environmental
Department of Transportation

District 11

4050 Taylor Street, MS-242

San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Ms. Glasgow:

Thank you for your September 30, 2009 letter, and for the opportunity to review anc comment
on the State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project. Based on the proposed need for
the project and project alternatives, the Department of General Services (DGS) looks forward to
reviewing the three project alternatives in the Draft EIR/EIS.

In light of the information provided thus far, traffic and trade volumes continue to increase
annually and the existing Ports of Entry provide inadequate infrastructure for the volume of
traffic. Since the DGS owns two buildings in downtown San Diego and reviews space and
acquisition requests for various agencies throughout the San Diego region, it remains
committed to the region and future plans concerning land uses.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the project. If you have any
questions, please contact Marissa Betts of my staff at (916) 375-4681.

Sincerely, )
N/
C At BX
Zachary Miller,
ssistant Chief

cc:  Ronald L. Diedrich, Acting Director, Executive Office, Department of General Services
Teresa Bierer, Acting Deputy Director, Real Estate Services Division,
Department of General Services
Joe Mugartegui, Chief, Asset Management Branch, Real Estate Services Division,
Department of General Services
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Entry

1.

SANDAG Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives
Comments on the State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of

On page 1 and 2, Purpose and Need of Project; Page 3, Project Alternatives. We
would like the 2 acre transit center site adjacent to the Western POE be included in
the acquisition and cleared in the EIR, in addition to the 100 acre footprint already
being acquired.

On page 2 of the Purpose and Need of Project section: 5™ bullet should read:
southbound commercial and personal vehicle and pedestrian trips.

On page 5 of the Purpose and Need of Project section: End of 2™ paragraph, Has
GSA acquired the parcel adjacent to the Otay Mesa POE commercial inspection
facility already? If so, please update this paragraph.

General comments:

4.

5.
6.

10.

Please evaluate the concept of south and north bound pedestrian crossings located
on the same side of the POE?

Will there be competitive pricing for transit users to encourage transit ridership and
less reliance on the vehicle?

On page 6 of the Purpose and Need of Project section, Please evaluate design
characteristics of southbound facilities in light of recent developments i.e. SIAVE
(Mexican Customs southbound inspection tool)

Consider future crossborder utility connections in the right of way.

Need for sufficient C-TPAT lanes both in number and in length: The Otay
Mesa East crossing has always been envisioned to relieve border crossings for
personal vehicles, buses, pedestrians and commercial vehicles. But commercial
vehicles will be critical toll payers who will help insure the success of the project for
all crossers at Otay Mesa East. Therefore, we’ll want to make sure that sufficient
traffic lanes are planned for commercial vehicles and in particular those commercial
vehicles which are known shippers, or C-TPAT certified carriers. The biggest
challenge trucking companies continue to face with the C-TPAT/FAST program is the
lack of ‘true’ FAST lanes - in essence, lanes that extend far back from the port of
entry, instead of FAST lanes that begin only a few yards prior to arrival at the
primary inspection booth is a problem at many truck gateways. Inadequate lanes for
C-TPAT carrier’s results in low-risk C-TPAT carriers being stuck in the same traffic as
non-C-TPAT certified carriers. Thus, C-TPAT certified motor carriers with drivers who
have undergone FAST background checks are not getting the benefits that were
promised for investing to comply with the program. Adequate C-TPAT lanes will
ensure the success of this tolled border crossing.

Ownership of the POE facility Page 1 on Purpose and Need, second paragraph
currently states that the POE would be owned or maintained by the General Services
Administration. Note that the enabling legislation for the project SB 1486 is less
specific and says that and port of entry facilities will be owned by a federal agency.

No Toll Variation Page 5 in the project alternatives document indicates Caltrans
will study a “no toll variation”. SB 1486, the “Otay Mesa Toll Facility Act” states that
“This bill would enact the Otay Mesa East Toll Facility Act, which would authorize
SANDAG to, among other things, solicit and accept grants of funds and to enter into
contracts and agreements for the purpose of establishing highway toll projects to
facilitate the movement of goods and people along the State Route 11 corridor in

the County of San Diego or at the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry.” It is anticipated
that tolls will be a primary component of project financing.
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County of San Diego Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives

ERIC GIBSON County of San Biego
DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE
5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-1666
INFORMATION (858) 694-2960

TOLL FREE (800} 411-0017
www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu

November 5, 2009

Kelly Finn, Chief of Environmental Analysis
Department of Transportation, District 11
4050 Taylor Street, MS-242

San Diego, California 92110

Fax 619-688-4277

REQUEST FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT OF THE PURPOSE AND NEED, AND
RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES FOR THE SR-11/0TAY MESA EAST PORT OF ENTRY
PROJECT

The County of San Diego has received and reviewed the Purpose and Need, and
Range of Alternatives for the SR-11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry project dated
September 30, 2009 and appreciates this opportunity to comment as a Participating
Agency. In response to the document, the County has comments that identify
potentially significant environmental issues that may have an affect on the
unincorporated lands of San Diego County. As the project moves forward, the County
hopes to work with Caltrans to explore alternatives and mitigation measures that can be
discussed in the environmental document.

County Department of Planning and Land Use (DPLU) and Department of Public Works
(DPW) staff have completed its review and have the following comments regarding the
content of the above documents:

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. The County of San Diego, Land Use and Environment Group has developed
Guidslines for Determining Significance that are used as guidance for
determining the significance of environmental impacts in the unincorporated
portions of the County of San Diego. The Guidelines also provide mitigation
options for addressing potentially significant impacts. Project impacts that could
have potentially significant adverse effects to the unincorporated County or

SR-11 Purpose and Need -2- November 5, 2009

County facilities, should evaluate and mitigate environmental impacts using the
guidance described in the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining

Significance, available online at:
http:/iwww. sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/procguid. htmi#guide

PLANNING COMMENTS

2. The proposed project is necessary for the development of the East Otay Mesa

Specific Plan, an area that encompasses over 2,000 acres located east of the
City of San Diego and north of the U.S, Mexico Border. The Specific Plan area is
planned for a wide range of industrial and business park uses that will rely on the
proposed project for access to Mexico, the City of San Diego and Chula Vista.
Shouid the project not occur, or should the project omit adequate access to/from
the Specific Plan Area, it would severely impact the development within the
Specific Plan and reduce its future economic benefits to the San Diego region.

3. The County is currently processing 16 active permits within the East Otay Mesa
Specific Plan, including several large-scale industrial subdivisions. Active permits
cover approximately 80% of the geographic area planned for industrial
development within the Specific Plan. These projects, however, are experiencing
challenges in terms of establishing adequate infrastructure to handle ftraffic
to/from Mexico and the region. SR-11 is a key component of the planned
infrastructure system. Based on the current high-level of permitting activity, the
time is ripe for industrial development within East Otay Mesa. The timing and
design of SR-11 will therefore impact the region’s ability to take advantage of this
long-awaited economic opportunity.

4. The SR-11 project is key to achieving one of the goals in the Specific Plan, which
is accommodating the distribution and warehousing of products manufactured in
Mexico.

5. The purpose of the Tier Il project (Pg.2) does not include facilitation of goods
movement through and within East Otay Mesa. The purpose of the Tier Ii
project should include a listed statement to ensure adequate access to East
Otay Mesa for commercial goods movement, cross border travel and
interregional traffic.

6. The purpose of the project objectives should include consistency with the
recently adopted Complete Streets Act which will become affective in January
2011. Consistency with adopted General Plans and Specific Plans for the region
should also be included, as referenced in the Complete Streets Act.

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

7. The County Board of Supervisors approved the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan as
a means to foster economic development opportunities along the U.S./Mexico
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SR-11 Purpose and Need -3-

10.

1.

12.

13.

County of San Diego Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives

November 5, 2009

border. The Specific Plan and the Circulation Element identify two full
interchanges located at Enrico Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Road. It should be
noted that the Two Interchange Alternative is somewhat consistent with the
Specfic Plan, by having interchanges at Enrico Fermi Road and Siempre Viva
Road. The One Interchange and No Interchange Alternatives are inconsistent
with the County’s East Otay Mesa Specific Plan and General Plan Circulation
Elements.

The Purpose and Need (Pg.2) states that the Two Interchange Alternative
proposes the Siempre Viva Road interchange would be a half interchange. The
Siempre Viva Road interchange is proposed as a full interchange in the Specific
Plan. The Tier Il Draft EIR/EIS should clearly demonstrate the basis for not
proposing a full interchange at Siempre Viva Road. The Siempre Viva Road Full
Interchange should be included in the Variations on the Build Altemnatives (Pg.5).

County staff have significant concerns with any reduction in the number of
interchanges as the current local road network has been developed based on
two full interchanges.

The Tier || Draft EIR/EIS should discuss if the proposed SR-11/0ME POE
project may require improvements to connecting County roads and/or
reconfiguration of County roads. The extent of improvements that may be
required to connect and/or parallel County roads should also be discussed.

The proposed Siempre Viva Road Interchange (Figure 1) and other POE related
facilities should align with proposed Circulation Element roads or provide
discussion as described above.

Property owners in the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan area have expressed
needs and interest in additional access to the County mesa area in the vicinity of
the SR-905/SR-11/SR-125 freeway-to-freeway interchange. Proposals for
auxiliary ramps have been requested by the proposed owners. The Tier Il
EIR/EIS should evaluate and consider additional access alternatives, where
feasible, in the final design of the freeway-to-freeway interchange. A potential
option would be an off-ramp that splits off from the westbound to eastbound SR-
905/SR-11 connector and then drops down to connect with the southern
terminus of Harvest Road. SR-905 westbound access to Otay Mesa Road
should be considered due to the potential beneficial effects to the SR-11/SR-905
interchange and access to the East Otay Mesa area.

It should be noted that the County is currently processing proposed discretionary
projects in the East Otay Mesa area that would be directly affected by the
location of the SR-11/POE project. Three projects potentially affected are: 1)
Otay Crossings Commerce Park, 2) Otay Business Park and 3) RTX Truck Park
and Storage.

SR-11 Purpose and Need -4- November 5, 2009

The County of San Diego appreciates the opportunity to continue to participate in the
environmental review process for this project. We look forward to receiving and future
environmental documents related to this project, the DEIR for review, or providing
additional assistance at your request. If you have any questions regarding these
comments, please contact LeAnn Carmichael at (858) 694-3739 or via email at
leann.carmichael@sdcounty.ca.gov.

Sincerel

ERIC GIBSON, Director
Department of Planning and Land Use

cc.  Michael De La Rosa, Policy Advisor, Board of Supervisors, District 1 (via email)
Vince Nicoletti, Group Program Manager, DPLU, (via email)
Megan Jones, CAO Staff Officer, DCAQ, (via email)
Bob Goralka, Department of Public Works, Transportation Division, (via email)
LeAnn Carmichael, Land Use/Environmental Planning Manager, Department of
Planning and Land Use (via email)
Priscilla Jaszkowiak, Administrative Secretary, Depariment of Planning and
Land Use, (via email)
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City of San Diego Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives

THE CiTYy oF SAN DiEGO

October 30, 2009

Department of Transportation

District 11

Attn: Kelly Finn, Chief of Environmental Analysis-Branch A
4050 Taylor Street, MS-242

San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Kelly Finn:

Subject:  CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON THE REQUEST FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT ON THE
PURPOSE AND NEED, AND RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES FOR THE STATE ROUTE 11/0TAY
MESA EAST PORTOF ENTRY PROJECT

The City of San Diego (“City”) has received and reviewed the above referenced project and
appreciates this opportunity to provide comments to the Department of Transportation. We also
appreciatc the opportunity to be part of the early interagency coordination on the project. In response
to the Request for Review and Comment, the City has identified potential environmental issues that
may have a significant environmental impact.

Staff from the Environmental Services Department (ESD) has reviewed the Request for Review and
Comment and have the following comments regarding the content of the DEIR. Additionally, LDR-
Transportation has provided comments in the form of a City Memo which is attached to this
document.

City of San Diego, Environmental Services Department (ESD): Alli Carmen (858) 627-3302

1. The management of solid waste is typically a local government function. The State Rout 11
Project will generate a magnitude of waste that will place a burden on public service in San
Diego, as well as Chula Vista. In addition, the State’s Integrated Waste Management Act
passed by state legislature in 1989 requires local government to reduce the amount of waste
generated within their borders by 50%. Thus, any waste generated from commercial,
residential, industrial, government, or any other source within the City of San Diego’s
boundaries must be diverted and reduced to acceptable levels.

Development Services
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 @ San Diego, CA 92101-4155
Tel (619) 446-5460

Page 2
Kelly Finn
October 30, 2009

2. Please provide estimates of the amount of construction and demolition waste that will be
generated as a result of this project, as well as measures that will be taken to minimize or
mitigate potential impact to local landfills. In addition, please specify how much of the wastc
will be diverted or re-used on-site. Construction and demolition waste is especially recyclable,
and if segregated properly onsite, can yield a high percentage of material that may be taken to
the proper recycling facility for monetary compensation. The Environmental Services
Department can provide any needed information regarding local recycling centers and the
proper segregation and disposal of materials.

City of San Diego, Engineering and Capital Projects Department (ECP): Jim Lundquist
(619)533-3045

1. As part of the SR-11 Traffic Impact Statement (TIS), a comprehensive review of the truck
routes to and from the commercial port should be conducted. These commercial trucks
frequently travel City streets to off-site storage and parking locations to change drivers, tractors
and trailers. Because commercial trucks have a higher Passenger Car Equivalent factor (PCE),
careful analyze is required for this component of the port and freeway plans.

2.  Also — Enrico Fermi Drive is a planned City street, and thoughtful discussion and review of
impacts needs to be a part of the TIS for the project. It may be possible that additional lanes or
special treatment at intersections near the proposed SR-11 will be required to handle the traffic,
both automobile and truck.

Please contact the above-named individual if you have any questions on the submitted comments. The
City respectfully requests that you please address the above comments in the EIR/EIS.

Sincerely,

Cecilia Gallardo, AICP
Assistant Deputy Director
Development Services Department

CG:ALM
Enclosure: LDR Transportation Memo, dated October 29, 2009
cc: Anna L. McPherson, AICP, Senior Planner, Development Services Department
Ann French Gonsalves, R.T.E., Senior Traffic Engineer, Development Services Department

Alli Carmen, Environmental Services
Jim Lundquist, Engineering and Capital Projects Department
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City of San Diego Comment Letter on Purpose and Need/Alternatives
CITY OF SAN DIEGO
MEMORANDUM
DATE: October 29, 2009
TO: Anna McPherson, Environmental Analysis Section
FROM: Ann French Gonsalves, Transportation Development Section

SUBJECT: Request for Review and Comment on the Purpose and Need, and Range
of Alternatives for the State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry
Project

We have reviewed the information provided by Caltrans on the Purpose and Need, and
Range of Alternatives for the State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project
dated September 30, 2009 and offer the following comments:

1. The Draft Environmental Impact Report /Tier || Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft EIR/EIS) should identify any significant traffic impacts to City of San Diego
transportation facilities due to development of the SR-11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry
project. Any identified traffic impacts should be minimized (through selection of
alternative) and mitigated.

2. The significance thresholds listed on pages 70 -71 of the City of San Diego’s
Significance Determination Thresholds (January 2007) should be used to evaluate
significant traffic impacts in the City of San Diego.

3. The EIR/EIS should take into account the City’s Otay Mesa Community Plan Update
currently underway. Transportation modeling efforts should use the City’s preferred land
use alternative.

4. The document should account for truck traffic in terms of passenger car equivalents
per standard industry practice.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at
(619) 446-5294 or Ismail Elhamad at (619) 446-5494.

77 Ik Vo

Ann French Gonsalves, R.T.E.
Senior Traffic Engineer

H:\Purpose and Need SR-11-2-.doc

March 2012

5-33

SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

5.4 LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS AND PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT COMMENTED
ON THE DRAFT EIR/EIS

A draft version of the EIR/EIS for the proposed SR-11/Otay Mesa East POE project was circulated for
public review from December 10, 2010 to February 1, 2011. During the public review period, a total of
28 letters of public comment were received. Agencies, organizations/special interest groups and
individuals submitting comments on the project are listed below, organized by category.

LETTER
DESIGNATION

COMMENTOR

Federal Agencies

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. General Services Administration

U.S. Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Customs and Border Protection

U.S. Department of the Interior/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Unofficial)

Mmoo |w|>

International Boundary and Water Commission

State Agencies

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Richard J. Donovan

G Correctional Facility

H California Department of Fish and Game

| California Department of Toxic Substances Control

J Native American Heritage Commission

K Regional Water Quality Control Board
Local Agencies

L San Diego Rural Fire Protection District

M C!ty of San D!ego - City Planning and _Community Investment Department

City of San Diego - Development Services Department

N City of San Diego - Transportation and Storm Water Department

0 Otay Mesa Planning Group (City)

P County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land Use
Elected Officials

Q Hon. Bob Filner, Member of Congress

R California Assembly Member Ben Hueso

S San Diego City Council Member David Alvarez

Interested Parties

Darnell & Associates, Inc.

Cynthia L. Eldred on behalf of East Otay Mesa Property Owners Association

Otay Mesa Property Owners Association

Cynthia L. Eldred on behalf of National Enterprises, Inc.

South County Economic Development Council

South Bay Expressway

Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce

ZIN|<|x|=|<|c|

Hawano Business Park

BB

Otay Business Park, LLC
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Each of these pieces of correspondence was assigned a letter designation, as noted above. Each comment
is designated by both the letter assigned to that piece of correspondence, and the number assigned to the
comment (e.g., A-1, A-2 and so on). Each letter is reprinted herein, along with a written response.

The following pages provide the comment letter on the left side, with each specific comment bracketed
and numbered in the left-hand margin, and correspondingly numbered responses to each comment on the
right-hand side. Where similar comments were received from multiple sources, or related comments were
contained in the same letter, the reader may be referred to another applicable response. For comments
that required modifications to correct or clarify information in the Draft EIR/EIS, that fact is so stated,
and the changes are identified by a line in the margin of the revised pages in this Final EIR/EIS. In some
cases, comments and responses provide additional information, which is now a part of the Final EIR/EIS.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

. UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

‘o
{\w REGION IX
# 75 Hawthome Streat
San Francisco, CA 94108

FEB 0 8 201

Mr, Cesar Perez

Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: EPA Comments on the Tier II Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a New
State Route and Port of Entry in the East Otay Mesa Area, San Diego County,
California (CEQ # 20100458)

Dear Mr. Perez:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Apency (EPA) has reviewed the Tier II Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DELS) for a New State Route and Port of Entry (POE) in the
East Otay Mesa Area, San Dicgo County, California San Diege County, California, pursuant to
the Mational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regolations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The DEIS is a joint effort of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The FHWA, in cooperation with Caltrans, and U.5.
General Services Administration (GSA), published a Phase 1 EIS (PEIS) that identified a
preferred corridor for State Route (SR) 11 and location for the Otay Mesa East POE. The intent
of the Tier IT EIS is to evaluate design and operational alternatives for SR 11, the POE, and a
potential Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF).

EPA is a "Participating Agency” (as defined in 23 USC 139 Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU)) and a “Cooperating
Agency” (as defined in the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA Implementing
Regulations (40 CFR 1508.5)) for this project. EPA previously commented on the PEIS,
participated in several working group meetings, and provided comments following our review of
the Notice of Intent (NOT) for the Tier II project (December 2008), and the project’s Purpose and
Meed and Range of Alternatives (October 2009). EPA commends FHW A, Caltrans, and GSA
for your efforts that considered cross-border wildlife linkapes and habitat during the Phase 1 EIS.

Based on our review, we have rated the DEIS as Environmental Concerns - Insufficient
Information (EC-2). A Summary of EPA Ratings is enclosed. EPA's concerns, as described in
the enclosed detailed comments, focus on: (1) air quality impacts; (2) impacts to waters of the
United States; (3) indirect growth impacts; and (4) recommendations regarding sustainability and
green building.

A-1

A-2

EPA’s active participation in the project environmental process is
acknowledged and appreciated.

EPA’s concerns are acknowledged and addressed in detail below.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

A-3  Comment noted; electronic and hard copies of the Final EIR/EIS
will be sent.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. When the FEIS is published for
public review, please send two hard coples and, if available, two electronic copies to the address
above (mail code: CED-2). If you have any questions, please contact Susan Sturges in EPA
Region 9°s Environmental Review Office (415-947-4188 or sturges.susan @epa.gov) and Dave

Fege in Region 9°s Border Office (619-235-4769 or fege.dave @epa.gov) for further coordination

on this project.

Sincesely,

Py
i ) |'| p \". |
F-—A-\%-L_)\_{‘JJ—JK , ke ’K

Kathleen M. Goforth, M

Environmentol Review Office (CED-2)
Attachments:

EPA’s Detailed Comments

o Sandra Lavendar, Caltrans
Bruce April, Caltrans
Ramon Riesgo, General Services Administration
Michelle Mattzon, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Diego Field Office
Susan Wynn, UL5. Fish and Wildlife Service
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DEIS FOR STATE ROUTE 11 AND OTAY MESA EAST PORT OF
ENTRY, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, FEBRUARY B, 2011

Air Quality

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

The project area is currently classified as a nonattainment area for the federal 8-hour
ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) and a maintenance area for the 1-hour
ozone NAAQS, The area is currently in attainment for the NAAQS for particnlate matter under
ten microns (PMg) and under 2.5 microns (PMj 5) in diameter and is not in attainment for the
state PMyy standard. Direct and indirect vehicular emissions are major components of PMazs.
While San Diego is not designated &s nonattainment for the PMa s NAAQS, levels are near the 35
ug/m3 PMs s NAAQS, Nationally, monitored air quality values for PM; 5 have been trending
upwards.

Recommendations:

e Table 3.16-Z indicates that the NAAQS for Z4-hour PM; sis 65 ug/m3, however the
standard is 35 ug/m3. Reflect the correct standard in the table and update the results
accordingly.

# Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) should inclode a Construction Emissions
Mitigation Flan in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FELS) and adopt this plan
in the Record of Decision (RODY). In addition to all applicable local, State, or federal
requirements and the measures identified in Section 3.16.4 of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DELS), EPA recommends that the following mitigation measures be
included in the Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan in order to reduce impacts
associaled with emissions of particulate matter (PM) and other toxics from construoction-
related activities:

Fugirive Dust Source Controls:

+ Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering and/or applying water or
chemicalforganic dust palliative where appropriate. This applies to both inactive and
active sites, during workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy conditions.

» Install wind fencing and phase prading operations where appropriate, and operate
water trucks for siabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.

+ When hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment, prevent spillage
and limit speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph). Limit speed of earth-moving equipment
to 10 mph.

Mabile and Stationary Source Controls:

» Minimize use, rips, and unnecessary idling of heavy equipment.

= Maintain and tune engines per manufacturer's specifications to perform at EFA
certification levels, where applicable, and to perform at verified standards applicable
to retrofit technologies. Employ pericdic, unscheduled inspections to limit
unnecessary idling and to ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained,
tuned, and modified consistent with established specifications. The California Air
Resources Board has a number of mobile source anti-idling requirements which could

A-4The referenced table in the Final EIR/EIS has been updated.

A-5 Please refer to section 3.16.4, “Avoidance, Minimization, and/or

Mitigation Measures” of the Air Quality section, where your comment
is addressed.

Inthe area of major construction, no existing development or sensitive
receptors are present. Nevertheless, a Traffic Management Plan
has been developed and will be implemented during construction.

Caltrans does not typically provide a Construction Emissions

Mitigation Plan, but the following typical Caltrans practices to be

employed during project construction, which are quite similar to

those recommended by EPA, would minimize the emission of

fugitive dust, PM, , and PM, ..

* Minimize land disturbance

* Use watering trucks to minimize dust; watering should be
sufficient to confine dust plumes to the project work areas

* Suspend grading and earth moving when wind gusts exceed
25 mph unless the soil is wet enough to prevent dust plumes

» Stabilize the surface of inactive stockpiles

» Limit vehicular paths on unpaved surfaces and stabilize any
temporary roads

* Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities

» Street sweeping should be conducted where sediment is
tracked from the job site onto paved roads, and should be
performed immediately after soil-disturbing activities occur
or off-site tracking of material is observed

* Revegetate disturbed land, including vehicular paths created
during construction, to avoid future off-road vehicular
activities

* Locate construction equipment and truck staging and
maintenance areas as far as feasible and nominally
downwind of schools, active recreation areas, and other
areas of high population density to minimize exposure to
diesel particulates.
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be employed. See their website at: hitpo/fwww.arb.ca. gov/msprog/truck-idling/truck-
idling.htm

¢ Prohibit any tampering with engines and require continuing adherence to
manufacturer's recommendations.

. l.fpracncab]s lease new, clea.u equipment meeting the most stringent of app].lcah]e
Federal' or State Standards®. In general, commit to the best available emissions
control technology. Tier 4 engines should be used for project construction eéquipment
to the maximum extent feasible®. Lacking availability of non-road construction
equipment that meets Tier 4 engine standards, FHW A and California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) should commit to using the best available emissions control
technologies on all equipment,

+ Utilize EPA-registered particulate traps and other appropriate controls where suitable
to reduce emissions of diesel particulate matter and other pollutants at the
construction site.

Administrative controls:

+ [dentify all commitments to reduce construction emissions and update the air quality
analysis to reflect additional air quality improvements that would result from
adopting specific air quality measuores.

« [Identify where implementation of mitigation measures is rejected based on economic
infeasibility.

= Prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and identify the suitability
of add-on emission controls for each piece of equipment before groundbreaking.
(Suitability of control devices is based on: whether there is reduced normal
availability of the construction equipment due to increased downtime and/or power
output, whether there may be significant damage caused to the construction
equipment engine, or whether there may be a significant risk to nearby workers or the
public.) Meet EPA diesel fuel requirements for off-road and on-highway, and, where
appropriate, use alternative fuels such as natural gas and electric.

« Develop a construction traffic and parking management plan that minimizes traffic
interference and maintains traffic flow,

Southbound Inspections

The proposed project provides space and conceptual facilities for southbound inspections
and refers to these inspections as “future southbound inspections”. Implementing regular
southbound inspections would likely increase idling vehicle emissions as vehicles wait to cross
the border. It is unclear if the air quality analysis in the DEIS takes into consideration queving
associated with 1.5, and Mexico southbound inspections. The FEIS should provide the latest
information availakle on southbound inspecticn requirements and clarify whether scuthbound
vehicular inspections would oceur regularly as part of the possible enhanced security operations
at the Port of Entry (POE) facilities at the borders. Proposed southbound inspections to be

! EPA's website for nonroad maobile sources is wmg_mmg[

? For ARB emissions standards, see: hiipalfwwe.arb co g SPIDE, 1
? Diesel 'mg-lms < 25 hp rated power s'tannd phaungm Tm' 4 Model ‘l':.nrs in I':DUB Larger Tier 4 diesel engines
will be phased in depending on the ruted power (&.§., 25 hp - <75 hp: 2013; 75 hp - < 175 hp: 20012-2003; 175 hp - <
750 hp: 2011 - 2013; and > 750 hp 2011- 2015).

The air quality analysis was based on the traffic study, which
assumed the current level of southbound and northbound
inspections, consistent with the SANDAG regional transportation
model. This is based on what we know about southbound
inspections at this time, without speculation about what might
occur in the future. Regardless of future implementation of
southbound inspections, as a tolled facility, the toll prices at the
Otay Mesa East POE would be set to manage the queue to be
approximately 30 minutes or less.

As required by the CO Protocol, CO Impacts were modeled under
worst-case wind angle conditions at 1.5 meters (5 feet) from the
roadway edge, where public sidewalks occur along all existing
roadways in the project area and CO concentrations would be
greatest due to limited dispersion areas.
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performed by the 1.5, and Mexico and their impacts to local roadways, freeways, and air guality,
should be analyzed in the FEIS as they relate to this project.

The air quality analysis of the project’s cperational impacts in the DEIS appears to
primarily focus on the SR 11 component of the project. In addition to analysis of operational
impacts to air quality at intersections near the POE facility, the FEIS should assess the main
vehicle emissions resulting from the project from vehicles queved for inspection at the POE,
rather than just those at nearby intersections, so the FEIS sufficiently assesses the overall impact.
Use an area source model, such as AERMOD, to assess vehicle emissions from cars waiting to
cross the border (including implementation of any increased/regular southbound inspections).
Vehicle idling emissions from traffic queuing at intersections and traffic queuing to cross the
border might also be modeled together as an area source. EPA is available to discuss these
recommendations.

Emissions from Idling Trucks

Emissions from heavy duty diesel trucks include direct emissions of particulate matter, as
well as precursors to particulate matter, such as sulfur oxides, volatile organic compounds
{VOCs), and nitrogen oxides (NOx). VOCs and NOx are also precursors to ozone. San Diego
County has a history of not meeting federal ozone standards. While air quality trends for the San
Diego Air Basin for ozone have shown improvement, the area is expected to continue to violate
the federal standard for several years, and if that standard is lowered, for longer. With the
expected increase in idling and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) truck emissions related to the POE
and SE.11, there will be increased human exposure to these direct emissions and the secondary
particulate and ozone pollutants in an area of already degraded air quality.

The proposed project will likely result in idling of engines as heavy duty diesel trucks
wait in queuve for inspection by Mexican and 1.8, Customs, At the existing Otay POE, trucks
sometimes wail for hours before crossing the border. To minimize impacts to air quality, the
FEIS should identify specific designs and strategies that could reduce wait time for trucks. Direct
emissions from tailpipes, brake surfaces, and road wear, as well as indirect, secondary emissions
from precursors forming particulate matter and ozone should be minimized. Trock stop
electrification (TSE) provides an off-site location for trucks to stop, turn off their engines, and
hook to the grid to provide for air conditioning and other electrical needs, thereby eliminating
idling. As discussed during our interagency workgroup meetings, Caltrans and FHWA have
considered the potential of TSE as a way to reduce air quality impacts associated with idling
trucks waiting to cross the border. EPA notes that the DELS explains that most congestion and
long wait times at the existing San Ysidro and Otay Mesa POEs currently occur on the Mexican
side of the border and affect northbound traffic and that Anti-idling (AINTSE strategies would
most appropriately be implemented by the Mexican POE authorities at their discretion (p. 2-17).
EPA reiterates our previous comment to also consider new southbound inspections and how they
may result in quening north of the border. However, EPA recognizes that the DEIS further
indicates that Caltrans and other stakeholders will continue to evaluate the potential use of
ALTSE strategies for the proposed project. EPA is available to participate in further discussions
on TSE and other Al stratepies. Please contact Dave Fege of our San Diego Field Office at 619-
235-4769.

A-6

(cont.) requires PM

To meet statutory requirements, the March 10, 2006, final rule
,5 and PM,  hot spot analysis to be performed for a
“Project of Air Quality Concern” (POAQC). A POAQC is defined
as a significant volume for a new highway or expressway with
AADT of 125,000 or more and a significant number of truck traffic,
which is defined as 8 percent or more. Based on the Traffic
Technical Report (VRPA 9-2011), no alternative would result in an
AADT volume of 125,000 or more. Therefore, the project is not a
POAQC and is considered to meet statutory requirements without
any further hot spot analyses.

CommentNoted. Interagency and international coordination efforts
are ongoing and will continue, to fully assess the implications of
southbound inspections and minimize the air quality impacts of
vehicle/truck queuing. In the near term, it is expected that the new
POE would help to alleviate congestion and queuing at the other
existing POEs in the region. As a tolled facility, SR-11 is expected
to process smaller volumes of vehicles and the toll prices would
be set to manage the queue to be approximately 30 minutes or
less.

In addition, USDOT has proactively funded an ITS pre-deployment
study for SR-11 and the Otay Mesa East POE, recognizing that the
cross border trucks need improved advanced traveler information.
They also recognize that vehicle flow management strategies are
a critical component to reducing emissions and idling, especially
as heavy trucks queue at the POE. The ITS pre-deployment study
is well underway and is exploring a variety of strategies to improve
flow, while reducing wait times and emissions from idling trucks
and maintaining a safe and secure border. The strategies include
but are not limited to lane segmentation, advanced traveler
information, truck stop electrification, and an appointment system.
Once these options are fully vetted, a comprehensive concept of
operations will be completed.
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Recommendations.

» Include truck stop electrification or other anti-idling strategies as a consideration for
right-of-way footprint in the FEIS and as a mitigation option to reduce emissions from
truck idling. EPA recommends that the Froject Alternatives incorporate a discussion
about truck stop electrification or other anti-idling strategies, such as the batching of
vehicles, as this would influence the size of the site’s development.

A-8 * Consider other infrastructure- and efficiency-based improvements to reduce idling and
improve throughput at the port of entry, such as:

= A more automated system to streamline truck processing;

= Incentives to cross the border at different times to stagger the flow of trucks;

- Removal of barriers to join the U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s Fast and
Secure Trade (FAST) program and the increased use of the FAST lanes by fleet
owners. (FAST, a bilateral initiative between the U.3. and Mexico designed to
ensure sccurity and safety while enhancing the economic prosperity of both
countries, improves the efficiency of screening and clearing commercial traffic);

Maobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

EPA disagrees with the claim in the DEIS on page 3.16-12 that “__ information is
incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific health impacts due to change in
MBSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives.” Tools and models are
available that EPA (as well as other agencies) routinely use effectively. Both EPA and
California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) have long-standing
experience and published, peer-reviewed guidance for evaluating long-term health effects,
including cancer risk. EPA has published an Air Toxics Risk Assessment Reference Library
(http:/fwww.epa.govittn/ferafrisk_atra_main himl) that addresses how to develop appropriate
exposure scenarios in a risk assessment. Similarly, California OEHHA has hot spot risk
A-9 assessment guidance published in support of California®s Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information
and Assessment Act of 1987 (ak.a. AB25SEE,
httpefiwww.oehha.ca.gov/airhot_spots/pdf/HRA guidefinal. pdf).

EPA recommends eliminating incorrect statements regarding technical shortcomings and
uncertain science. The March 2007 report entitled “Analyzing, Documenting, and
Communicating the Impacts of Mobile Scurce Air Toxic Emissions in the NEPA Process”
conducted for the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) Standing Committes on the Environment and funded by the Transporiation Research
Board (http:/fwww.trb.org/NotesDocs/25-25(18) FR.pdf) discusses available methodologies and
toals. Procedures for toxicity-weighting, which EPA has found to be especially useful for the
targeting of mitigation, are described in EPA’s Air Toxics Risk Assessment Reference Library
{anu.mf: 3, Appendu B, beg:.'n.'nmg on pa@e B-4,

[ Addressing Climate Change Under NEPA

A-10 EPA notes that the document relegates analysis and discossion of climate change and
(cont.) greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions mitigation to a section entitled Chapter 4 — CEQA Evaluation.
While we are aware that the EPA and FHW A have not issued specific climate change gonidance

A-8 These options are being evaluated as part of the Intelligent

Transportation System Study currently underway.

A-9 Caltrans is directed to use FHWA's “Interim Guidance Update

on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents,” dated
September 30, 2009, for its NEPA Documents. This is the guidance
Caltrans uses when disclosing MSAT emissions resulting from
highway projects. Caltrans Districts have also been instructed
to not perform health risk assessments for projects until directed
otherwise.

A-10 Thelanguage in the NEPA air quality section has been strengthened

by stating that the CEQA climate change analysis is used to inform
the NEPA analysis and associated federal decisions.
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or methodology to conduct project-level greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis, this does not preclude a
lead agency's responsibility, under NEPA, to disclose potentially significant impacts related o
greenhouse gas emissions nor to assess how climate change may affect the project itself or
influence the project’s impacts on other resources. While the DEIS indicates that the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) climate change section may be used to inform the NEPA
decision, EPA recommends including the climate change analysis in the NEPA portion of the
document or more definitively stating that the CEQA analysis for climate change is relevant for
NEPA and informing the federal decisions.

Waters of the United States

The construction of the roadway and POE facility will impact approximately 4,400 to
4,500 linear feet of jurisdictional drainages identified as waters of the U.S. EPA recommends
that Caltrans, FHW A, and General Services Administration (GSA) consider minimizing impacts
to the drainages to ensure that the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
(LEDPA) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is selected.,

Recommendations:

* Coordinate with adjacent property owners that are currently pursuing development
projects (e.g., Otay Business Park, Otay Crossings) and the reviewing resource and
regulatory agencies of those projects to ensure that impacts to waters of the U.S. and
habitat are considered from a broader perspective. Drainages affected by the proposed
SR.11 and POE project also cross those adjoining properties. Decisions to avoid and
minimize impacts to waters of the U.5. from those projects could help inform the best
strategies to address impacts to waters of the 1.8, for the SR11 and Otay Mesa East POE

project.

* Consider additional opportunities to further reduce impacts to waters of the 11.5., such as
shifting alignments or footprints, or using spanned crossings or other less damaging
designs, to minimize impacts.

Indirect Growth Impacts

Growth-related impacts may occur near interchanges where neighboring lands may be
developed or redeveloped as a result of the project. The DEIS provides a combined assessment
for all of the build alternatives indicating that no substantial impacts related to growth influence
would be expected to result from implementation of the build altermatives (p. 3.3-7). However,
the number of interchanges is one of the primary differences betwesn the alternatives (No
Interchange Alternative, One Interchange Alternative, and Two Interchange Alternative).
Increased access to local roads and proximity to the proposed SR 11 is likely to influence
development opportunities at or neer these new intersections. EPA recommends the FEIS
include a separate analysis for each Build Alternative that specifically addresses how the number
and locations of these interchanges could influence development at or near the interchanges.

A-11 Caltrans analyzed alternatives to avoid or minimize impacts to
jurisdictional drainages, however, the location of many of the
jurisdictional drainages are entirely within or traverse the proposed
POE. Direct impacts are mainly to narrow streambed habitat with
limited cover and limited functions and values. These impacts
would be mitigated by restoring riparian habitat at Johnson Canyon
at a ratio of approximately 1:1 linear feet. Indirect impacts would be
avoided and minimized via the use of best management practices
that include soil stabilization, sediment control, wind erosion
control, tracking control, non-storm water management, and waste
management and materials pollution control. Caltrans reduced
the footprint of the POE on the eastern side, which resulted in
a negligible reduction of impacts to USACE/CDFG jurisdictional
areas. Caltrans has identified the Preferred Alternative, which
would result in impacts of approximately 0.67 acre/4,912 linear feet
of USACE/CDFG jurisdictional areas.

A-12 Caltrans has been in frequent contact with the USFWS, USACE
and CDFG throughout the life of the project, to coordinate
methodologies, analysis, conclusions, and mitigation strategies.
Caltrans attended field meetings with CDFG and the RWQCB on
May 24, 2011 to verify state jurisdictional waters, and with USACE
on June 2, 2011 to verify the jurisdictional delineation. Caltrans is
currently coordinating with the resource agencies and the County
to assess the impacts of the SR-11/POE project and overlapping
private development projects, as well as identifying mitigation for
impacts to drainages within the project footprint. Options for shifting
alignments or footprints are limited because of the need to align
the project with the new Mexican Otay Il POE. Under the identified
Preferred Alternative, impacts to USACE/CDFG jurisdictional areas
have been reduced (compared to the alternatives analyzed in the
Draft EIR/EIS) by reducing the footprint of the POE on the eastern
side, but the reduction is negligible (0.01 acre). The reduced
footprint would, however, reduce impacts to other sensitive habitats
and sensitive species more substantially.
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A-13 It is acknowledged that the Two Interchange Alternative would

provide the greatest opportunity for commercial development,
followed by the Preferred Alternative, One Interchange Alternative
and then the No Interchange Alternative, and finally, the No Build
Alternative. The differences among alternatives with respect
to effectively facilitating circulation within Otay Mesa would be
marginal, however, since the area is compact (SR-11 would
only be 2.1 miles long), and in the long term, local roads would
provide adequate access to all properties in the area, regardless
of the number or location of SR- 11 interchanges. The distance
between the proposed Enrico Fermi Interchange under the Two
Interchange Alternative or Preferred Alternative, and the Alta
Road Interchange under the One Interchange Alternative is only
0.4 mile. From Alta Road to the Siempre Viva Road Interchange
under the Two Interchange Alternative or Preferred Alternative is
only 0.45 mile. Hence, commercial development along the SR-11
corridor could be accessed from any of these interchanges.

The presence of a particular interchange could be expected to
make the properties surrounding it more attractive, especially for
commercial establishments, but it is expected that the need to
travel an extra couple of miles to access a particular industrial
property would not significantly reduce the value of such property
and would not be expected to influence growth in the area overall.
Also, the degree to which internal traffic in Otay Mesa would make
significant use of SR-11 or travelers to the border would get off
and on to patronize commercial establishments would depend on
the toll structure for the highway. This could serve to discourage
through traffic from exiting the tollway to take advantage of
commercial establishments.

Finally, the EIR/EIS growth inducement discussion addresses
land not already listed as a cumulative project. Most of the land
around the proposed interchanges is already under development
as industrial and technology business park subdivisions, and
the combined impacts of such development are evaluated in
the Cumulative Impacts section of the EIR/EIS (refer to Section
3.27, Table 3.27-1 and Figure 3.27-2). The proposed project
could possibly prompt these projects to develop more quickly,
but especially with so little distance between the alternative
interchanges, and the existing Otay Mesa POE located within
two miles or less of these cumulative development projects, such
cumulative development is not expected to be dependent on the
Otay Mesa East POE and development opportunities are expected
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Sustainability

Green Building
GSA utilizes the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green
Building Rating System design criteria to help apply principles of sustainable design and

in the development of building projects, LEED also serves as a means of evaluating and
measuring green building achievements. Beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2003, all new GSA
building projects must be certified through the LEED Green Building Rating System, and a

the Public Buildings Service — GSA's design standards and criteria for new buildings and
alterations — also states this commitment to sustainable design, It includes provisions for
sustainable landscape design, energy efficiency, use of recycled-content products, LEED
requirements, and other puidance to help make G5A's facilitics more sustainable.

health. Due to the significant expected truck traffic associated with this proposal, particular
emphasis on indoor air quality is critical,

Recommendations:

building or better. Develop a green showcase project that complies with the Federal
Leadership in High Performance and Sustainable Buildings Memorandum of
Understanding (Available on-line at

on=ShowItem).

and Mexican Green Building Councils to make the new stations on both sides of the
border healthier and to take advantage of economies of scale.

the green POE projects.

Design Report - An Invitation available on-line at http://gyre buildinggreen.com/report. bitml.
EPA also recommends encouraging the team to require specific credits in the areas of indoor
environmental quality, water efficiency, and energy and atmosphere. For questions on green
building, please contact Timonie Hood with EPA Region 9's Solid Waste Office at 415-972-
3282,

development to facilities projects. Using LEED ensures that sustainable strategies are considered

Silver LEED rating is encouraged. The general design philosophy of the Facilities Standards for

EPA recommends that the Caltrans, FHW A, and GSA strive to achieve a Gold rating for
the new proposed facility, which may have significant impacts on the environment and human

+ Purspe the construction of a U.S. Green Building Council's LEED Rating System Gold

hitp:ffwww. fedeenter. govi_kdTiems/actions.cfm?action=Show&itemn_id=4713&destinati

+ Encourage a partnership between the U.S. and Mexico construction teams with the US.

# Encourage the facilides vo provide environmental education on features associated with

GSA has significant experience in green building and has done specific work related to
the unigue opportunities at border stations, such as the work performed for the Alexandria Bay
POE. EPA recommends the agencies host a comprehensive stakeholder engagement charrette
end develop implementation teams with participants from the 1.5, and Mexico station teams and
key participants from GSA’s Alexandria Bay POE charrette. For additional information, please
see the profile information (p. 17 - 21 of the Appendix) on the Alexandria Bay POE from the
December 15, 2005 BuildingGreen, Inc. report entitled Expanding Our Approach o Sustainable

A-13

A-14

cont.

to be similar among the build alternatives. All of the County land
abutting the SR-11 alignment is designated by the County for
industrial/technology business park uses, which allow industrial-
serving commercial uses. The closest planned commercial area
is at the intersection of Otay Mesa Road and Alta Road, although
the EOMSP also assumes that interchanges would be located at
Enrico Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Road. Overall, differences in
growth-related impacts among the build alternatives are expected
to be minimal. The presence of two interchanges does present
the greatest potential for such development, however, and the
Preferred Alternative does incorporate two interchanges.

Thank you for your recommendations on Green Building. GSA
is working toward LEED Gold level certification through the PDS/
design process. The project team is working to incorporate
sustainable energy elementsinto the POE design, and is developing
a landscape concept plan for SR-11 that makes extensive use of
sustainable landscape materials and practices to lower potable
water use and reduce maintenance while preserving function and
aesthetics. The project team also continues to coordinate with the
Mexican authorities regarding the design of the Mexican POE.

After the Draft EIR/EIS was circulated, the PDS was finalized; this
included much more detail on the POE design and “green” features
than had previously been available. Much of this information has
now been integrated into the Final EIR/EIS (e.g. see Figure 2-21
vs. 2-22, and pages 2-25, 3.18-3 and 3.18-4). The PDS was
developed through a charrette-style process, convening groups
of stakeholders (including agencies, utility providers, architects,
etc.) to review and discuss the document at the 50%, 75%, 95%
and 100% stages. As recommended by EPA, is anticipated that
GSA will continue to have stakeholder participation as the POE
design progresses, much as they did for the development of the
San Ysidro POE Improvements project.
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A-16
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The DEIS does not provide an "integrated strategy towards sustainability”, as required by
Executive Order (E0)13514%, nor does it sufficiently address many of the EO requirements. EQ
13514 states:

“In order to create a clean energy economy that will increase our Nation's prosperity,
promote energy security, protect the interests of taxpayers, and safeguard the health of our
environment, the Federal Government must lead by example. It is therefore the policy of the
United States that Federal agencies shall increase energy efficiency; measure, report, and
reduce their greenhouse gas emissions from direct and indirect activities; conserve and
protect water resources through efficiency, reuse, and stormwaler management; eliminate
waste, recycle, and prevent pollution; leverage agency acquisitions to foster markets for
sustainable technologies and environmentally preferable materials, products, and services;
design, construct, mainfain, and operate high performance sustainable buildings in
sustainable locations; strengthen the vitality and livability of the communities in which
Federal facilities are located; and inform Federal employees abour and involve them in the
achievement of these goals.”

EPA recommends that Caltrans, FHWA, and GSA commit to implementing the measures
in Section 3.18.4 that *...could be implemented to minimize the effects of energy use” in the
FEIS and ROD. EPA also recommends that Caltrans, FHW A, and GSA provide additional
measures in the FEIS to satisfy other requirements of the EO policy.

[ HUD/DOT/EPA Partnership for Sustainable Communities

In June 2009, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the 1.5,
Department of Transportation (DOT), and EPA entered into a partnership to better coordinate
federal housing, transportation, and environmental protection investments, The partnership is
based on the following principles:

Provide more transportation choices

Promote equitable, affordable housing

Enhance economic competitiveness

Support existing communities

Coordinate and leverage federal policies and investment
Value communities and neighborhoods

‘We encourage FHWA and Caltrans to integrate these principles into proposed
improvements in the project area, and to coordinate with HUD, other modes at DOT, and EPA to
ensure that potential improvements reflect the goals of the Partnership for Sustainable
Communities. For additional information on the partnership, please visit EPA's website at

http:/fwww epa.govismarigrowth/partnershipy .

* E.O. 85 available at: hipefedocket access. gpo.p

A-15Text has been added to Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 of the EIR/EIS

indicating that the project is consistent with the principles of this
Executive Order. The POE, which is currently being designed as
part of the PDS process, is intended to be LEED certified, and storm
water management measures will apply to SR-11, the POE and the
CVEF. The Final EIR/EIS details specific mitigation measures to
address the various requirements of the EO.

A-16 Text has been added to Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 indicating that the

project is consistent with the principles of this partnership, since
it provides new transportation choices (a tolled border crossing
option for commercial and passenger vehicles to save time;
accommodations for future transit service; and free passage for
pedestrians and bicycles crossing the border); enhances national,
regional and local economic competitiveness by reducing the
border bottleneck; and coordinates and leverages federal policies
and investments (since the interagency work groups have been
involved throughout the project planning process, and the toll
structure involving private investment would leverage federal
investment and create a self-sustaining project). No direct
adverse effects on housing, communities and neighborhoods
would occur from the project, but indirect benefits are anticipated.
There are no residential communities immediately adjacent to the
project that could be adversely affected by the project. The nearby
communities of Otay Mesa, Nestor, San Ysidro and Chula Vista
support some of the most affordable housing in the County and
could indirectly benefit from the additional commerce, east Otay
Mesa and cross-border access, and 400 jobs at the POE.
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[ A-17 i
SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS* Information noted.

This rating system was developed 83 8 means to summarize the U8, Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)
level of concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of
the envirenemental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaloation of the adequacy of the
Envir | Impact S (EIS).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ON

“LO* (Lack af Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring subsiantive changes to the
proposal.  The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
acgomplished with no more tkan minor changes to the proposal.

HECY (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts thet should be evoided in order to folly protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred aliernative or application of mitgation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these

impacts,

“EO" (Envirenmental )
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in osder 1o provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferved
alternative or consideration of some other project elternative (including the no action aliernative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency 1o reduce thess impacts,

“EL (Envirenmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse envirommental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude thet they are
unsatisfactary from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality, EPA intends to work with
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts ane not corrected at the final EIS
stage, this proposal will be recommended for refierral 1o the Counel] on Environmental Quality (CEQY),

Category *1” (Adequate)
EDA haliores the dealt BIC sdannaialy sote Sk the saadensmanial tommaalet of tha sesfomad shosnanus aad thnes of

LAE A DREEYVEE Tiia

the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further enalysis or deta collection is necessary, but the
reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

EIS aafquaisly sois [omin 1D SnVIrDnmEnial Impaciis) ol Ind DRSisTes Llarmalive and ek

3™ (Insufficient Information)
“The draft EIS does noi contain sufficient information for EPA 1o fully assess environmental impacis that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental
impacts of the action, The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be included in the final

EIS.
Category "3 (Inadeguate)

EPA does not believe that the drafi EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action,
ar the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order 1o reduce the potentially significant environmental impacis.
EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they
should have full public review at a drafi stage, EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of
the NEPA andfor Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in &
supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potentisl significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a
candidate for referral to the CEQ).

*From EPA Manual 1640, Polis
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B-1

B-3

January 24, 2011

Ms. Sandra Lavender

Division of Environmental Analvsis
California Department of Transportation
4050 Taylor Street

San Diego, CA 92110
RE: Comments on the Draft Tier I Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact

Statement (EIREIS), for the propesed SR-11 and the Otay Mesa East LPOE, Otay Mesa,

San Diego, California.

I'he Greneral Services Administration ((GSA) has reviewed the Drafi Tier I1 EIR/EIS. Based upon
our review. we have the following comments for your consideration:

General Comments

The federally aceepted acronym of land ports of entry is LPOE. consistency with this would
benefit federal agencies working on this project.

p- 3.2-1/8/12 Consistency with the Border Master Plan

Because the project is using a non-traditional funding structure. and not federally funded. it s
important to note that, while this project is the highest priority for the Border Master Plan, in
15 our understanding that the (May Mesa East Project 15 not vet included on CHFS d-year plan.
Chapter 3.7

Discuss how emergency vehicles will be able to access the LPOE via SR-11.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR/ELS, If you have any questions, please
eontact me at 233-931-7548 or maureen.sheshan @ gsa.gov.

Sincerely,

i & &

Maureen Sheehan
NEPA Project Manaper

March 2012

B-1

B-2

For consistency with the Phase | EIR/EIS, this document has
proceeded with the use of POE.

Although it is true that the project is using a non-traditional funding
structure, Federal funding is being utilized for the project. In any
case, language regarding inclusion of the project in the CBP five-
year plan has been included in the Final EIR/EIS. It is understood
that discussions among Caltrans, GSA and CBP are ongoing with
regard to having this project placed in their plan, and inclusion of
this project in the CBP five-year plan is anticipated.

According to the San Diego Rural Fire Protection District (SDRFPD),
East Otay Mesa is currently served through dispatch from the
SDRFPD offices in Jamul. Atemporary sheriff substation has been
constructed and is operational at the southeast corner of Enrico
Fermi Drive and Otay Mesa Road. Land has been acquired upon
which to construct a permanent fire station and permanent sheriff
substation at the northwest corner of Enrico Fermi Drive and Lone
Star Road. Until the new permanent fire station is constructed, fire
and rescue vehicles would be expected to access the new POE from
Jamul via SR-125 and SR-11 under all project build alternatives. It
is also anticipated that, in the short term, sheriff vehicles dispatched
from the temporary sheriff substation at Enrico Fermi Drive would
access the POE under the different project alternatives as follows:
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B-3  The Preferred Alternative and the Two Interchange Alternative:
(cont.) access SR-11 at the Enrico Fermi Drive Interchange and proceed
to the POE.

One Interchange Alternative: take Otay Mesa Road east to Alta
Road, access SR-11 at the Alta Road Interchange, and proceed
to the POE.

No Interchange Alternative: take Enrico Fermi Drive south to
Siempre Viva Road, and then Siempre Viva Road eastward
to enter the POE via the staff access road into the CVEF. A
less convenient alternative would be to take Otay Mesa Road
westward to La Media Road, access SR-905 eastward at the La
Media Road Interchange, and connect to SR-11 and eventually
the POE.

Once the permanent fire station and permanent sheriff substation
at the northwest corner of Enrico Fermi Drive and Lone Star Road
have been constructed, emergency vehicles could access SR-11
via Enrico Fermi Drive and the Enrico Fermi Drive Interchange
(under the Preferred Alternative and Two Interchange Alternative),
via Lone Star Road, Alta Road and the Alta Road Interchange
(under the One Interchange Alternative) or via Lone Star Road
and the staff access road into the CVEF (under any of the build
alternatives).

Finally, as described in Section 2.2.1, it should be noted that the
eastern portion of proposed SR-11 has been designed with a
62-foot median width, to make it adaptable for potential safety
and security needs. This would allow access to the new POE by
emergency responders even when there is a queue of southbound
vehicles waiting to cross, facilitate evacuation of the POE if
necessary, and allow southbound traffic to be turned around if the
POE has to be closed for emergency security concerns.

It should also be noted that this discussion is preliminary and
the access options described would depend on the status of the
EOMSP circulation system at the time, as well as the final POE
design. The issue of emergency access is being considered in
the development of the final POE design.
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security

Washington, DC 20229

U.S. Customs and
Border Protection

January 21, 2011

Ms. Sandra Lavender

Division of Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation
4050 Taylor Street

San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Ms. Lavender:

U.S. Customs and Border Protection appreciates the opportunity to participate as a cooperating
agency and provide comments on the State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Draft
Tier Il Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement. We have no
comments at this time and look forward to continuing to work with your agency on this and
future projects.

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Ruth Zolock at
fofpmoenvironmental@dhs.gov.

Sincerely,

Trent Frazier

Director
Field Operations Facilities Program Management Office

cc: U.S. General Services Administration

C-1 Comment noted; thank you.
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1111 Jackson Street, Smite 54
Qakland, Califormia 24607

Hactrrmically Filsd
1 Felruary 2011

Mz Sandra Lavender

Diveuon of Environmental Amatytis - Branch A
Californis Department of Tantportation, Dhtinet 11
A030 Tayle Street, MS 247

San Dhepn, Califorma 92110

Email: Sandra Lavendex(gilot a pov

Subject Review of November 3010 Tier I Draft Environmental Topact ReporTraft
Emmmlhqmsmmtﬁrﬂt Staie Rontre 11 04ay Mess Poot of Eniry,

Dear M. Lavender:
Our primary concem and namdate, ﬂnmgthhandWﬂdhﬁSum{’ﬂmSaun],npmtu:hm

...!_.'I.l.._ :a'l- P e e T T ] 41._.-1._1.4..'... T e Tel .._u_.._u.'l..'l..i-..r..-
TiAL S WINNEIE TSI 0 LEST NEViEa.  wk mEve ICPAL T .y IOW w:u-l:

of mipmatory birds:, anatmmoes fech, and endsnpesed amimals md plantt sccmrmp i the Umted
Stairs. We are alzo fim admimistering the Endmgeyed Species Act of 1773 {(Act), =
amenuled (16 1.5.C. 1531 st sog)

The Sexvice hat agpeed to be 2 Parlicipating Apency 22 defined im X3 USC 130 Safe,
Accomiahle, Flexsole, Efficient Transportation Equity Act A Lepacy for Uzert (SAFETEA-

popoted pragect on fith and wildlife retoarees m letters dated Tome 4, HHF7 | in responte to
Notice of Tntent (NOT) for the Phaze I Envirommenial Inmact Statesnent (FIS); March 4, 2008, on
the DETS for Phase 1; December B, NHIE, on the NOT fw the DEIS for thiz prgect; and
November 17, 2009, in responte to 2 request fiwr concorence n Porpose and Need stabement and
ranpe of aliematiees.

D-1 Caltrans analyzed the previously provided comments and technical

assistance provided by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and has
incorporated the comments, when feasible, into the current project
design, to avoid or minimize impacts to listed species (refer to
Section 2.0, especially page 2-3)..
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We offer theste comments o sttt Caltrae m awading, mnemzng, nd prowding adegnate
HBetting conservation fir progect-relsted smpacts B fith and wildhife recouces, and to enamre
that prect & comistent with onmomp regiom] comervation plannume effortt.

Proposed project: will result im development of 2 near Port: of Entry (POE) almp the United
State/Mexico bordey in San Diego/Timana repium. Proposed poject inclodes: comttnaction of

State Rate 11 (SR 11) that wwrld comect new POE to existing an plamned roadway sysiem m
the area, and a new Commercial Vehicle Enfircement Fac ity (CVEF) i Californg Highway
Patrol’s mapections of tnacks enterimg Califorma firom Mexico.

We concur with 2election of westen alternative: 22 prefeed altenmative dentified i program-
level (Phase 1) EIS for the project, and that DETR/DERS analyzes 2 reasomble mmpe of
akrrnatives fiw SE 11, However, DEIR/DETS does nat mchnde sy analbyzis of altermatives fior
POE anil CVEF.

Insttrad, a prelimemry faclity desipn/laymt i shown within a 1{{-aoe praded pad depected m
Fipme 2-15. Althoush Section 11 of DEIR/DERS states that thape of the POE was
determmmed, In part, to address 2 request by Mexican prresmment to aeatr: a preater fnmtape o
weerhap with proposed Mexican Otary [T POE tite, theye 1t no fignre that shears bow thes iz

accomplished, nor it theve any infommation reganling ahternative footyontt that were contadered
We recommenl fimal ETS mcinde a figore that depicts mibnmation friem both Fipores 2-14 am 2-

13, md mchnde explanation 22 o why overlap 12 important, beyond oosth and toathbonnd Emes
We recommerul that forther alternatives to footprint of POE and CVEF be examined to avoid

For example. it 1t nad clear why the pad needs to be praded east of nosthhound commeial
vehicle traffic lane. This aren it destignaied critical habitat for federally listed endanpeed S
Diegn faivy sheimp (Branchkinecia sondisgonsnsis) and quing checkeripot atter fty (Faplpdrpas
adith o), and snpports several paint of bumowmg owls (Athers cosodaria) and
populationt of sentiine plant species

In addition, i has been adentified 22 mitigation bry undertymg land owner i the draft

recommend avoiding this arem and thifting POE o the west if adiditional acreage furl:lu]utis
needed

The Senvice 1 cumently in fomml Section 7 comnbatim puraznt to the Aot with the Corps of

Engmeers (Corps) io addrest priential impacts resnlimg from Corps” stwsmee of 404 permits for

prographically with proposed project:

Althongh each priyject i nureing fewanl independentty, aveoidsnce anl miammmzstion meatones.
need (o be evalnated taking inin account comsraints of all theee prajects. As an exanmple, POE
foutprmt would avoed vemal pools o the west ewever, these pools are proposted G be
developed by Otay Busimess, Parke

We recomme ] that a binlomically superior altemtive be evalnated that would shoft FOE

D-2

D-3

Alternatives for the POE and CVEF were analyzed in separate
studies: the GSA Expanded Feasibility Study (GSA 2008), and the
Draft Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF) Alternatives
Analysis Report. The CVEF alternatives that were considered
but rejected are discussed in Section 2.3.5. Additional language
regarding the POE alternatives that were considered but rejected
has been added to the Final EIR/EIS, including alternative footprints.
In response to comments received regarding the eastern extent of
the proposed POE, the eastern POE boundary has been modified
as part of the Preferred Alternative, to further reduce impacts to
listed species.

The Tier Il EIR/EIS relies upon and incorporates by reference the
2008 Phase | EIR/EIS. For convenience, Figure 2-1 in the Tier
Il Draft EIR/EIS shows the Central and Western Alternatives that
were addressed in Phase [; the Western Alternative was ultimately
selected as the Phase | Preferred Alternative. The increased overlap/
frontage between the U.S. and Mexican POEs afforded by the Tier
Il POE footprint can be seen in Figure 2-20, which compares the
POE/CVEF footprint in the Phase | PEIR/PEIS, the Tier Il Draft EIR/
EIS, and this Tier Il Final EIR/EIS. This comparison is referenced
in Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIR/EIS, and the Preferred Alternative
figures reflect the modified POE boundary. In addition, Figure 2-21
presents the most current conceptual layout for the Otay Mesa East
POE based on the ongoing PDS by GSA, and Figure 2-19 presents
the updated conceptual layout of the Mexican Otay Il POE.

As shown in Figure 2-20, Caltrans considered shifts in the footprints
of the POE and CVEF during Phase | to eliminate direct impacts to
vernal pools and watersheds containing San Diego fairy shrimp and
coastal sage scrub, which may provide habitat for coastal California
gnatcatcher. In response to the Tier Il comment letters received
from USFWS and others requesting a reduction in the Tier Il POE
footprint on the eastern side, Caltrans Design has analyzed the
feasibility of reducing the footprint to further minimize impacts to
listed species, and has incorporated a reduced POE footprint into
the Preferred Alternative. Caltrans wishes to continue its avoidance
of the vernal pool to the west because impacts to this vernal pool
may not qualify the project for a waiver from a Section 404 Individual
Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
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awvoad pools proposed to be smpacted by Otay Buness Park progect. In aditition | there: appeams:

interchanges  Otay Bustinests Park iz designing an ahowe-gromd charmed that will be mnder D-4 Caltrans held multi-agency meetings that included U.S. Fish
(CO?I;‘; southirand lines of traffic through the POE. and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California
- . . . . L ] Department of Fish and Game, and the County of San Diego on
;:Wm;mmmﬁ“lwmmﬂ“mm’gd February 15, 2011 and March 8, 2011. Caltrans will continue to
i DWW’P'ﬂﬂwpnﬂmm mwﬂmqnp_mm--smwﬁm!ﬂyﬁam coordinate with these agencies to discuss how the three projects
T ——— can be designed together to minimize impacts to biological
— resources. Caltrans will continue to have multi-agency meetings to
Sectirm 3 77 of IFIR/DETS asmmarizes potential comulative impacts retolting friem proposed further discuss impacts and mitigation measures and coordination
prifect With regandé tn “Animal Species”, DETR/DELS statrs that “impartz in mptor foragmy with the agencies and the County. Caltrans Design has analyzed
habstat are also noted for sEme projects”™ a reduction of the footprint on the eastern side to minimize impacts
B Bogi Crotsi fod —_— to listed species, and has modified the project footprint accordingly.
D-5 mmﬁmm u::ﬁﬂmmmgmh,w&m As in response to Comment D-3 above, Caltrans wishes to avoid the
(il clrysostns), md raptor feaging. We also anticipaie that buld st of POE md SR 11 vernal pool on the western side of the POE, because impacts to this
will facilitate development of east Otay Mesa area, fisther contubuting in loas of fimagiog arca vernal pool may not qualify the project for a waiver from a Section
By The polien EABIEs knoern S nedrry 1 Neal Lanyoo. 404 Individual Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
We recommend you contact Eric Kenhoer, PRID, in the Service”s Divigion of Migratory Birds
pricr to finalizing DETR/DERS, t discnss thit itsoe firther Dr. Kerthner can be reached at
(7600 431-9440, extension 214. D-5 Table 3.22-1 in the Tier Il Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges the high
. . . L potential for the occurrence of golden eagles in the project area
We apyecite the opportumity tn comment oa snbgect ETR/DETS, and tn participate m and the importance of the large areas of non-native grassland in the
mmﬂwmmmmﬁw project study area for raptor foraging (Section 3.19). The project
— provides for 1:1 mitigation of this habitat loss, which would serve
Sincerely, as mitigation for impacts to the foraging area for both burrowing
/ owls and golden eagles. The Final EIR/EIS (Section 3.22), the

/w . p Y ][\lEtShAddendE[Jm deaItraéwstZOﬂlb) and thef Biologicafl Afﬁessrrdent
7 . - . v, or the project include additional species information for the golden
MM Mr Atz ) eagle, including the known occurrence of a nesting pair of this

A species within O’Neal Canyon, as well as further discussion of the
potential impacts to this species and consideration of any additional

appropriate mitigation measures, consistent with the measures
identified in the Otay Business Park and Otay Crossings Draft EIRs.

Painicia Sanderon Port
Remomal Envirommental Officer
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Ta «michelle trudel l@drt . ca..pov B3F17/2811 @323 PM
cc "Mati=aon, Michelle L SPL" «Michelle. L. dre. il >

Subjert: Comsents on SR-11 EIS (UNCLASSIFIED)

I had a chance tp look aver the EI5 and have the following comments:

1) Berawse all of their inforsation on waters of the U.5. is based on Helix's 10
report, please be explirit in the begiming af the "“Wellaxds and other Waters™

section [3.17]) that the (orps has it verified the jurisdictional debermination
and will need to da sp as a next step in the proress. Mirhelle Mattson b Fied
Eﬁatﬂl:rmnutnFtL-:mmqﬂtteﬂE]um:tmlttﬂmmhm

e & o

e ¥isil 1o ihe prajeii orea, & I look Toreard 1o
grranping Hier to go out there to continue the verifiration.

ne specitic isse worth noting is that the dainaee featwres shown on Fipurs
3.17-1 shau brealks alonp the drainapes [starting and stopping). The GHps does
nat apree with how these streass are porbraged in this figore and will need to
work this out with the werification af the PID.

2) Becase the project will likely qualify under B 14, the Corps will 1ikely
nat need to adopt the EIS for this project [(because oo s have their own BEPA
dooments assorishbed with them]). However, the Gups will roordinate and be
Imvolved in ABA's Section 7 (ESA) and Section 186 (MHPA) onsulistions to
Fulfill s requiresents under both Acts.

Please 1et me know if you have any questions.

Thanks!
Shamti

E-1

Caltrans Biology coordinated a field review with USACE for the
jurisdictional determination verification on June 2, 2011. From the
field meeting with USACE it was determined that Caltrans, as the
applicant, will complete a preliminary jurisdictional determination to
be verified by USACE for the SR-11/ POE Project area during the
Design phase of the project. USACE believes that since the dirt
roads bisect Drainage B within the limits of the Preferred Alternative,
they should be considered jurisdictional since they were once part
of the stream bed and bank before the U.S. Border Patrol and/
or illegal off-road activity created the dirt roads. Figures 3.20-1
and 3.20-2 have been revise to show connectivity for Drainage B
through the project area.

Caltrans Biology concurs. Coordination with USACE will continue
through the Section 7 process.

March 2012
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INTERMNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION
UNITED STATES AND MEXICO

April 8, 2011

Sandra Lavender

Project Analysis, Branch A

California Department of Transportation, District 11
4050 Taylor Street, MM 5-242

Sam Diego, CA 92110

Re: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) for the State Route | 1/0tay Mesa East Port
of Entry Project.

Dear Ms. Lavender:

In reference to your letter dated March 21, 2011, The United States International Boundary and Water
Commission (USIBWC) has reviewed the above referenced document.

The submittals provided thoroughly cover any agency concerns, in particular how this project will
address stormwater conirols to prevent pollutants and higher than normal flows of stormwater runoff into
the Tijuana River system. If after construction, additional fows, higher velocity flows, increased
sediment transport, or water quality coneerns arise from Mexico, there may be a need for re-evaluation
and construction to address any adverse impacts.

Also, one of the mandates of the USIBWC is delineation of the boundary between the United States and
Mexico. We would like to have coordination with cur survey team during design and construction to
insure that our boundary monuments maintain our treaty requirement of visibility between monuments.,

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contacl me at (915) 8324749 or Mr. Waync
Belzer at (015) #32-4703

o

John L. Meri
Principal Engineer

o
U TR

The Commons, Building C, Suite 310 N. Mess Street = E] Paso, Texas 79002
{9151 B32-4100 = (FAX) (915} B3Z-4190 = hitpaiiwww,ibwe, state. gov

F-1

Comment noted.

F-2 Caltrans and GSA will coordinate with the IBWC survey team

during design and construction.
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ETATE OF CALIFORNIA —DEPARTMENT OF CORAECTIONS AND REHABRITATION

JERRY BROWN, GOVERNOR

DIVISION OF ADULT OPERATIONS

RICHARD J. DONOVAN CORRECTIONAL FACLITY
F.O. Box 799006

San Diego, Ca 92178-9006

January 28, 2011

Drear Ms. Lavender:

The Richard | Dencvan Correctional Facality (RJDCF) appreciates the ererLunif}' o
provide the following comments to the Stare Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of
Enery Dieaft Tier 11 Environmental Impact Reporr/Environmental Impact Statement dared
Movember 2010 (the “DXEIR/EIS™)

The DEIR/EIS analyzes three “build” alternaoves: (1) a Two loverchange Altemative,
within which are two options: (2) 2 full interchange at Enoco Fermi Drive with a Full
interchange at Siempre Viva Road; and (b} a full imerchange ar Enrico Fermi Drive with a
half interchange ar Siempre Vive Road; (2) a Onc Interchange Alternauve, placing the
interchange at Alta Road; and (3) a No Interchange Alternative.

It is our understanding that only the Two Interchange Alternative with full interchanges at
Enfico Fermi Diive and Siempre Viva Road (the “Two, Full Interchanges Altemnative™) 1
comsistent with the Fast Otay Mesa Specific Plan (the “Specific Plan™). The DEIR/EIS
itself acknowledges that the Specific Plain would need to be further amended to
accommadate any “build” alrernative other than the Two, Full Interchanges Alieranve.

From a public safety and security aspect the RJDCF feels that the above named alrernative
offers the greatest amount of public security as it applies o our business. Obviously, the less
time a bus or any other transportanon vehicle spends in traffic the fewer oppottunines there
are for an incident to occur. That also applies to the number of mrerchanges available to
cnner of exit a freeway.

We realize that there are many factors to be weighed prior to reaching a final deciston. [
appreciate the opporunity to voice our opimons and concemns. If there are any other issues
related to this peoject [ would appreciate the oppormniry to review them.

Creotge A, Neoth -
Warden
Richard | Donovan Correctional Facility

G-1

Although Caltrans strives to be consistent with local plans, freeway
planning efforts are not bound by those plans. Caltrans’ freeway
planning must meet Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
requirements, including consistency with the Highway Design
Manual. Although some exceptions to specific requirements may
be granted where warranted, Caltrans’ highest priorities are the
operational efficiency and safety of its new freeway designs.
Although the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan shows a full interchange
at Siempre Viva Road separated from an approximately 20-acre
Port of Entry by over 1,000 feet of SR-11, the project design is
very different today, with an approximately 100-acre POE, an
approximately 23-acre Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility,
and insufficient space remaining to accommodate southbound
access to SR-11 from Siempre Viva Road. A modified design to the
Two Interchange Alternative has been identified as the Preferred
Alternative; it would accommodate northbound commercial access
to Siempre Viva Road, as well as full southbound access to Siempre
Viva Road. It would be the County’s responsibility to amend the
EOMSP to accommodate the final design of SR-11 and the Otay
Mesa East POE.

G-2 Your comment has been considered in the identification of the

project Preferred Alternative. It has been determined that, due to
the proximity of Siempre Viva Road to the POE and the need to
separate commercial and passenger vehicles, the Two Interchange
Alternative with the Siempre Viva Road Full Interchange Variation is
not operationally feasible. A modified design of the Two Interchange
Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. It would
provide the maximum feasible access, while maintaining necessary
safety and security.
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State of - The Matural Reso B L
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME John MeCamman, Director
Seuth Coast Region .
4840 Viewridge Avanue
San Diego, CA 82123 c\gar I
i 7-4201 i
wiiw i o8, 0o ' le

14

January 14, 2011

EVED

REC

Iis, Sandra Lavender

Environmental Analysls — Branch A :

California Department of Transporiation — District 11)  JAN 1 8 201
Environmantal Planning ¢
4050 Teylor Streat, M5 242 sTATE CLERRING HOUS

Olmem Pilmms A 04487 s
SEMT LS, L S —

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact
Statement for the State Route (SR) 11 Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Tier Il
Project, San Diego, Callfornia (SCH No. 2008111038, EA 056310)

Dear Ms. Lavender,

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the above referenced Draft
Envirenmental Impact ReportEnvironmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS), dated November
2010, The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to DFG's
autnority as Trustas Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affectad by the project
{Galifornia Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidslines Section 15386) and pursuant to our
authority as a Responsicle Agency under the purview of the California Endangered Species Act
(Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et s2q.) and Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.
DFG also administars the Natural Community Conservation Planning Program (NCCP),

The proposad California Department of Transpaortation (Calirang) project is located mid-way
between Otay Mesa and Alrway roads for most of its langth, and would crass four local surface
sireets: Sanyo Avenus, Enrico Fermi Drive, Alta Road, and Sismpre Viva Road. It would extend
east from the vicinity of Harvest Road (st the future SR-125/SR-805 Interchange) for- .
appraximately 1.5 miles, before curving to the southeast near Alta Road and continuing for
approximately 0.5 milz to connect with the proposed Port of Entry/Commercial Vahicle
Enforcemant Facility (POE/CVEF) site. .

The proposed limits of grading and right-of-way (RAW) are expected to be up to 500 feet wide,
with the exeaption of the interchange locations, which would require additional space. Thase
limits are expected to include all required cutfill slopes and project-related drainage facilities,
lighting, fencing, utilities and landscaping to accommodate all required construction staging and
etorage for the proposed project. :

Design alternatives are based on variations of the West Alignment Aftemative selected by the
Federal Highway Administration in 2008 as part of the Programmatic EIR/EIS, Phase | process.
The Weast Alignment includes an undercrossing structure at Sanyo Avenue, an overcrossing

structure at Alta Road; and interchanges with lecel roadways at Siempre Viva Road (half
interchange) and Envics Fermi Drive. To link S8R-11 to SR-205, connactors would be praviged

=nd certain modifications to the approved SR-808 design would be required: The DEIR/EIS
identifizd three alternative designs for the West Alignment Afternative, as well as the Na Build

Alternative,

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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s, Sandra Lavender
January 14, 2011
Page 2 of &

The three atemative designs include the Two Interchange Atternative which would diractly
impact 163.62 acres of natural communities of spadal concemn, the majoerity of which (183.2
acres) Includes impacts to grasstand communities. The impact ta non-native grassland would be
18,8 acras greater under the Sismpre Viva Road Full Interchange Variation for this altemative.
The One Interchange Alternative would directly impact 188,22 acres.of natural com minities of
special concern, the majority of which (187.8 acras) includes impacis to grassland communities,
Finally, the Mo Interchange Alternative would directly impact 177.52 acres of natural
communities of speclal concem, the majority of which (177.1 acres) includes impacts to
grassland communities. Each of the alternatives would permanently Impact 0.42 acre of mule
fat serub-disturbed (another community of special concam),

Sensitive species with the potential to be affacted by the project include: San Diego thornmint
{Acanthomintta fizifolia), Otay tarplant (Deinandra conjugens), San Diego bulton-celery
{Eryngiurm srisfulatum var. parishil), wilowy monardella (Monardella viminea), spreading
navarretia [Navarratia fossalis), California orcutt grass (Orcultls calffornica), Ctay mesa mint
{Pogogyne nudivscws), small-ewarsd moerning glory {Convalvulus simulans), variegated,
dudisye {Dudleya varlegata), San Diego barrel cactus (Ferocactus vindescens), decumbent
goldenbush {/socoma menziesii var. decumbans), San Diego marsh-elder (Iva hayssiana), San

- Dlege fairy shrimp (Branchinecla sandiegonensis), Riverside fairy himp (Strepfocephalus
woottoni), Quino cheskerspot butterfy {Euphiydivas editha quing), wastern spadefect foad
{Spea hammondif), crange-throated whiptall (Cnemidophorus hypenthrus beldingl), coastal
western whipiall { Cremidophorus figris multiscutatus), red-diamend ratilesnake (Crotalus exsul),
coast horned lizard (Phrynosomas coronatum biainvilii), two-striped garter snake (Tharmnophis
hammandil, coastal Califarmia gnateatcher (Polioptiie califormica), southem California rufous-
crowned sparrow {Aimophila ruficaps canescens), grasshopper spamow (Ammadramus
savannarum), Bsll's sage sparmow (Amphispiza bell), yellow warbler (Dandroica pefechia
brewster), California homed lark {Eramophila alpastrs actia), loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), sham-shinned hawic [Accipiter striafus), white
tailad kite (Efanus leucurus), ferruginous hawk, (Bufeo regalis), golden eagle (Aguis
chrysaetos), turkey vulture {Cafharfes aura), northemn harrier (Circus cyaneus), praire faicon
(Falzo mexicanus), San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennetti), and

American badger (Taxidea taxus).

Witigation for the loss of natural communitiss of spacial concam iz proposed e ccour on the
Lonestar parcels acqulrad by Calirans on Otay Mesa, The Lonestar parcels support non-native

grasaland, Disgan cozstal sage scrub, sucalyptus woodland, & stock pond, vernal pools, and
unvegetated basins. The majority of the acreage of the Lonestar parcels is within the City of San
Diege Multi-Habitat Flanning Area (MHPA); some of it is also designated as Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Biological Resourca Core Area (BRCA).

Impacts to San Diego fairy shrimp eritical habitat is proposad to be offzst by the preservation,
resteration, and enhancement of vernal pools on the Lonestar parcels, as well as through the
preservation of San Diego fairy shrimp critical habitat on the parceis. The final mitigation for San
Diega fairy shrimp critical habitat impacts would be negotiated during the Section 7 consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Caltrans anticipates the completion of a

Biological Asssssment in March 2041 and issuance of a Biological Opinian by Novamber 2011,

The Lonestar parcals support San Diege fadry shrimp and Riverside falry shrimp

[Streplocephalus wooliom]).

Proposad mitigation for the loss of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat is through presenvation
and enhancamant of historically occupied Quine habitat on the Lonestar parcels, Proposed
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Mg, Sandra Lavendar
January 14, 2011
Page 3af 5

pritigation for impasts te Quino checkerspot butterfly cr!fic:aé habitat would be through
pressrvation of Quino checkerspot buitedly critical habitat on the Lonestar parcels, The ﬁ!-ual
mitigation for Quiric checkerspat butterfly critical habitat impacts would be negotiated during the
Section T cansultation with the USFWS, Caltrans anticipates the completian of a Biclogical
Assassment in March 2011 and issuance of a Biclogical Opinion by November 2011,

Mitigation for Impacts to other special status plant and animal species would be via _
preservation, craation, restaration, and enhancament of habitat and/or the trans_mcatnn.-'plantmg
of affected plant species. Propesed mitigation for impacts to the burrowing awl is through the
preservation and managemant of non-native grassland on the Lonestar par:_&ls_ {or equivalent
mitigation parcels). To ensure suitable burrow opportunities ars prasent, artificial burrows would
be created at & 51 ratio for each burrew impacted. Impacts fo burrowing owis during
construction would be minimized by avoiding disterbance near burrows during the breeding
Season.

DFG has agresd to be a participating agency for this project and has prauicus!y prmda%
comments in response to the Notice of Preparation {NOP) for tha Phase | Environmental Impact
Repart (June 11, 2007); on the DEIR for Phase 1 (February 25, 2008); &nd an the MOF for the

DEIR for this project (December 5, 2008).
We oifer the following comments and recommendstions coneerning your project:

1. The conservation of a vernal pool o the west of the POE/CVEF should be

* reevaluated since the area currently is proposed for development by the Otay Business
Park project, which propesas to impact this poal, In addition, the Otay Crossings
Commerce Park project has identifizd the area proposed for the POE/CVEF as
mitigation for its impacts. Thers are also discrepancies with the praposed drainage
configurations batween thess twe projects and the 8R-11 designs. We recommeand that
Caltrans convens a mesting with the resource agencies (DFG, USFWS, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency), the County and the project proponents (o discuss
haw the three projects can be designed together to minimize impacts 1o natural
FasoUrces.

2. DFG hes agreed in a joint istler with the USFWS, dated July 1.5' 2009 that ‘he. .
Lonestar parcels and Johnson Canyon are appropriate for mitigation &s they are within
areas proposed for conservation in the MSCP and adjacant to the impacl area, although
the USFWS must be consulted on species listed as endangered or threatensd under the
Endangsrad Spacies A, and the golden sagle.

3. DFG racommends that mitigation for Quina checkerspot buiterfly and burrowing owd
on the Lone Star parcels also includs invasive-sxotie plant species confrol to improve
the habitat for the butterfly, especially exctic speclas which inhibit the growth of host
plants for the bulterfly. Exotic spacles controls and monitoring to determine
effectivenass should be included in the long term management plan for the site. DFG,
as a parficipating agency, Is willing to review the enhancement and managerment plans
for the site prior to final approval by Caltrans. All parcals consarved as mitigation should

include funding to menitor and manags the propartiss in perpstulty (calculated Using tha
Property Analysis Recerd (or equivalent) process, including funding for staffing), and
have consenvation easements or ather protective easements recorded wnlh an
appropriate easemant recipient identified before the completion of the mitigation

monitoring pericd.

H-1

H-2

H-3

Caltrans held multi-agency meetings that included U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), DFG, and the County on February 15, 2011 and March
8, 2011. Caltrans will continue to coordinate with these agencies
to discuss how the three projects can be designed together to
minimize impacts to biological resources. Caltrans will continue
to have multi-agency meetings to further discuss impacts and
mitigation measures and coordination with the agencies and the
County.

Caltrans concurs and will continue to consult with USFWS on
federally listed species and the golden eagle.

Caltrans concurs with the measures for exotic plant species control
at the Lonestar parcels and will control exotic species during the
five-year monitoring and maintenance of the site starting in the
summer of 2011. Caltrans submitted the conceptual mitigation
plan for the Lonestar parcels to DFG on February 10, 2011 and
will submit the final mitigation plan to DFG in the fall of 2011 for
review. Caltrans will submit a long-term management plan to DFG,
including a funding proposal for long-term management of the site,
when a long-term manager has been identified.
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Fage 4 of &
4. On page 3.6-3, please add the Otay Mountain Ecological Reserve as a Scenic H-4 Caltrans Biology concurs. This information has been added to the
Resaurce. This DFG-ownad reserve provides recreational opportunities including aqge
H-4 hunting and hiking. It is adjacent to USFWS Wildlfe Refuge and Bureau of Land page.
Management's Otay Mountain Wildemess Area.
5. DFG recommends the following avoidance measures for wildiife species: removal of || H-5 Consistent with this comment, Draft Tier Il EIR/EIS Section 3.22.4
vegetation within the impact acres will only occur outside of the avian breeding season contains the following language: All brushing, grading, and clearing
H-5 (February 1 10 August 31) to avold impaats to nesfing birds, including ground nesting of vegetation would take place outside of the bird breeding season
i species; any vegetation clearing may be performed after the area has baen surveyed by (February 1 through August 31) to avoid impacting nesting birds
a gualified biologist to ensure na nesting birds are prasent; if nesting birds are identified and violating the MBTA If construction activities oocur during the
within the impact areas, vegetation remaval would be delayed until the young have breeding season. a pre-éonstruction survey onl b eondudiad to
fledged. » d | / [ W
¢ ensure that no nesting birds are present within the proposed work
8. Relocation and/or eviction of any burrowing awls, including use of one-way doors, area. Should a nest site be located, then appropriate measures
must be pre-approved and elosaly coordinated with DFG. These measuras must may include (but are not limited to) monitoring during grading and
H-6 generally be performed outsida of this owf's bresding season (Feb 1 through August 31), construction to ensure no impacts to the nest site, designating
and accompanied by appropriate levels of ongoing biclogical menitering (o ensure owls the location as an environmentally sensitive area. and delaying o
tablish within construction areas. s : A . ; ’ _
.dn ot re-estapIsT restricting project activities until nesting and fledging is complete.
— 7. DFG recommends the use of native plants to the greatest extent feasible in the For burrowing owls, a pre-construction survey to identify active
landscape areas, especially adjacent andfor near mitigation/open space and burrows within the right-of-way and 250 feet beyond the right-of-way
wetlandiriparian areas. Invasive-exotic plant spscies shou!d nqt be mtrnduped into the (where potential burrows could b e) would be conducted no more
landscaped areas, and should be controlled where they exist within the project area, and than 30 days prior to initiation of construction. To minimize impacts
in adjacent areas whare access and permizsions are uhlamat;le. x_mthjn Teason. Exotic to nestina’ burrowing owls. no disturbance would occur within
H-7 plant speciss which should not to be used include those species listed on Lists AEBof 250 f gf ng b ) includi h b
) the Califarnia Exotic Pest Plant Council's list of "Exctic Pest Plants of Greates! eet o any active urrow (including tc_) any that occur outside
Ecological Goncem in California as of Cotober 1888." This list includes such spacies as: the R/W) during the burrowing owl breeding season (February 1
pepper treed, pampas grass, fountain grass, ice plant, myoporum, tree of heaven, black through August 31) or until a qualified biologist determines that a
locust, capeweed, periwinkle, swest alyssum, English ivy, French broom, Scotch broom, b ; | ti
, capeweed, p _ ; : urrow is no longer active.
and Spanigh broom. A copy of the complete list can be obtained by contacting the
Caitfornia Exstic Pest Plant Council at 32012 Calle del Tesoro, San Juan Capistrano, CA
O2675-4427, or by accessing their web site at hltodivwwwcaleppe.org . H-6 Consistent with this comment, Draft Tier || EIR/EIS Section 3.22.4
_ i , contains the following language: For each active burrow to be
" 8. DFG will raquire nofffication for a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agraement (LSAA), directly impacted out%ide %he gburrowin e marow to be
pursuant fo Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Cods, for activities within five un- I'f'y p - Pl g ¢ | ng ,
nemed tributaries/drainages (listed as streambeds A, B, C, D and E). Notification will be qualified biologist would implement passive relocation measures
raquired for the work within Johnson Canyan aswal!: if ?he axotic vegetafion is o be (|nsta||at|on of one-way doors) in accordance with DFG regu|at|0ns
removed within DFG jurisdiction. Based on this notfication and their information, DFG (DFG 1995). Once all owls have vacated the burrows (after
will determine whethar a LLSAA wrth the appiu:.an_-. is reql.]lra::i prior to conducting ) approximately 48 hours), a qualified biologist would oversee the
H-8 respansible agency. DFG may consider the local jurlsdiction’s (lead agency) final EIR for excavation and filling of the burrows
the projest. To minimize edditianal requiremants by DFG pursuant to Section 1600 et .
seq, andlor under CEQA, the final EIR shouid fully identify the potential impacts to the
lake, stream or riparian resources snd provide adeguate avoidance, mitigation,
maonitoring and reporting commitments for igsuance of the agreement. The DEIR/EIS
proposes mitigation for furiedictional etreambed areas. These proposed mitigation ratios
will be finalized during the LSAA process.
March 2012 5-60 SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Ms. Sandra Lavender
January 14, 2011
Page 5of &

If you have any questions regarding this letier, please contact M. Tim Dilingham at (BEE) 467-
4250 or tdiling@din ca.0ov.

Sincersly, )
o2 - - o
s '_g’ i - 75_,_
WS
Edmund Pert '
Regional Managar
South Coast Region

co: State Clearinghousa, Sacramsnto
Susan Wynn, USFWS, Carlsbad

H-7 Consistent with this comment, Draft Tier || EIR/EIS Section 3.24.4
contains the following language: Avoidance and Minimization Efforts:
In compliance with Executive Order 13112 on invasive species and
subsequent guidance from the FHWA, the landscaping and erosion
control included for the proposed project would not use species on
the state’s noxious weed list (USDA NRCS 2009) or species listed
as invasive in the California Invasive Plant Inventory Database
(California Invasive Plant Council 2006). Inspection of construction
areas would be made by a biological monitor for invasive species
according to a prescribed schedule during construction. A typical
schedule would involve weekly inspections after the first rains, and
throughout the rainy season of the construction period. Outside the
rainy season, inspection for invasive species would occur monthly.
Soils that may contain invasive plant species seeds would not be
stockpiled where wind or water could transport the material/seeds
to natural communities of concern. Soils that may contain invasive
plant species seeds also would not be transported in such a manner
that the seeds could spread natural communities of concern.
Proposed Mitigation: If during the inspections invasive species
that could spread into new areas are found, precautions would be
required that could include the cleaning of construction equipment
to help prevent the spread of invasive plant species material and
eradication strategies recommended by the biological monitor. Upon
completion of grading, all areas of temporary disturbance would be
revegetated with native species or ornamental landscaping to limit
colonization by invasive species. A qualified biologist would review
the landscape concept plans to ensure that no invasive species (as
listed on the state’s noxious weed list or in the California Invasive
Plant Inventory Database) are included.

H-8 Caltrans will submit a LSAA to DFG for the project after the EIR/
EIS is finalized. Caltrans will also submit a LSAA for the mitigation
work at the Johnson Canyon site in the summer of 2011.
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@ Department of Toxic Substances Control

‘\.“'J

——

. Maziar Movassaghi . "
i Acling Director o Eemund 8 Srowm A
E-...;;q.u-‘:g-nm-um.;ym;;.. 5708 Corporale Avenus
) Cypress, California 90630

' Y
" January 14, 2011 NN TRECEIVED
. e

JAN 19200

Ms. Sandra Lavender
Caiiforniz Depariment of Transporiation {Caltran
4050 Taylor Strait, MS5-242

San Diego, California 92110

NGTIGE-DF PREPARATION OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REF’PR{T
(EIR) FOR STATE ROUTE (SR} 11 AND THE G'TAY.MESH PORT OF ENTRY

(POE)-TIER Il {SCH# 2008111038)

Dear Ms. Lavendear:

The Departmant of Toxic Substances Cantrol (DTSC) has recelved your submitted -
Motice of Availability of the Environmental Impact Repart far the above-mentioned
projact The following project description Is stated in your dncumar}t: “The proposad
action represents Tiar || of a two-phase process. Phase1 (EIR c:ertuﬂled in 2009)
previously avaluated alternative locations fair the future im plemantatuon_of State
Route {SR)-11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE), and selecied the
Wastarn Alernativa: The subject Tier || EIR analysis the praposed design _
slternatives for the new SR-11 toll highway, the POE and an associated Commercial
\Jehicle Enforcement Facility, including SR-11 connectors to SR-808 and associated
modificaticns to SR-805. Tier |l primary objactives Include increasing regional
inspecion capacities for commercialf personal vehicles and pedestﬁans; reducing
norihbound vehiclelpedastrian queves and wait imes: accommaodating projected
increases In international commercial frade and personal vehicle border trafflc;
contributing to reduced congestion at berder crossings and ;Iang regional
transportation Infrastructure; and, accommodating commercial goods movement and

cross border travel”,

Basad on the review of the submitted document DTSC has the following commants:

1)  The EIR should evaluate whather conditions within the project area may poss
a threat io human health of the enviranment. Following are the databases of

somea of the regulatory agencies:

STATE CLEARING HOUSE )

I-1 The identified databases were consulted during preparation of

the Initial Environmental Assessment referenced in the EIR/EIS in
Section 3.15-2, as appropriate. No known hazardous waste sites
were identified within the proposed project area. Therefore threat
to human health or the environment due to the known presence of
hazardous waste materials was not identified.
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2

3

s+ MNational Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States
Environmental Protaction Agsncy (U.5.EPA).

« Envirostor (formerly CalSites): A Database primarily used by the
Califomnia Department of Toxic Substances Control, accessible through
OTSC's website (see below).

+ Resource Conservation and Recovery Infonmiatlon System (RCRIS): A
database of RCRA facliies that is maintained by U.S. EPA

+ Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensatien and Liabl']it:.r
Infarmation Systern (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites thatis -

maintained by .S EPA,

« Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both
open as well a5 closed and Inactive solid waste disposal facllifes and

transfer stafions.

. GeoTracker A List that is maintained by Regional Water Quality
Caontrol Boards. )

« Local Countles and Clties maintain lists for hazardous substances
cleanup sites and leaking underground storage tanks.

+ The United States Army Gorps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard,
Los Angeles, California, 0017, (213) 452-3208, maintains a list of
Formery Used Defense Sites (FUDS).

The EIR should identlfy the machanism to Inifiate any required Investigation
andlor remediation for any site that may be contaminated, and the
governmant agency to provide appropriate regulatary oversight. If necessary,
DTS would require an oversight agreement in ordar to review _ such.
dacurmnents. ’

Any environmental investigations, sampling and/cr remediatidn for a site
should be conducted under a Workplan approved and oversean by &
regulatory agency that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance
cleanup. The findings of any Investigations, including any Phase lorll
Envirohmental Site Assessment Investigations should be summarized In the
document. All sampling results in which hazardous substances were found
above regulatery standards should be clearly summarized [n a table. AII_
clasure, carfification or remedistion approval reporis by regulatory agancies
should b Included in the EIR.

-2

Since no known hazardous waste sites were identified within the
proposed project area, neither a mechanism nor agency oversight
to initiate investigation is discussed in the EIR/EIS. If unforeseen
contamination is encountered, Caltrans would implement an
Environmental On-Call Emergency Construction Contract. If
encountered, the potential for a threat to human health or the
environment by contamination would be evaluated.

An investigation for suspected contaminants such as herbicides/
pesticides, petroleum hydrocarbons and metals impacted soil was
performed and is found in reports entitled “Initial Site Assessment
for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry, San Diego
County, California” dated September 2, 2010 and “Soil Sampling
Report, Auto Salvage Yard for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa
Port of Entry, San Diego County, California” dated February 5, 2010,
by Ninyo and Moore. Soil containing petroleum hydrocarbons and
herbicides was found through soil sampling on site. The soil was
found to be non-hazardous as indicated in the EIR/EIS in Section
3.15-2. However, the soil on site may not be suitable for off-site or
residential use.
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4)

5)

=3
-

8)

8)

i buildings, ofher structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are
being planned to be demolished, an Investigation should also be conductsd
for the presence of other hazardous chamicals, mercury, and asbestos
containing materials (ACMs). If cther hazardous chemicals, lead-based
paints (LPB) or products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper precautions

" sheuld be taken during demalition activities. Addiionally, the contaminants -

should be ramadiated in compliance with Californiz enuirnnrn_ental regulations
and policies. .

Future project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain

areas. Samgling may be required. If soil is contaminatad, it must be properly. .

disposed and not simply placed In another location onsite. Land Disposal
Restrictions {LDRs) may be applicable to'such soils, Also, i the project
proposes to import goil to backfil the areas excavated, sampling should be
sonductad o ensurs that the imperted soll s free of contamination.

Human heslth and the enviranment of sensitive receptors should be protected
during any construction or demolition activiies. If necessary,a health risk
assessment ovarseen and approved by the eppropriate government agency
should be conducted by & gualiied health risk assessor to delermine if thens
are, have baen, or will be, any releases of hazardous materizls that may pose

- g rizk to human haalih or the environment.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in acr_:nrdance with the
California Hazardous Wasts Control Law (California Health and Safety Code,
Division 20, Chapter 8.5) and the Hazardous Waste Confrol Regulations
(Callfornia Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If itis detgrmmed that
hazardous wastes will ba genersted, the faciity should also obtain & United
States Environmental Protection Ageney Identification Numbar by contasling |
(800) 6186842, Certain hazardous waste treatment processas or hazardous
materials, handling, storage or uses may require authorization from the local
Certified Unified Frogram Agency (CUPA). Information about the requiremsnt
for suthorization ean be oblained by contacting your local CUPA,

BTSC can provide cleariup oversight through an Envln_::-nmarrta] f_:h.rersigr?t
" Agrasment (EQA) for governmant agencies that are not responsible partes,

or a Voluntary Cleanup Agresment (VCA) for private parties. For additional
information an the ECA ar VCA, please ses )
www.disc.ca.goviSiteCleanup/Brownfiglds, or contact Ms. Maryam Tasnif-
Abbast DTSCs Voluntary Claanup Coordinator, at (714) 484-5485.

Structures to be demolished would be evaluated prior to demolition
for the presence of hazardous waste materials (mercury, ACMs.
LBP, etc.), which, if found, would be handled in accordance with
federal, state, and local regulations, as reflected in the avoidance,
minimization and mitigation measures in Section 3.15 of the EIR/
EIS.

The project would include soil excavation and backfill. An
investigation for potential soil contamination on site was performed
and is found in reports entitled “Initial Site Assessment for State
Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry, San Diego County,
California” dated September 2, 2010 and “Soil Sampling Report,
Auto Salvage Yard for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa Port of
Entry, San Diego County, California” dated February 5, 2010, by
Ninyo and Moore. This soil would be either properly disposed at a
landfill facility or placed on site following Land Disposal Restrictions.
If soil is imported, the construction contract would require the
imported soil to be free of contamination.

Sensitive receptors are addressed in the EIR/EIS in Section 3.16-
1. Human health concerns would be protected during the duration
of the project through preparation of a Health and Safety Plan and
conformance with regional air quality guidelines.

As indicated in the EIR/EIS in Section 3.15-4, hazardous wastes
generated by the proposed operations would be managed in
accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. If hazardous
wastes are generated, a temporary EPA ID number would be
obtained. Aline item would be in the project plans, specifications and
estimates to cease construction activities and observe appropriate
health and safety measures, in the event that unforeseen
contamination were encountered.

Comment noted.
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If you have any questions regerding this letter, plaasa contact ma at
sshamifdtsc.oa.qov, or by phone at (714) 484-5472,

Sinceraly,

Project Manager :
Brownfields and Environmentsl Restoration Program

oo Govemeors Offica of Planning and Ressarch
- State Clearinghouse

P00, Bow 3044
Sacramento, California 95612-3044

stata.clearinghouss@opr.ca.gov.

CEQA Tracking Center

Departrment of Toxic Substances Cantrol
Office of Environmental Flanning and Analysis
P.0. Box 806 : ]
Sacramento, California 55512

ADelgerl@@disc.ca.qoy

CEQA #3103
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ETATE OF CALIFOANIE jmald Echwnrzansgae, fie vernor
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION ) r. )
415 CAPITOL WALL, ROCA! 364 e
{18) sm"a:iu'mm” {.\%'3( l HECE!UED
Fax {S16) B5T-5380 I\Q}\\:"" ——— s
emall i ahoB pactatna _ ~ g Vel 162010

December 14, 2010 STATE CLEARING HOUSE

Ms. Sandra Lavender, Environmental Planner

California Department of Transportation - District 11

4050 Taylor Street, MS 242
San Diego, CA 2110

Dear Ms. Lavender;

The Mative American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the state ‘trustes agency’
pursuant to Public Resources Code §21070 for the protection and preservation of California’s
Mative American Cultural Resources, (Also see Envinnmental Protection Infarmation Centar v.
Johngon (1985) 170 Cal App. 3¥ 604). The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA - CA
Public Resources Code §21000-21177, amendment effective 3M18/2010) requires that any
project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource,
that includes archaeclogical resources, is a 'significant effect’ reguiring the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the Califarnia Code of Regulations §15084.5(b)(c }(f)
CEQA guidslines), Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the
anvironmant a2 "a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical
conditions within an area affected by the proposed project, including ...objects of historic or
aesthetic significance. The lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an
adverse impact on these resources within the ‘area of potential effect (APE), and if so, to
mitigate that effect. State law also addresses Mative American Refigious Expression in Public
Resources Code §5087.9. The NAHC notes from a review of the Initial Study for the project that
the State of California Mative American Heritage Commission Is not listed az a ‘responsible’ or
trustee’ agency with jurisdiction for this project. The State Historic Presenvation Office is noted,

but it has responsibility for applicable federal not state laws.

B The Native American Hﬂmﬂgﬂﬁamiﬂ“ ;iﬂfffmﬂaﬁﬂmd Lands File (SLF) - || J-1 Thank you for providing information regarding cultural resources,
soarch In the WAL SLY nvertiory, asia by the Legistature pursuant to Public protocol, and procedural practices. Native American consultation
Rﬂsﬂumeﬂ Code §509? ﬂ-t(a} andw&ﬂmmﬂﬂ h ’ b .

o al of the Aras ential Ef conducted for this project included a Sacred Lands File request to
|mpurtlnl mundamwmmaansenca ofamhauuloglcal Native American cultural your office. Letters and phone calls were made to those individuals
1 mmu:zﬂ in k?" aﬂv ?ﬂ;ﬁ:ei;?t mﬁm;méﬂw “r““ﬁ‘uﬁ’;‘:ﬁiﬂmﬁﬂhﬁmﬁm that you had identified, and to date there have been no questions
- groun reaKing Ms. [ recomme H H H H H
(cont.)|  American tribes in your area as the best way to avoid unanticipated discoveries once a ohr C(()jnceqns. NatlvefArr]nerlcan con\%ﬂtatlon will continue throughout
project is underway and to lsarn of any sensitive cultural aress. Enclosed are the names the development of this project. We also conducted the required
of the culturally affiiated iribes and interested Mative American individuals that the NAHC record search at the South Coastal Information Center. The cultural
raﬁo.mmend:;;'mr;mﬁc Pﬂﬂ'ﬂﬁr tfhﬂ; l:_is gmom.mryrﬂrh:we.kr;tumdsa{a of t;:;E} resources identified within the project area consist of very sparse,
religious an LIF gnificanca a ISIONC prﬂpﬂltlﬂs n project area (e.4. i . i H H i thi
A Native American Tribe or Tribal Elder may be the only source of information about a hlgfrl]ly clilst'urbled't surface dsciatte.rs dOf. plrehbllstofrlc t;\'th'ﬁsr\;HEhesg
cultural resource.. Also, the NAHC recommends that a Mative American Monitor or Native archaeological si e$ Were - € _ermlne me Igible Tor the an
Amarican culturally knowledgeable person be employed whenever a professional SHPO concurred with this finding on April 24, 2008.
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archaaologist is employed during the 'Initial Study’ and in other phases of the
environmental planning processes,

Furthermore the MAHC recommends that you contact the Califomia Historic
Resources Information System (CHRIS) of the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), for
information on recorded archaeological data. This information is avallable at the OHP
Office In Sacramento (316) 445-7000.

Consultation with tribes and interested Native American tribes and interestad Mative
American individuals, as consulting parties, on the attached MAHC list, should be conducted in
compliance with the requirements of fedaeral NEPA (42 U.5.C. 4321-43351) and Section 108
and 4{f) of federal NHPA (16 U.5.C. 470 [f)lst seq.), 36 CFR Part 800.3, .4 & .5, the Prasident’s
Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ; 42 U.S.C. 4371 ef seq.) and NAGPRA (25 L.5.C,
3001-3013), as appropriate. The 1092 Secrefary of the Inferior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Propertias wera revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types
included in the National Register of Historic Places and Including cultural fandscapes.
Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justice-as -

defined by California Gavernment Code §65040.12(g).

Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in Section 18370 of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAY whan significant cultural resourcaes could be
affected by a project. Also, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health & Safety
Coda Saction 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally discoverad archeological
resources during construction and mandate the processes to ba followed in the event of an
accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other than a ‘dedicated
cemetery’. Discussion of these should be included in your environmental documents, as

appropriate,

The autharity for the SLF record search of the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventary,
established by the Califomia Legislature, is California Public Resources Code §5087.94(a)
and is exempt from the CA Public Records Act (¢.f. California Government Code
§6254.10). The results of the SLF search are confidential. However, Native Amearicans on
the attached contact list are not prohibited from and may wish to reveal the nature of
identified cuftural resources/historic properties. Confidentiality of “historic properties of
rellgious and cultural significance’ may also be protected the under Section 304 of the
NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior’ discretion if not eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the federal Indian
Raligicus Freedom Act (ef. 42 U.5.C, 1998) in issuing a decision on whether or not to
disclose items of religious and/or cultural significance identified in or near the APE and
possibly threatened by proposed project activity.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15084.5(d) raquires the lead agency to work with the Mative
Americans identified by this Commission if the inifial Study identifies the presence or likely
presence of Native American human remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for
agreements with Native American, identified by the NAHC, to assure the appropriate and
dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any associated grave liens.
Although tribal consultation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; CA Public
Resources Code Section 21000 - 21177) is ‘advisory’ rather ihan mandated, tha NAHC does
request 'lead agencies' to wark with tribes and interasted Native American individuals as
'consulting parties,” on the list provided by the MAHC in order that cultural resources will be
protected. However, the 2008 SB 1059 the state enabling legisiation to the Federal Energy
Policy Act of 2005, does mandate tribal consultation for the "slectric transmission corridors. This

2
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is codifiad in the California Public Resources Code, Chapter 4.3, and §25330 to Division 15,
requires consultation with California Mative American tribes, and identifies both federally
recognized and non-federally recognized on a list maintained by the NAHC

Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d)
of the Califarmia Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be followed,
including that construction or excavation be stopped in the event of an accidental discovery of
any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cematery until the county coroner or
medical examiner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American. . Note
that §7052 of the Health & Safety Code states that disturbance of Native American cemeteries

Please 7&& to contact me at (216) 653-6251 if you have any questions.

I

Attachment: List of Gdlturally Affiliated Native American Contacts

Cc:  State Clesﬁngﬁuuse
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Diego Region

‘Over 30 Years Servieg San Diego, Orange, and Riverside Counties

Linda 5, Adams Reeziplent of the 2004 Environmental Awerd for Questanding Achisvement frem 1,5, EPA
Acring Secrecary for
Enmvironmental Protection 9174 Eky Pask Const, Saite 100, Sam Diegn, Califormia 921234353
(B3B) #57-2552 + Fax (338) 5716572
htepiwrwsw waterboands ca.povisandiegn
April 29, 2011

Kim Smith, Chief

California Department of Transportation
4050 Taylor Street

Mail Station 242

San Diego, CA 92110

Subject: Draft Tier Il Environmental Impact Report’ Environmental Impact Statement
for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry, SCH# 2008111038

Dear Ms. Smith:

‘The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region {San Disgo

Water Board), has reviewed the Draft Tier Il Environmental Impact Report/
Envirenmental Impact Statement for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East

Port of Entry, San Diego County, California (EIR), prepared by the U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Highway Administration and the State of California Department
of Transportation, November 2010, Specifically, the San Diege Water Board reviewed
sections 3.12 - Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff and 3.20 — Wellands and Other
Waters.

Comments —
A Section 3.12 — Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff

As stated in the EIR, the proposed project will include a new Port of Entry, a new
Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility, and a new highway (SR-11). These are new
facilities with additional impervious areas. Accordingly, the storm water runoff from
these impenvious areas should be designed to recelve at lgast 100% coverage by post-
construction BMPs. Since the expectad pollutant loading from this type of land use is
very high, the BMPs should be designed in series fo bring the pollutant removal
efficiency to nearly 100%. In such, consideration should be given to Low Impact
Development (LID) and hydromodification management as follows:

1. Use of onsite retention Low Impact Development (LID) BMPs sized and
designed to ensure onsite retention without runoff, of the volume of runoff
produced from a 24-hour 85" percentile storm event.

California Environmental Protection Agency

@ Respelpd Papar

Edmusnd G, Brown Jr.
Governor

K-1 Asdescribedin Section 3.12 ofthe project EIR/EIS and the associated

Water Quality Report, Caltrans is currently regulated by the NPDES
Statewide Storm Water Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) for Caltrans properties, facilities and activities (Order No. 99-
06-DWQ, NPDES Order No. CAS000003), hereafter referred to as
the Caltrans NPDES Permit. The Caltrans NPDES Permit requires
the implementation of a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP),
which is designed to protect and achieve water quality standards
at all times. The Caltrans NPDES Permit and approved SWMP
consolidated Caltrans’ storm water compliance activities under
one regulatory permit and provided a framework for consistent and
effective implementation of storm water management practices on
a statewide basis. The associated minimum standards to address
pollutants in discharges from Caltrans facilities and activities
include: (1) reduction to the maximum extent practicable (MEP)
for operational storm water discharges; and (2) the use of Best
Available Technology/Best Conventional Technology (BAT/BCT)
performance standards for discharges from construction activities
(per the Caltrans NPDES Permit and the NPDES Construction
General Permit). The MEP analysis is the process of evaluating
the selected BMPs based on legal and institutional constraints,
technical feasibility, relative effectiveness, and cost/benefit ratio.
The project is being designed to comply with the current Caltrans
NPDES Permit/SWMP and Construction General Permit, or any
subsequent reissuance of these permits.

Based on the above regulatory requirements, a number of avoidance
and minimization measures are identified in Section 3.12 of the EIR/
EIS and the associated Water Quality Report that would apply to all
of the project build alternatives/variations. These measures include
the use of long-term design pollution prevention, treatment, and
maintenance BMPs that would be implemented in series wherever
feasible, and would reduce post-construction pollutant generation/
discharge and provide treatment control to the MEP. Treatment
BMPs must be considered for this project, as required under the
SWMP, to avoid or minimize the potential long-term impacts from
any Caltrans facilities or activities. The proposed treatment BMPs
were derived from site- and project-specific considerations, and
conform with the list of BMPs approved for statewide consideration
by Caltrans (refer to Table 6-4 in the project Water Quality Report).
The approved treatment BMPs are considered to be technically and
fiscally feasible, and Caltrans experience has found these BMPs to
be constructible, maintainable, and effective at removing pollutants
to the MEP.
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K-1
(cont.) swales, infiltration devices, and detention basins, which would treat

The currently proposed treatment BMPs include biofiltration strips/

runoff from between 95 percent (One Interchange) and 99 percent
(Two Interchange) of the additional paved areas associated with
the project alternatives. Together with the previously mentioned
pollution prevention and maintenance BMPs, the EIR/EIS analysis
and Water Quality Report conclude that implementation of the
proposed measures would minimize potential short- and long-term
water quality impacts, preserve beneficial uses, and ensure project
conformance with applicable regulatory requirements. A number
of the noted design pollution prevention and treatment BMPs
would also qualify as LID measures, including: (1) preservation of
existing vegetation; (2) routing flows from impervious surfaces into
vegetated areas; (3) minimizing disturbance in environmentally
sensitive areas (including drainage courses); (4) use of unlined
drainage facilities (e.g., biofiltration strips/swales and infiltration
devices); and (5) use of detention/water quality basins for the
CVEF and POE.

Water quality volumes were calculated using the Caltrans Storm
Water Quality Handbook: Project Planning and Design Guide
(PPDG) (May 2007). Calculations are provided in the Hydrology
and Hydraulics Report Appendix. The basins were sized for
retention of the 85th percentile runoff capture, or the retention of
the difference between the pre- and post-project flow, whichever
was larger.

This calculation uses the maximized detention basin volume
method using the 85th percentile runoff capture ratio.

The Basin Sizer Program was used in the project Hydrology &
Hydraulics Report, stating that the 85th Percentile 24-hr storm of
0.55 in/area is used.
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SR-11 and Port of Entry -2-
EIR/EIS

April 29, 2011

l onsite ratention DIM BRAT -, mon bl il Pomfim o Blale, bl oo B NS PR nn
U II.‘-il' "i'“i" ||-|U|| I-ll.l' DI a Jdia et Ilmll}' ITEGSING, ULITET LIL DIVIF

treat any volume that is not retained onsite provided that the total mlume uf the:

K-2 other LID BMPs, including pore spaces and pre-filter detention volume, are
sized to hold at least 0.75 times the portion of the design capture volume that is
not retained onsite. The LID BMPs must be designed for an appropriate

| surface loading rate to prevent erosion, scour and channeling within the BMP.

"
=,

3, The Project should be designed to conform with the requirements of the Final
K-3 Hydromaodification Management Plan for San Diego County {Dated December 29,
2009) adopted by the San Diego Water Board on July 14, 2010,

B. Section 3.20 — Wetland= and Other Waters

The EIR states that up to 0.89-acre and 4,521-linear feet of San Diego Water Board
jurisdiction could be impacted by the "Two Interchange” alternative. The EIR states
that proposed mitigation would be nearby in the Otay Watershed and in Johnson
Canyon. Proposed mitigation to impact ratios would be 2:1 for Mule fat scrub and 1:1
for streambed habitat. Proposed mitigation would be the eradication of Tamarisk in a
reach of Johnson Canyon and the subsequent replanting with native plants - mostly
K-4 upland plants and with some hydrophytes.

1. The proposed impacts occur in the Tijuana Watershed and proposed mitigation
is in the Otay Watershed. In order to ensure protection of Beneficial Uses within
the watershed being impacted, mitigation should occur in the same watershed
where the impacts ocour. If in-watershed mitigation is deemed infeasible, the
afforts and rationale should be descrbed. In cases where mitigation is allowed
outside of the watershed of impact, the San Diego Water Board generally
requires higher ratios than what is currently proposed.

2. Executive Order No. 59-93 (Wilson) set forth a "no-net-loss and a net-gain®
approach to wetlands of the State through restoration and creation (mitigation).
The San Diego Water Board interprets the proposed mitigation as enhancement

K-5 - waeding and replanting - not restoration or creation. By proposing a 1:1 ratio

(of enhancement) for permanant impacts to streambeds, that goal of a "net-

gain" is not realized. While Order No. 59-93 addresses wetlands, It could be

argued that these streaambeds are wetlands pursuant to the Corps' of Engineers

Arnid West Supplement. Again. in cases where it can be demonstrated that

creation or restoration are infeasible, the mitigation ratios should be higher than

what ig curmantly proposed.

K-6 3. The proposed ratio of 1:1 for impacts to the streambeds does not provide
mitigation for temporal loss of functions and values.

California Environmental Protection Agency

ﬂ Fecyoled Paper

K-2 LID BMPs are technically feasible for the project. Biofiltration strips/
swales and infiltration devices would be constructed with highway
improvements, and the use of detention/water quality basins would
be implemented for the CVEF and POE (as noted above in Response
to Comment No. RWQCB-1).

K-3 The Final Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) for San
Diego County specifically applies to the HMP copermittees, as
indicated in the following text:

The need to address hydromodification and its influence on water
quality is included in the San Diego Regional Water Board Order
R9-2007-001, Provision D.1.g of California Regional Water Quality
Control Board San Diego Region Order R9-2007-0001, which
requires the San Diego Stormwater Copermittees to implement
an HMP “...to manage increases in runoff discharge rates and
durations from all Priority Development Projects, where such
increased rates and durations are likely to cause increased erosion
of channel beds and banks, sediment pollutant generation, or other
impacts to beneficial uses and stream habitat due to increased
erosive force.”

While not a copermittee of the HMP, Caltrans receives guidance
from other State Water Resources Control Board-approved
regulations, such as the Caltrans NPDES Permit and NPDES
Construction General Permit noted above in Response to Comment
No. RWQCB-1. Caltrans concurs that hydromodification analysis
is imperative to ensure that downstream flows do not cause erosion
or impacts to the downstream receiving water bodies. Accordingly,
hydromodification analysis would be performed in accordance
with the reissued Caltrans NPDES Permit, once adopted, and any
associated hydromodification measures will be consistent with
the HMP. It should be noted, however, that the proximity of the
project site to the International Border and related requirements
of the IBWC and CWA mandate appropriate flow regulation. The
proposed detention basins and related facilities are intended to
address these requirements, and would provide flow regulation
such that post-development project discharge would be equal to
or less than existing discharge. Accordingly, the project would
not increase post-development discharge flow rates or increase
downstream sediment loading, and is therefore not anticipated to
result in any significant impacts related to hydromodification. As
a result, the project would be expected to comply with the state’s
general hydromodification guidance.
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K-4

K-5

After modification of the project footprint, it was determined that
the preferred alternative of the SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE
Project would impact up to 0.67 acre (0.42 acre of disturbed mulefat
scrub and 0.25 acre of streambed) and 4,912 linear feet of state
jurisdictional features.

The mitigation is proposed in the Otay Watershed, because the
impacts to streambed habitat in the Tijuana Watershed occur just
before the watershed crosses the U.S.-Mexico border. On-site
mitigation is not proposed because the majority of the streambed in
this area will be affected either by the project or adjacent projects
proposed for the area (Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park).
The Tijuana River runs approximately 9 miles in Mexico before
it returns to the United States. The nearest Tijuana watershed
location within the United States is at least 4.0 miles away, whereas
the Johnson Canyon mitigation site is 1.9 miles away. Mitigation
work at Johnson Canyon is anticipated to begin in the Fall of 2012.
Construction of the SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Project is
scheduled for the Winter of 2013.

Caltrans met with Mike Porter from RWQCB for a field visit at both
sites on May 24, 2011 to discuss impacts and proposed mitigation.

Caltrans, after concurrence from Michelle Mattson at U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, proposes that Johnson Canyon presents the
best mitigation opportunity for jurisdictional impacts resulting from
the SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Project.

Caltrans, after concurrence from Michelle Mattson at U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, proposes a ratio of 1:1 mitigation along stream
length of Johnson Canyon for impacts to streambed habitat. The
streambeds within the SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Project
are ephemeral drainages with limited vegetation cover averaged
one to eight feet wide. Johnson Canyon is composed of riparian
habitat, albeit disturbed, and averages 8 to 40 feet wide. The
Conceptual Johnson Canyon Mitigation Plan mentions that while
the mitigation proposed is 1:1 for stream length, up to 3.31 acres
of tamarisk scrub within Johnson Canyon would be eradicated and
replaced with native plants. A jurisdictional delineation conducted
by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. in 2009 using the Arid West
Manual shows streambed habitat within the limits of the SR-11 and
Otay Mesa East POE Project as not having hydric soils (no hydric
indicators, soil uniform, no mottles), which nullifies one of the three
parameters for a wetland determination.
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K-6 The 1:1 mitigation proposed is for stream length and not acreage.
Caltrans proposes mitigation through enhancment of 4,912 linear
feet of Johnson Canyon. Caltrans met with Mike Porter from
RWQCB for a field visit at both sites on May 24, 2011 to discuss
impacts and proposed mitigation.
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SR-11 and Port of Entry -3- April 28, 2011
EIR/EIS
— 4. The EIR proposes weeding exotic plants from the mitigation area for up fo 5 K-7 The Johnson Canyon mitigation parcel would be placed in a
years - yet the proposed impacts are in parpstuity. If enhancemant-only conservation easement. Int_erlm management would be the
K-7 mitigation is offered, the mitigation area should be maintained in perpetuity. If responsibility of Caltrans, while long-term management of the
the mitigation s not maintained, Tamarisk and other exotic plant wil re-colonize parcels is expected to be conducted by the County of San Diego
::gtjgg_hﬁg;:g ;hf&riﬁ“:‘:dwj;g‘gi:ﬁlfascr'i::"lj}ﬁs: last century by Department of Parks and Recreation. In the event that this agency
- 9 W Areas. is unable to provide long-term management of the parcels, Caltrans
5. The San Diego Water Board recommends complete avoidance of the vernal would manage the parcels until they are transferred to an appropriate
pools and associated features in the south-sast comer of the project area, agency to manage and preserve the habitat in perpetuity. This
K-8 adjacent to the international border. If impacts must occur, an in-watershed would be done through deeds with restrictive covenants to protect
mitigation ratio of 5:1 is typical and will be required. If the mitigation were to and maintain the present and future uses of the parcels. These
- occur outside of the watershed the ratio will be higher than 5:1. restrictive covenants would include a list of prohibitive uses that are
For questions pertaining 1o the subject matter, please contact Mike Porter at (858) 467- inconsistent with the conservation purposes of the parcels.
2726 or mporter@waterboards.ca.gov.
K-8 Caltrans has modified the design of the POE to avoid vernal pools
Respactfully, . : . h ;
and associated features during the Tier Il Environmental Studies.
CHIARA CLEMENTE
Senior Environmental Scientist
E-copy: Michelle Truedell
Associate Environmental Planner
Caltrans, District 11
michelle_trudel@dot.ca.gov
California Environmental Protection Agency
ﬁkﬂc}ﬂ!ﬁd}pﬂpﬁ
March 2012 5-74 SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

/é'*’“‘ ‘?o\

m % SaN Dieco RuraL FIrRe

=|

9; ProTecTION DISTRICT

\n-l'a.umsa{‘-
ViA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY
February 1, 2011

Mz, Sandra Lavender
Sandra Lavenderi@dot.ca.gov

Re:  State Route 11 Draft Tier 11 DEIR/EIS

Dear Ms. Lavender:

The San Diego Rural Fire Protection District (the “District™) appreciates the opportunity o
comment upon the DEIR/DEIS.  The District provides fire-fighting and emergency response
services to the entire East Otay Mesa Specific Plan area. The District’s entire service arca covers
720 square miles of property within the unincorporated area of the County of San Diego (the
“County™).

L-1 The District currently provides these services to Fast Otay Mesa through dispatch from the
District’s offices in Jamul, However, in 2009, by vote of the property owners in East Otay Mesa
and by agreement with the County, the District formed a Community Facilities District for the
purposes of acquiring land on which to build both a fire station and a sheriff substation, funding
the consiruction of a temporary substation, a permanent fire station, and a permanent sherift
substation, and funding the operations of the fire station.

The temporary sheriff substation has been constructed and is operational at the southeast comer
of Enrico Fermi Drive and Otay Mesa Road. Land has been acquired upon which to construct
the permanent fire station and permanent sheriff substation at the northwest corner of Enrico
Fermi Drive and Lone Star Road.

L-2 These locations were selected by the County and the District based on the planned build-out of
East Otay Mesa and the roadway network clements planned for East Otay Mesa under the
County’s East Otay Mesa Specific Plan. This network ineledes SR-11 and its planned, two full
interchanges at Enrico Fermi Drive and Stempre Viva Road. The District urges Caltrans to build
the two, full interchanges to SR-11 at Enrico Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Road, consistent
with the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan.

e

Chief David Missen
THE SAN DIEGO RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

14024 Peaceful Valley Ranch Road = Jamul, California 91935 = (619) 669-1166 Fax (619) 669-1798

L-1

This information has been added to Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS.

L-2 Your comment was considered in the identification of the project

Preferred Alternative. It has been determined that, due to the
proximity of Siempre Viva Road to the Port of Entry and the need to
separate commercial and passenger vehicles, the Two Interchange
Alternative with the Siempre Viva Road Full Interchange Variation is
not operationally feasible. The Preferred Alternative would provide
the maximum feasible access, while maintaining necessary safety
and security. Emergency vehicle access to the CVEF and POE
would be accommodated via Siempre Viva Road under any of the
build alternatives.
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THE Cimy oF San DiEso

February 1, 2011

Attn: Sandra Lavender

Division of Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation
4050 Taylor Streat, M35 242

San Diego, CA 92110

Subject:  CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON THE STATE ROUTE 11 AND
OTAY MESA EAST PORT OF ENTRY DRAFT TIER Il
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPFORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

The City of San Diego (“City") has received and reviewed the above referenced project
and appreciates this opportunity to provide comments to the California Department of
Transportation. In response to the Request for Review and Comment, the City has

identified potential environmental issues that may have a significant environmental impact.

Staff from the City Planning and Community Investment Department and Transportation
Development and Environmental Analysis Sections of the Development Services
Department have reviewed the aforementioned document and have identified impacts that
have not been adequately analyzed and discloged. The City respectfully requests that you
please address the comments in the DEIR.

City Planning and Community Investment:

1. The 2035 buildout analysis in the EIR/EIS (Section 3.8) indentifies that the project
would result in significant impacts to intersections and road segments within the
City of San Diego and the unincorporated area, It is the City understanding thet the
mitigation measures identified in the EIR/EIS recommend that the City and the
County reclassify the roadway network to add additional lanes and reconfigure the
intersections.

a. Due to existing development, the roadways and intersections may have
physical and/or environmental constraints that could make the

M-1 By constructing SR-11 and the POE, Caltrans and FHWA are

contributing to the build-out of the Regional Transportation Plan,
as well as the City and County circulation plans, even if the final
design that is implemented differs from that reflected in the City and
County plans. Furthermore, additional capacity at the border with
this project would assist in resolving ongoing border traffic issues
occurring on local arterials. No further analysis is required.

March 2012

5-76

SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



M-1
(cont.)

M-2

M-4

M-5

M-6

M-7

M-8

M-9
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Page 2 of 6
February 1, 2011
reclassifications and/or reconfigurations infeasible and could result in M-2 .Caltra?s is not proposing to implement mitigation for operational
gecondary impacts not addressed in the EIR/ELS. Impacts.
b. The EIR/EIS needs to analysis the feasibility of the proposed mitigation M-3 Please refer to the response to Comment M-2.
meazures and identify and potential impacts related to the mitigation
teasures.
— M-4  Please refer to the response to comment M-1.
c. The EIR/EIS should provide a figure identifying the intersections and
- roadway sections related to the proposed mitigation meagures. M-5 It would be the intent of SANDAG, as the tolling agency, to assess
d. Caltrans should identify the state’s fair share contribution for any future ’I[OLIS fr?r Veh{?le.s t_eX|t|ngdat Sd?l‘ﬂpr I}j/lvat and undter the.d Zl;l”
reclazsifications/reconfigurations for City roadways and intersections to tn||er|g| ange atrlat;’]or}’ t?}n SO | tIS W%u not be a W.ayl Oda:j/O.I the
mitigate the impacts from the proposed project identified in the EIRVEIS. Ig f eadsg\ltno e ii a IS variation has not been Included in the
— rererre ernative.
2. The EIR/EIS analysis of the full interchange at Siempre Viva should aleo included . . . . .
an analysis of the potential impacts associated with traffic diversion (both M-6 This EIR/EIS is clearing the right-of-way for a future transit center,
passenger cars and truck traffic) onto City streets resulting from traffic avoiding by allowing sufficient space within the POE, but the precise location,
tolls and/or eongestion an S8R-11. This alternative is not favorad from a mohbility design and t|m|ng of the transit center will be at the discretion of
stand point since it places a burden on City streets for enforcement, capacily, and SANDAG/MTS and has not yet been determined. Upon project
| RUALTIAN R, approval, it will be the responsibility of SANDAG/MTS in the future
[ 3. The EIRVEIS needs to identify and provided an analysis for the provision of transit :ﬁ design, e”t'ﬂ‘?[ ?”d qonstrfutcr:]t the trant3|t center, which will include
facilities at the POE and identify and analyze potential transit plaza locetions for all € environmental review o € project.
of the proposed project alternatives, ] ) ) L )
—_ M-7 The issue of pedestrian and bicycle traffic is addressed in the PDS,
4. The EIR/EIS needs to identify and provided an analysis for the provision of and an updated conceptual POE design including designation of
pedestrian and bicycle traffic entering and/or exiting the POE and identify pedestrian and bicycle flows is provided in the Final EIR/EIS (refer
| supporting facilities’amenities for all of the proposed project altemnatives. to Figure 221 )
[ Development Serviees - Transportation Development: M-8 Refer to the response to Comment M-1.
General: M-9 Both the land use assumptions and the assumed roadway network
I. The City of San Diego does not concur with the conclusion of the Traffic and .are bas_ed on the SAN DAG regl_onal transportatlon model, which
Transportation portion of the DEIR/DEIS that measures identified to restore IS CO[[SIdGI'Gd tO pr0V|de the reg|ona| COnse_n_S_US regardln_g future
transportation facilities® levels of service to that of the 2035 No Build Alterative conditions. It is acknowledged that acquisition of funding and
“are beyond the control or responsibility of Caltrans and are thus not proposad as the analysis of signal warrants would be needed to implement
part of the project.” The project should mitigate its impacts to City roadway the improvements shown in the SANDAG model, but the intent
facilities. of the Opening Year (2015) traffic analysis was to provide an
— e ; A analysis that was consistent with regional roadway improvement
7 T > g = T . . ~
e e o e e SR & assumptions for the study area. The traffic baseline (2009) does
eonstructed to their ultimate classification by the project’s expected opening day of t includ built faciliti d the No Build lvsis d i
2015 since these improvements are not currently scheduled, programmed, and _no Incluae un l“," aclliiues, an € NO build analysis does no
| fully funded in the Otay Mesa Public Facilities Financing Program. include hypOthet|Ca| future facilities.
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3. The DEIR/DEIS assumes the SR-125/Lone Star Road interchange would be
constructed as a full interchange by Year 2035, Currently no funding source has

M-10 been identified for the construction of this interchange. Therefore, an altermative
analysis based on forecasts without this interchange should be provided which
assumes {his interchange is noi consirucied.

4. The DEIR/DEIS should take into account the City's Otay Mesa Community Plan
Update currently underway. Transportation modeling should use the City's
preferred land use aliemnative.

5. The City of Chula Vista is proposing a General Plan Amendment to eliminate La
Media Road crossing the Otay River Valley; therefore, an alternative analysis
should be provided using forecasts which do not include La Media F.oad between
the Lone Star Road/SR-125 interchange and Otay Valley Road.

6. The DEIR/DEIS should provide tables comparing both Year (2015) and Year
M-12 (2035) to a baseline, and these tables should indicate whether each alternative has
significant traffic impacts.

a) As required by the SANTEC/ ITE Guidelines for Traffic fmpact Studies
in the San Diego Region and City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study
Manual, a comparison between Near Term (Opening Day) without Project
and Near Term (Opening Day) with Project should be made to determine
the project’s direct impacts on City of San Diego roadway facilities, using
the thresholds indicated in the City of San Diepo Significance
Determination Thresholds (January 2007). Mitigation for direct impacts is
M-13 considered 100% the responsibility of the project.

b) As required by the SANTEC/ ITE Guidelines for Traffic fmpact Studies
in the San Diego Region and City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study
Manual, a comparison between Horizon Year without Project and Horizon
Year with Project should be made to determine the project’s cumulative
impacts on City of San Diego roadway facilities, using the thresholds
indicated in the City of San Diego Significance Determination Thresholds
{Uanuary 2007). Fair share mitigation should be provided by the project.

7. The DEIR/DEIS indicates the No Interchange Alternative would require the
widening of Lone Star Road from SR-125 to Enrico Fermi Drive, the widening of
Siempre Viva Road from SR-905 NB Ramps to Enrico Fermi, and the widening of

M-14 La Media Road at the SR-805 WB Off-ramp to improve operational performance

once the proposed project is constructed. These reductions in level of service

should be identified as significant impacts and needed roadway widening as
mitigations. In addition, the feasibility of these improvements should be
demonstrated.

M-10 Both the land use assumptions and the assumed roadway network
are based on the SANDAG regional transportation model, which
is considered to provide the regional consensus regarding future
conditions. It is agreed that the 2035 traffic forecasts are not
considered to represent buildout conditions and Figure 8-1 of the
Traffic Technical Report provides documentation of traffic forecasts
provided by another study for buildout conditions.

M-11 Some information has been added to Section 3.2 regarding the
project plan in the April 6, 2011, Public Draft of the Otay Mesa
Community Plan. Because plan updates and amendments may
change during the approval process, however, Caltrans only
takes approved plans into consideration in the analysis process.
Furthermore, as previously noted, both the land use assumptions
and the assumed roadway network are based on the SANDAG
regional transportation model, which is considered to provide the
regional consensus regarding future conditions.

M-12 These tables are contained in Appendix H (Tables H-4, H-5, and
H-6).

M-13 Caltrans does not utilize City of San Diego thresholds, but does
analyze the project’'s direct and cumulative impacts to local
roadways according to its own methodology. Refer to the response
to Comment M-1.

M-14In Section 4.4 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS, it is stated that these
and other operational traffic impacts are considered significant,
unavoidable and unmitigable, becauseimplementation ofassociated
mitigation measures is beyond the control or responsibility of
Caltrans. As noted in the response to comment M-1, Caltrans and
FHWA, as state and federal entities, are not subject to requirements
for fair share contributions or off-site mitigation to local roads.
By constructing SR-11 and the POE, Caltrans and FHWA are
contributing to the build-out of the Regional Transportation Plan,
as well as the City and County circulation plans, even if the final
design that is implemented differs from that reflected in the City and
County plans.

March 2012

5-78 SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



M-20

M-21

M-22
(cont.)

Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS RESPONSES
M-15 The City’s policies regarding reporting roadway and intersection
Page 4 of 6 levels of service are acknowledged. However, the traffic analysis
February 1, 2011 in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS followed the policies of the state
and federal agencies which were the project sponsors. The traffic
o . . N analysis in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS does include both roadway
8. The DEIR/DEIS indicates that in the case where discrepancies exist between the . . . .
level of service reported for intersections along a roadway segment and the level of Segme.nt and. |nte|.fsect|on levels Of. service. Therefc_)re, the traffic
service reported for the roadway itself, the intersection levels of service were anaIyS|s_ prOWde_d in the Draft and Fm_al EIR/EIS_ prov[des the S.ame
considered to supersede the roadway segment levels of service. This is inconsistent level of information as would be required by City policy, but differs
with City policy. For City of San Diego roadway segments shown to operate at only in the interpretation of the results.
unaccegtsble levels of servits,  Highwiy Capacity Manual ertecial analyeis could M-16 Caltrans and FHWA, as state and federal entities, are not subject
B T L Ty~ POV P eri - T LILLRH to City traffic policy requirements; Caltrans has its own procedures,
9.,  As roquired by the SANTEC! ITE Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies in the San pursuant to FHWA guidance, regarding ramp meter analysis. No
Diego Region and City of San Diego Traffie Impact Study Manual, ramp meter decision has bee_n made yet re_gard_”_"g ramp meters; this will
analysis should be provided for any metered on ramp location where the proposed depend on the tolling technology identified via the ITS study.
project would be expected to send 20 or more peak-hour trips. This would include . L T
freuway ou-ramps expected to be mstered in the future, M-17 The interchanges along SR-905 within City jurisdiction are currently
under construction as part of the SR-905 project. As per usual
Ib.  The DEIR/DEIS should contain quening analysis hetween closely spaced practice, Caltrans will work with the City to address any queuing
intersections soch as Otay Mesa Road/La Media Road and the SR-905/La Media situations that interfere with intersection operations.
WB on/off ramp intersections where quenes in excess of available storage . . . .
oty v ks dn leela il Seiee, Mitigation alld be qamead t redce M-18 Comme_nt noted. Afl_.l” interchange is not included in the Prefer_red
e ———— Alternative. Analysis of the Preferred Alternative is in the Final
s EIR/EIS
11. The design variation of the Two Interchange Altermative which assumes a full . . . . .
mterchange at SR-11/Siempre Viva Road iem[ preferred by the City of San Diego M-19 Comment noted. The identified Preferred Alternative is a modified
due to the potential for diversion of southbound border traffic onto City of San version of the Two Interchange Alternative.  Analysis of the
Diego streets. ; Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.
12.  The No Interchange Alternative is not preferred by the City of San Diego as the M-20 The requested table is contained in Appendix H (Table H-4).
DEIR/DEIS traffic analysis indicates this alternative would have the greatest
impacts of all proposed altematives on City roadway facilities. M-21 The traffic analysis conducted for the Draft EIR/EIS assumes that
Specifie: the existing traffic signals along Otay Mesa Road are coordinated.
. Page 3.8-10, Table 3.8-4, Comparison of 2035 No Build to Build Alternative M-22 The Opening Year (2015) scenario was based on roadway
Freeway Segments: The table should include a numeric value showing the change Imp(;o?/e'%ents |r.\C|L{de_;j in tlhe StA('j\l D/-\Gdregl?nal traffic fO{ﬁcatSt;!f]_g
in volume/capacity compared to the Mo Build Alternative. The table should also moael. € project site Is located In a developing area, the traffic
indicate whether the change in volume/capacity is a significant impact. forecasting model is considered to provide a regional consensus
of the roadways that are expected to be in place in 2015. In order
i f‘f]?“:;E;Ff“'T s DEp ook e CIETRAPRIE T IE e ek to be consistent with the roadway improvements shown in the
i e L e model, it was necessary to assume the construction of additional
2. Page 29, Table 2-3, Signal Timing Parameters: Existing traffic signals along roadway Ianes and addl.tlonal traffic S|gnals_. It is .aCknOWIedged
Dty Wi Foad inmosoniabo sad sl The i uxler s fiski that acquisition of funding and the analysis of signal warrants
would be needed to implement the improvements shown in the
3. Page, Table 2-3, Signal Timing Parameters: Intersections within the City of San SANDAG model, but the intent of the Opening Year (2015) traffic
Diego in Opening Year (2015) should not be assumed to be signalized unless the analySiS was to prOVide an ana|ySiS that was consistent with
location meets signal warrants and if the signal is scheduled, programmed, and regiona| roadway improvements assumptions for the study area.
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M-22
(cont.

M-23

M-24 1.

&)

M-25

M-26
(cont.

fully funded in the Otay Mesa Community Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan.
Additional lanes at intersections should also not be assumed in future year
SCENArios,

Page 651, Summary of Results and Conclusions: In cases where discrepancies
exist between ihe ievei of service reporied for inierseciions and ihe ievel of service
for the roadway segment, using the intersection levels of service to report levels of
service for the segment is inconsistent with City policy. For City of San Diego
roadway segments shown to operate at unacceptable levels of service, a Highway
Capacity Analysis arierial analysis couid be performed to provide furiher
documentation of expected operating conditions,

Development Services — Environmental Analysis:

Burrowing Owl - Please revise the mitigation regarding the measure to address the
impacts to Burrowing Owls to require that the Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan be
prepared and approved by the CDFG and other applicable agencies prior to
issnance of grading permits (or their equivalent).

Significance Thresholds - Section 4.2.1 Less Than Sigpificant Effects with
Mitigation identifies the issue areas that would result in no environmental impacts
and Section 4.2.2 Less Than Significant Effects After Mitigation identifies the issue
aress in which measures are available to be implemented that would avoid, mitigate
or reduce potentially significant impacts to below a level of significance. It is
unclear from the analysis included in each of the issue area sections which
sipnificance thresholds were utilized to conduct the impact analysis and to identify
adequate mitigation measures. The City of San Diego has adopted CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds. Were those thresholds utilized for the
portion of the project that is within the City’s jurisdiction? Without this
information, it is difficuit to assess whether the impacts and mitigation are adequate
to mitigate the impact to below a level of significance consistent with the City of
San Diego’s standards,

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) — 5B 97 required that the CEQA Guidelines
be amended to address the feasible mitigation of the greenhouse ges emissions or
the effects of greenhouse gas emissions, The amendments went into effect on
March 18, 2009, Per the amended guidelines, a determination of the significance
of a project’s GHG emissions should based upon whether the project emissions
exceed a threshold of sipnificance that the lead ageney would have previously
determined applies to the project.

Section 4.7 Climate Change includes an analysis with and without the project and
all ol its variations and concludes that Implementation of the Two and One
Interchange Alternatives are estimated to reduce emissions up to 100 tons'day. A

M-23 The City’s policies regarding reporting roadway and intersection

levels of service are acknowledged. However, the traffic analysis
in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS followed the policies of the state
and federal agencies which were the project sponsors. The traffic
analysis in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS does include both roadway
segment and intersection levels of service. Therefore, the traffic
analysis provided in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS provides the same
level of information as would be required by City policy, but differs
only in the interpretation of the results.

M-24 Caltrans concurs. The following language has been included in

the Tier Il Final EIR/EIS Section 3.22.4: To ensure suitable burrow
opportunities are present, artificial burrows and natural mounds
that could provide burrow habitat would be created in the preserved
grassland at a 5:1 ratio for each burrow impacted (for a total of
up to 45 burrows). The artificial burrows would be constructed
prior to the passive relocation. A Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan
that: (1) describes the off-site preservation of burrowing owl
habitat; (2) identifies the methods for artificial burrow and natural
mound creation; and (3) outlines burrow and habitat maintenance
requirements, burrow monitoring requirements, and reporting
requirements would be prepared and submitted to CDFG for
approval prior to grading of the SR-11/OMPOE project site.

M-25 Caltrans uses its own methodology, contained in the Caltrans

M-26

Standard Environmental Reference (SER; http://www.dot.ca.gov/
ser) to analyze significance under CEQA. Though Caltrans strives
to be consistent with local standards, the CEQA analysis in the EIR/
EIS is based on Caltrans' own methodology, not on comparison
with the thresholds established by local jurisdictions. Caltrans is
the CEQA lead agency, and FHWA is the NEPA lead agency for
the subject project. The City does not need to take a CEQA action
regarding the project.

Caltrans uses its own methodology, contained in the Caltrans
Standard Environmental Reference (SER; http://www.dot.ca.gov/
ser), to analyze GHG impacts. GSA is working toward LEED
certification for the POE through the PDS/design process. The
project team has developed a landscape concept plan for SR-11
that makes extensive use of sustainable landscape materials and
practices to lower potable water use, reduce energy consumption,
and reduce maintenance while preserving function and aesthetics.
A number of additional potential measures to be incorporated into
the project design are identified in Sections 3.18 and 4.7 of the
Final EIR/EIS.
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general statement regarding construction emissions is also included but it does not
provide detail on amount of emissions due to construction.

The Conclusions Section states that while Caltrans has determined that, ahsent
additional regulatory or scientific information related to GHG emissions and
CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a significance determination;
Caltrans, however, is commitied to implementing measures to reduce GHG
emissions. This statement appears to be in conflict with the CEQA Guidelines.

Further, although no impact has been identified, the document proposes “Sample
Mitigation Measures™ that may or may not be implemented, CEQA requires that
mitigation be feasible and enforceable to assure that an impact is reduced to below
a level of significance, This section does not assure that the propesed mitigation
measures will occur,  Additionally, the analysis does not include the percentage
reduction that each sample mitigation measure would achieve. Please revise this
section to clarify if GHG emissions caused by the Project result in an impact and
exactly how the impact can be reduced, by how much, and how implementation of
the mitigation measures will be assured and enforced.

Sincerely,

i A (_,T“wu'?__“*

Cecilia Gallardo, AICP
Assistant Deputy Director
Development Services Department

CG: ALM

o Anna L. McPherson, AICP, Senior Planner, Development Services

Department

Ann Gonsalves, Senior Traffic Engineer, Development Services
Department

Samir Harjiri, Senior Transportation Engineer, City Planning and
Community Investment Department

Tait Galloway, Senior Planner, City Planning and Community
Investment Department

Victoria Huffman, Associate Traffic Engineer, Development
Services Department

M-27 Please refer to the response to Comment M-26.
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THE City oF San Dieco

Febroary 15, 2011

Jacqueline Appleton-Deane
Project Manager

TCIF Corridor Projects
Caltrans District 11

4050 Taylor Street

San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Jacqueline:

Subject:. Review of DEAFT State Route-11 and Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Tier 11 EIR/ELS

The DRAFT Tier IT Environmental Impact Report! Envirenmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS),
dated November 2010, addresses environmental impacts in both the City of San Diego and the
County of San Diego. The City of San Diego, Transportation Engineering Operations staff has
reviewed the EIR/ELS for trangportation impacts only within the City of San Diego, and has the
following comments:

1.

=]

Several streets are on the boundary between the City of San Diego and the County of San
Diegn.
Piper Ranch Read between Otay Mesa Road and Lone Star Road
Oty Mesa Road between Piper Ranch Road and west of Vann Center Boulevard
Adrway Road between west of Paseo de las Americas and Enrico Fermi Drive
Enrico Fermi Drive south of Airway Road

These roadway segments have a mixture of City and County classifications reported. The
resulting roadway capacities and level-of-service (LOS) for these sections of roads would
he different depending if the City or the County capacity standards were used. A
determination of which jurisdiction the sbove roadway segments are within should be
made and the appropriate rosdway capacity should be used.

The howizon year 2035 analyses in Section 3.8 indentify that the project would result in
significant impacts to road segments and intersections within the City of San Diego, The
mitigation measures recommended suggest that the City reclassify the roadway netwark
to add additional lanes and reconfigure the intersections to achieve acceptable LOS.
However, these recommendations are said to be beyond the contral or responsibility of
Caltrans and 50 are not proposed as part of the project.

Transpertation and Sterm Water Depariment
10140 Saenndl dvamisa, Suate 00# Son Kega, C4 92001

Tel (609 5333108 Fax (19 5330101

N-1 The Traffic Technical Report includes roadway segment capacity
tables (for example Table 4-2) that document whether City or
County roadway classifications were assumed for each roadway
segment. For roadways on the boundary between the City and
County, the more conservative of the two classifications was used
(i.e., the classification that would result in the worst level of service).

N-2 The impacts of the project on City roadway facilities are
acknowledged and it should be noted that these impacts occur
only with the No Interchange Alternative. The recommendation is
that Caltrans and the local agencies involved in planning roadway
facilities for the Otay Mesa continue to work together to plan for
future improvements. In the case of the impacted City roadways, if
the No Interchange Alternative is implemented, it is recommended
that the City consider reclassification of these roadways based
on the conclusions drawn from the traffic analysis conducted for
the proposed project. Please note that a modified version of the
Two Interchange has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.
Analysis of the Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.
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Jacqueline Appleton-Deane
February 15, 2011

ing the road segments and

e ——
LD HCEsUTTE,

b. The EIR/EIS needs to analyze the feasibility of the recommended mitigation
measures and identify the potential impacts related to the mitigation measures,

¢, The EIR/EIS should identify the state’s fair share contribution for any future
reclassifications/reconfigurations for City roadways and intersections to mitigate
the impacts from the proposed projest,

IT you have any questions regarding the comments, please contact Mark Rogers at 619) 533-3093
or mrogersiisandiego. gov.

Sincerely,

,-M -+ &é-f?éf-z

Siavash Pazargadi, P.E.
Senior Traffic Engineer

SPunbrisg

e Mark B. Rogers, Associate Engineer - Traffic, Transportation & Storm Water

Department
Anna McPherson, Senior Planner, Development Services

N-3 Please refer to the response to Comment M-2.
N-4 Please refer to the response to Comment M-1.
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OTAY MESA
PLANNING GROUP

Filalliskad by tha
City ot 3on Disgo
Febirwary 21, 1990
Ragalution #R0L018
February 1, 2011

Ms. Sandra Lavender
Caltrans, District 11

4050 Taylor Street

M50242

San Diega, CA 92110
sandra_Lavender@dot.ca.gov

RE: State Route 11 and the affects to the City.
Dear Ms. Lavender:

The Otay Planning Group has reviewed the Environmental Impact Report for State Route -1

01 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry. We are in support of this project and would like O Comment nOted .

to see Otay )l and SR-11 open in the near future.

— We are concerned about the alternative with no intersections in the County. Inthe

oA L R Ty e S e 0-2 Comment noted. The Preferred Alternative incorporates features

Community Plan Update, which we are currently finalizing; it also incorporates two on ! -
O-2 and off ramps for the SR-11 in the County. We believe that the no Intersection of the Two Interchange Alternative.  Analysis of the Preferred
alternative would have a very negative effect to the traffic in the City of San Diego, Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.
specifically at Otay Mesa Road and La Media. "
0O-3 E We would like to see your project move farward with the two-intersection alternative, 0O-3 Comment noted.
Sincerely,

OTAY MESA PLANNIKG GROUP

Rob Hixson E

Pamirg Crious
masticgs aon held an
the 3™ Widnedoy

HUBRARY
il Aum

FAZA DT
MATEAR ME XSunpo T Y EscobanDeay MesaPlannimgQiroupiLstier o Sendes Lavander 0201 11 doe
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ERIC GIESON Qtﬂunt!’ of San Diego

DNEECTOR

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE

$201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 52133-1866
INFORMATION [458) 654-2080
TOLL FREE {B00] 411-0017
WS CoUny.c4. gesidplu

February 1, 2011

Sandra Lavender

Environmental Analysis — Branch A

California Department of Transportation — District 11
4050 Taylor Street, MS 242

San Diego, California 92110

Sent Via Email to: Sandra lavenden@dot.ca gov

COMMENTS ON THE STATE ROUTE 11 / EAST OTAY MESA PORT OF ENTRY
(POE) TIER Il DRAFT EIR/EIS

Dear Ms. Lavender:

The County of San Diego has received and reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR)Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the East Otay Mesa (EOM) —
SR-11 Otay Mesa Port of Entry (POE) dated November 2010 and appreciates this
opportunity to comment.  In response to the document the County, as a responsible
agency under CEQA Section 15381, has comments that identify potentially significant
environmental issues that may have an effect on the unincorporated lands of San Diego
County. In addition, the comments may identify reasonable alternatives and mitigation
measures that the County will need to have explored in the environmental document.

— The County of San Diego (County) strongly supports the Two Interchange Alternative, P-1 Comment noted.
with full interchanges located at Enrico Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Road for the
ultimate design of the facility. The design, location and timing of the SR-11 facility are
very important to the County since the facility is located in an area slated for future
growth and development. Coordination of plans and infrastructure is a key factor in
bringing these plans fo fruition. SR-11 will traverse a Specific Plan that contains
approximately 3,000 acres of land. About 2,100 acres is planned as a modern industrial
and business center while about 550 acres is set aside for conservation purposes. The
County understands the complexity of developing a large infrastructure project that
crosses multiple jurisdictions and we support Caltrans' efforts to complate this project.
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SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -2- February 1, 2011
The Two Interchange Alternative (with the two full interchanges) is the only alternative in . . .
the Draft EIR/EIS that is consistent with the County's regulatory documents. Other P-2. Comment noted. Although .Caltrans strives to be consistent with
alternatives - including the Two Interchange (with one and one half interchanges) local plans, free,Way planning efforts are not bound by those
Alternative, the One Interchange Alternative and the No Interchange Alternative — are plans. Caltrans’ freeway planning must meet Federal Highway
not consistent with the Circulation Element of the General Plan or the East Otay Mesa Administration (FHWA) requirements, including consistency with
Business Park Specific Plan {(EOMSP). Also, the No Interchange Altemative would the Highway Design Manual. Although some exceptions to specific
negatively affect implementation of the land use vigion for Eas! Otay Mesa, which wae requirements may be granted where warranted, Caltrans’ highest
arnginally defined in 18534 when the Board of Supervisors adopted the Specific Plan, PR : . :
This area is planned as a major employment area for southern San Diego County. grlo{lt:]es ?Al:l?hthe thtehratilzoonﬁ/:seglchenviy arilrd”S;fte tg’ ﬁf Irt]s ne\ftvéﬁeﬁqwary
Useshilhm wnT "rl.;:a S d t{;. Fl,lan e recytclinﬁg.amilit-m‘ tl.a:ga_sc?z V?\/SagRgéd se%:?atedefrom an aspporoiir?wal’iely ZeOCac?reglggE b?/ oeeer
warehousing, a wy industrial uses — are necessary to region but can : IXIT] '. A
difficult to locate due to zoning and the inherent conflicts between such uses and 1,000 feet of SR-11, the project design is much different today, with
residential or commercial areas. East Otay Mesa provides a possible area for these an approximately 100-acre POE, an approximately 23-acre CVEF,
uses. and insufficient space remaining to accommodate southbound
Al TERNATIVES access to SR-11 from Siempre Viva Road. A modified design of the
T Two Interchange Alternative has been identified as the Preferred
The Two Interchange Alternative, with two full interchanges located at Enrico Fermi Alternative that would accommodate northbound commercial
Drive and Siempre Viva Road is: access to Siempre Viva Road, as well as full southbound access

) _ N to Siempre Viva Road. It would be the County’s responsibility to

* Consistent with the land use vision for East Otay Mesa; amend the EOMSP to accommodate the final design of SR-11 and

« Consistent with the County's regulatory documents, which date back to the the Otay Mesa East POE. Analysis of the Preferred Alternative is
1980's and include the General Plan gﬂd the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan in the Final EIR/EIS.

(EOMSPY;

- Consistert with the rumerous acive or spproved development permits P-3 Comment Noted. A modified version of the Two Interchange
(subdivisions, use permils, site plans, etc.) on land that surrounds the SR-11 Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.
right-of-way,;

. . - ) o P-4 Thank you for your comment, which has been considered in the
S?;f” ,uf:?a to providing efficient fire and emergency medical services in East identificyation ofy the Preferred Alternative. Please refer to our

' response to comment P-2. It has been determined that, due to

= Mecessary to reducing traffic congestion in the City of San Diege, which would be the proximity of Siempre Viva Road to the POE and the need to
generated by a future landfill and by industrial development in East Otay Mesa: separate commercial and passenger vehicles, the Two Interchange
and Alternative with the Siempre Viva Road Full Interchange Variation
_— . . i is not operationally feasible. The Preferred Alternative would be

= Necessary lo the | f . . . . . . N

industrial Sevelopment in East Otoy Mess, || e oon Diego region from operationally feasible while providing the maximum feasible access
and maintaining necessary safety and security. Analysis of the
The Twe Interchange (one and one half), One Interchange and Mo Interchange Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.
Alternative are not consistent with the County’s planning documents and would not
achieve these benefils.
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SR-11/FOE Draft EIR/EIS -3- February 1, 2011
RELIANCE ON INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT

Development within the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan (EOMSP) cannot occur without
the construction of infrastructure that includes roadways, water/sewer systems, and law
enforcementffire and emergency service facilities. A well-connected local and regional
road network must be developed to support the mobility needs of this large industrial
area. SR-11 is a critical part of that network, which is why two planned interchanges

ware incomorated into the Circulatinon I:Iamnr\d' at Slamara Viva Boaad and Enrico Farmi
b= WDTROIERC N0 NS LITCLRENNaN Smem at SIeMpic viva noaQ and =nneh refmt

Drive. Regulatory provisions within the EOMSP require landowners to accommodate
the development footprint for SR-11 and the twe planned interchanges. Only temporary
uses, such as truck parking, are permitted within those areas. Moreover, the CEQA
document prepared to support the EOMSP assumes development of SR-11 and two
planned interchanges.

It is the County's expectation that Calirans’ ultimate plans for SR-11 will be consistent
with the EQMEP  The Twa Intarchanos Alarnative with tao fyll In.h:.ru-h-:nnnu =t Erpiaes

TILL M RS EVIAET L RS DT DRSS RS TS RS TRV VR RS TR TR e e e at =nrico

Ferme and Slempre Viva is the only alternative that is consistent with the existing
Specific Plan. That plan is consistent with the County’s vision for East Otay Mesa and
its implementation would help ensure the development of EOMSP as a job center for
the San Diego region.

IMPACTS OF ONE INTERCHANGE AND NO INTERCHANGE ALTERNATIVES

aalart tHha T lboralomme o aemed s I-m.
S0 e TWo IIII.'GI'l.AIﬂIIHE WIS dind WS i

Interchange N::- Interchange Alternative, traffic capacity would be reduced within t
Specific Plan. The following negative results are anticipated;

* Reduced Development Capacity: With limited or no access to SR-11, the local
road network could not absorb the level of traffic associated with planned
development in the EOMSP. |In order to produce a balanced plan (land
usefcirculation), the County could be forced to reduce development capacity in
the EOMSP which in turn would decrease the area's job-creation potential.

* Increased |nfrastructure Costs: Without access to SR-11, or with limited access
to BR-11, development within the EOMSP would need to rely solely (or more
heavily) upon a local road network. Adding more or wider local roads to the
network would reduce the amount of land available for development while
increasing costs associated with building local roads.,

* Reduced Development Rate: Without access to SR-11, or with limited access to
SR-11, the rate and/or level of development in East Otay Mesa would be reduced
or delayed because development is dependent upon adequate road capacity,
Reducing development capacity andfor increasing construction costs for local
roads would affect the rate and level of development in East Otay Mesa.
Although many subdivision permits are in process, little development has actually
ocourred.

P-56 Commented Noted. A modified version of the Two Interchange
Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.
Analysis of the Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.

P-6 Please refer to the response to Comment P-4.

P-7 Please refer to the response to Comment P-4.
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SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -4 - February 1, 2011

» Pemitting Delays and Increased Cosis: As noted in the Draft EIR/EIS, a high

portion of the developable land in East Otay Mesa is processing permits

P.7l isubdivisions, use permits, site plans, etc.). Land use proposals for properties

adjacent to SR-11 assume that SR-11 will be built with two full interchanges.

(cont.) Changing that assumption would require updates to buildout traffic analyses, new

engineering documents and revised permits and would Ikely result in new traffic
impacts and mitigation measures,

= Traffic Impacts to City of San Diego: If traffic in East Otay Mesa cannot access

SR-11, truck traffic will more heavily utilize roads within the City of San Diego.
That includes traffic associated with the new landfill approved by voters in June
2010, The landfill will primarily benefit the City of San Diego, but the traffic
P-8 associated with the landfill could also impact City roads unless traffic toffrom the

landfill can access regional roads within East Otay Mesa. In addition, truck traffic
from the State of California truck inspection facility, which s located just east of

Enmrira Farmit Dirirs ot Ciaewnes Wicn Daned ol somes lnoms il oo sk emoeln o e
CHNLD R TS 8L Rmipre viva nlad, Win mong neaviny impadi feads in wie

City of San Diego without an interchange at Siempre Viva Road. Locating an
inferchange at Alta Road (the One Interchange Alernative) would not provide
that benefit.

= Lost Efficiency for Fire and Emergency Medical Services: The planned location of

a joint sheriff and emergency service facility within East Otay Mesa is located at
the terminus of Enrico Fermi Drive (just north of Lonestar Road). In addition, the
temporary sheriff station is currently located on Enrico Fermi Drive (at Otay Mesa
Road). Maximizing the efficiency those facilities can only be achieved by locating
an interchange at Enrico Fermi Drive.

P-9

The County disagrees with statements in the Draft EIR/EIS that downplay the economic
benefits of the Two Interchange Altermnative, when compared to the Single or No
P-10 Interchange Alternative. The primary purpose of SR-11 may be to access the future
POE, but the Draft EIR/EIS should also note that providing access fo SR-11 from the
EOMSP {i.e. two interchanges) would expand its function to support job growth within
East Otay Mesa and the San Diego region.

County Department of Planning and Land Use {DFLU) and Depariment of Public Works
(DPW) staff have completed their review and have the following comments regarding
the content of the documents:

P-11 GENERAL COMMENTS
1. Throughout the document reference is made to Subarea 1 or 2 of the East Otay

Mesa Specific Plan (EOMSP) area. There are no longer two subareas so the
EIR/EIS should simply reference the EOMSP.

P-8 Comment Noted. The Preferred Alternative is a modified version of
the Two Interchange Alternative with interchanges at Enrico Fermi
Drive and Siempre Viva Road. Analysis of the Preferred Alternative
is in the Final EIR/EIS.

P-9 Comment Noted. The Preferred Alternative includes an interchange
at Enrico Fermi Drive.

P-10 Thank you for your comment; it has been considered in the
development of the Preferred Alternative, which includes two
interchanges. Please refer to the response to Comment P-13
below for additional discussion.

P-11 This update has been made in the Final EIR/EIS.
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SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -5- February 1, 2011

2. Reference is made in the document (Table 3.1-1) to "SPA 04-006" in relation to

the Otay Crossings Commerce Park (OQCCP) project. This should be removed
P-12 throughout the document so that the only permit reference associated with this
project is TM 5405.

DRAFT EIR/EIS SPECIFIC COMMENTS

3. Page $-11 (Table 5-1) — Please recheck the numbers for property tax losses on

the Two Inferchange Alternative, particularly when compared to the No
P-13 Interchange Alternative.  Properly taxes in EOM will increase with its
development as an industrial center, and development would be facilitated by the
Two Interchange Alternative and hamperad with reduced access to the EOM
area. A more reasonable conclusion is that property taxes would increase with
the Two Interchange Alternative.

4, Page 3.2-4 = The Draft EIR/EIS cites the County's Multiple Species Conservation
Plan (MSCP) Subarea Plan as identifying Minor Amendment Areas as having
habitat that can be pariially or completely eliminated (with appropriate mitigation)
without significantly affecting the overall goal of the County's Subarea Plan,
While this still remains true for most species, the Minor Amendment Areas in
EOM are important raptor foraging habitat, in particular, the Primary Foraging

P-14 Habitat for a pair of golden eagles. Also, the Minor Amendment Areas, along

with the preserved areas at the north end of EOM, constitute the last major

stronghold in the County for the burrowing owl. The County's Strategy for

Mitigating Impacts to Burrowing Owils in the Unincorporated County (2010) and

the The Status of the Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) in San Diego County,

California by Jeff Lincer and Pete Bloom (2007) describe the importance of EOM

to the long term persistence of the species in the County.

5, Figure 3.2-2a — The figure includes an outdated Circulation Plan for the EOMSP,
P-15 The updaled plan can be found on page 45 Df the Spacn‘lr.: Plan Flgurﬂ 2-2.1at;
. fdplutdocs/East Ota

6. Page 3.3-3 (Project Type) — The County disagrees with this analysis, which
downplays the benefits of the Two Interchange Alternative. For example, the
next o last paragraph states that “the development planned or occurring around
them (i.e. existing local roads) are already accessible via other local roads or
would be accessible via future County Circulation Element roads”. It also states
that “the ability of the proposed project to increase access and thereby influence

P-16 growth in the East Otay Mesa area beyond what is already planned or in

progress is limited.” It is agreed that the project would not increase development

beyond what is already planned, primarily due fo the high level of environmental

constraints on surrounding land. However, the project s vital to the development
aof plgnngﬂ land ussa in F:-zl‘ ["ﬂ':lu' Moza and SR-11 should be daveloned in

e AEAY IR rneawA AR fhd AFE AT B B i Ahrtddhd  hiw AR ¥ A P [t A1

conjunction with local roads.

P-12 This update has been made in the Final EIR/EIS.

P-13The increased capacity and enhanced design features of all project

build alternatives would marginally benefit property values within
the Otay Mesa community, as a result of a more efficient local
transportation system and increased accessibility. Corresponding
local property tax revenues would also increase marginally over
time, as discussed on pages 3.5-10 and 3.5-11 of the EIR/EIS.
Similarly, on a regional scale, the regional economic benefits of the
project build alternatives would result in commensurate increases
in overall property values and property tax revenues throughout the
San Diego region.

The marginal increase in Otay Mesa property values and property
taxrevenues, although beneficial, are not expected to be substantial.
Indeed, this increase in property values within the local community
would be largely offset by the need for right-of-way acquisition for
the project build alternatives, and the resulting reduction by about
five percent of the total area of privately-held taxable land holdings
within the local community. Right-of-way acquisition for the One
and Two Interchange Alternatives would be similar, as summarized
in Table 3.5-4 of the EIR/EIS; the Two Interchange Alternative
with the Full Interchange Siempre Viva variation would require the
greatest land acquisition and would remove the most acreage from
the tax rolls. The No Interchange Alternative would require the least
land acquisition and would remove the least acreage from the tax
rolls. The Preferred Alternative would require more land acquisition
than the No Interchange Alternative, but less than either the Two
Interchange or One Interchange alternatives.
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P-13 The differences among alternatives with respect to effectively
(cont.) facilitating circulation within Otay Mesa would be marginal, since

the area is compact (SR-11 would only be 2.1 miles long), and over
the long term, local roads would provide adequate access to all
properties in the area, regardless of the number or location of SR-
11 interchanges. Most of the properties in the area are currently
proposed for development, and can access the existing Otay
Mesa POE for cross-border trade purposes. The presence of a
particular interchange along SR-11 could be expected to make the
properties surrounding it marginally more attractive and therefore
more valuable, especially for commercial establishments, but it
is expected that the need to travel a couple of miles to access
a particular industrial property would not significantly reduce the
value of such property. The adjacent properties along SR-11 are
designated for industrial/technology business park development
with only industrial-serving commercial uses permitted. The
closest commercially designated land is located at Alta Road/Otay
Mesa Road, and a commercial overlay at Otay Mesa Road and
SR-125. Also, the degree to which internal traffic in Otay Mesa
would make significant use of SR-11 or travelers to the border
would get off and on to patronize commercial establishments
would depend on the toll structure for the highway.

Overall, implementation of any of the build alternatives would be
expected to result in increased long-term property tax revenues,
but differences in property tax impacts among the build alternatives
are expected to be minimal.

March 2012

5-90

SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

P-14

P-15

P-16

Section 3.22 of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS reports the presence
of burrowing owls within the biological study area and identifies
the high potential for occurrence of golden eagles, although this
species was not observed during surveys for the project. Section
3.19 references the importance of the large areas of non-native
grassland in the biological study area for raptor foraging. The
project provides for 1:1 mitigation of this habitat loss as mitigation
for impacts to the foraging area for both burrowing owls and golden
eagles. The Final EIR/EIS (Section 3.22) and the Biological
Assessment for the project include additional species information
for the golden eagle. This includes the known occurrence of a
nesting pair within O’Neal Canyon, as well as further discussion
of the potential impacts to golden eagles and consideration of
additional appropriate mitigation measures, consistent with the
measures identified in the Otay Business Park and Otay Crossings.
Caltrans will also continue to work with the County and resource
agencies to develop and implement a comprehensive mitigation
program that addresses impacts to burrowing owls within Otay
Mesa.

The Circulation Plan has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.

Comment noted. The County’s expectation of economic benefit
associated with the Two Interchange Alternative was considered
in the identification of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative is a modified version of the Two Interchange Alternative
that is anticipated to provide the maximum feasible access and
the greatest consistency with current development plans, while
maintaining necessary safety and security.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -6- February 1, 2011
7. Page 3.3-5 — The Draft EIR/EIS states that "It is unlikely that the proposed P-17 Based on the County’s input, the Final EIR/EIS has been modified
project would influence the rate and timing of development within the EOMSP to indicate that development of East Otay Mesa may occur more
area by stimulating such development to occur sooner or more quickly.” It goes quickly with the implementation of SR-11. The active development
:I‘m'f:h“-"z" ””lﬂ' ’";I"g““f the dw?"-‘”“"“*‘ have already filed their applications proposals in this area are assumed to occur as cumulative
© Gounty and Cily, so are already in process.” The County does not agree development, and the cumulative impacts are primarily addressed
development within the EOMSP. As previously stated, either not constructing ' uon 3. | ' primary tocu grow
SR-11 or not providing needed access to SR-11 through interchanges would analysis is on additional development that could occur beyond the
curtail development. In addition, the absence of the two interchanges would slow cumulative development/impacts already addressed in Section
down the rate of growth in EOMSP. Although many permits are being processed 3.27. It should be noted that the Preferred Alternative includes two
at this time, most of those permits are subdivisions. Until a Site Plan is submitted interchanges, which is consistent with the County’s preference.
for a pardicular property, development i not imminent and very little land in
| ECQMSP has received a Site Plan permit.
8. Chapter 3.5, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition — This chapter P—’IBtCI?]altl‘an_S r?cqtgnlzeslghat Clén:[ent deveI?hpmer}t prOJteCtS overlapglr;g
addresses anticipated property acquisitions that will be needed by the project. € project sitie would need 1o revise their plans to accommodate
These include a fotal of 130.79 acres on the OCCP site for the two-interchange the propo_sed pro;ect. Once a Record of Decision has been Slgned
project, to 146.81 acres for the two-interchange altemative that includes a full and the right-of-way phase has been fully funded, Caltrans would
interchange at Siempre Viva Road, and 4222 or 46.41 acres, respectively, on negotiate potential acquisitions with the property owners.
the Otay Business Park (OBP} site for these two project options.
P-18
The OCCP project tentative map anticipates only approximately 120 acres for SR
11 and POE right-of-way (see the comment conceming Chapter 3.19 below). The
OBP project tentative map anticipates only approximately 14.5 acres for the SR
11 right-of-way (see the comment concerning Chapter 3.20 below).
Ragardless of which build alternative for the SR 11/POE is ulimately approved, it
ig highly likaly that both the OCCP and OBP projects will need fo process revised
| maps if they proceed and get tentative map approval.
[ 9 Tables 3.5-1 and 3.5-3 - . . . .
P-19 This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.
a. Parcel Owner South County Commerce Center LLC: This item should
reference Map #4 in Table 3.27-2 (TM 5394).
b. Tables 3.5-1 and 3.5-3, Parcel Owner Kearny PCCP Otay 311 LLC: This item
P-19 should reference Map #1 in Table 3.27-2 (TM 5405).
c. Table 3.5-1, Parcel Owner TPO LLC: This item should reference a Map item
# to be added in Table 3.27-2 (MUP 98-024W1).
d. Table 3.5-1, Parcel Owner Kouladjian Family Revocable Trust: This item
should reference Map #8 in Table 3.27-2 (MUP 88-020).
e. Tables 3.5-1 and 3.5-3, Parcel Owner Otay Business Park LLC: This item
should reference Map #10 in Table 3.27-2 (TM 5805).
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P-20

P-21

P-22

P-23

P-24

P-25

P-26

Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -7 - February 1, 2011

10,  Page 3.7-2, Utilities/Emergency Services (Sewer) — Second paragraph, fifth
sentence revise to: The 1.0 mgd purchased by EQMSMD is intended to initially
accommodate a minimurm of 400 acres of Industrial, Technology Business Park,
and Cornmarcial Land Use development within EOMSP.

TRAFFICITRANSPORTATION PLANNING

11, The Draft EIR/EIS should clarify whether selection of the Mo Interchange
Alternative would preclude the future construction of interchanges at Enrico
Fermi Drive and/or Siempre Viva Road and, if not, how the interchanges would

be constructed in the future,

12.  Page 2-15 — The Draft EIR/EIS indicates that the SR-11 project could be phased
such that at-grade intersections would be in place at each of the proposed local
roadway interchange locations. It is assumed that a new parallel expressway
would be provided in the interim phase The Draft EIR/EIS should discuss how
phasing with an interim expressway and at-grade intersections may affect
potential funding options. For instance, is it feasible to construct a toll facility with

at grade inlersections?

13. It should be noted the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan includes an Enhanced Major
Road cross-section for Enrico Fermi Road in the vicinity of the proposed SR-11
interchange. This cross section includes an increased right of way width of 110
faat to allow the provision of an additional right fum lane at the interchange
access to future SR-11. The design capacity of the Enhanced Major Road is
45,000 ADT at LOS E.  Per figure 3.8-8 with the forecasted volume of 44,300
ADT this segment of Enrico Fermi Road would operate at LOS D.

14, The Draft EIR/EIS should state that based on the information provided in Figures
3.B-8 and 3.8-9 that the section of Siempre Vive Road between SR 9205 and
Paseo de Americas is forecast to operate in 2035 at LOS D (54,400 ADT) with
the Two Interchange Alternative, LOS F (80,500 ADT) with the One Interchange
Alternative and LOS F (78,500 ADT) with the No Interchange Alternative,

15, Given the high traffic volumes and varying levels of service on Siempre Viva
Road adjacent to the existing SR-905 freeway, the potential for queuing at the on
and off ramps at the Siempre Viva Road/SR-905 interchange should also be
assessed and compared among the various interchange alternatives.

16. It should also be noted that based on the information provided in Figures 3.8-8
and 3.8-9 that the section of Lonestar Road between SR-125 and Piper Ranch
Road is forecast to operate in 2035 at LOS F in the No Interchange Alternative
and LOS E in both the Two and One Interchange Alternatives (39,000 ADT and
38,900 ADT respectively).

P-20 This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.

P-21 Selection of the No Interchange Alternative would mean that R/W
would only be acquired for the No Interchange development at
this time. Subsequent development adjacent to the SR-11 R/W
could present an additional constraint to future implementation of
interchanges if they were to be proposed in the future. A modified
version of the Two Interchange Alternative has been identified as
the Preferred Alternative.

P-22 These issues are being studied further in the Intelligent
Transportation Systems and Traffic and Revenue studies.
Information has been added to the Final EIR/EIS, to the extent
that it is available by the time of publication.

P-23 The enhanced roadway cross-section and improved level of
service are acknowledged and would be reflected in the final
project design. The Final EIR/EIS notes that the County has made
changes to the Enrico Fermi Drive cross section that will result in
improved LOS. Revised analysis in the supplemental traffic study
and Final EIR/EIS reflect the improved LOS.

P-24 This is noted in Table 3.8-5. For the Preferred Alternative, this
location would operate at LOS D.

P-25 The potential for queuing is acknowledged wherever level of service
E or F conditions are indicated and this situation is documented
at the Siempre Viva Road/SR-905 interchange area. The level
of service E or F result is noted as an undesirable result and is
considered to be an adequate indication of the potential for queuing
without the need for more detailed analysis.

P-26 This is noted in Table 3.8-5 and Table H-5. For the Preferred
Alternative, this location would operate at LOS E.
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P-27

P-28

P-29

P-30

P-31

Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

per day will cross the proposed Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE). It is further
noted (Pg. 3-8.21), that “pedestrians crossing the international border at the Otay
Mesa East POE would fravel to and from other destinations in the U.S. via
pedestrian, fransit, taxi or vehicular modes," The Draft EIR/EIS should discuss
how the different interchange alternatives would affect pedestrian accessibility
and local traffic circulation. It appears that the Two full Interchange Alternative,
which includes an interchange at Siempre Viva Road, would provide the highest
level of pedesirian accessibility. Alihough the Draft EIR/EIS states “the type and
location of pedestrian facilities has not been determined” the Draft EIR/EIS also
states that it is anticipated that pedestrian drop-off and loading and ADA
compliant sidewalks would be provided along Siempre Viva Road. The Two full
Interchange Alternative is the only alternative that provides an interchange with
full access at Siempre Viva Road.

COMMENTS RESPONSES
SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -8- February 1, 2011
17, The Draft EIR/EIS should clarify if a full or half ramp interchange was assumed )
for the SR-125/Lonestar Road interchanges for the Year 2015 and 2035 P-27 No interchange was assumed for SR-125/Lonestar Road for the
scenarios and for all of the Interchange Altematives. The traffic volumes on each Opening Year (2015) scenario for all alternatives. A full diamond
side of SR-125 are substantially different which suggests the assumption of an interchange was assumed for the Horizon Year (2035) scenario for
interchange, but an interchange is not shown on Figures 3.8-3 to 3.8-10. A half all alternatives
diamond interchange, however, is shown in Figure 3.8-2, )
18. Given the high traffic volumes and varving lavels of sarvice on Lonastar Road : : :
o ‘Siven the high traflic volumes and varying levels of service on Lonestar Road P-28 The potential for queuing is acknowledged wherever LOS E or
adjacent fo the existing SR-125 toll way, the potential for queuing at the on and i Fn i ; P ; ;
off ramps at the Siempre Viva Road/SR-805 interchange should also be {:hec ?_%?]Igogtsaraﬁo;g?g;st?g5ai?€e:ghsar?glejaat:%g IST?]gcll_JE)ngnéegrag
assessed and compared among the various interchange alternatives. . N h . ;
J result is noted as undesirable and is considered to be an adequate
18.  The Draft EIR/EIS should discuss how trucks will access the freeway network indication of the potential for queuing without the need for more
from the existing Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF) located on detailed analysis.
Enrico Fermi Drive south of Siempre \iva Road. It appears that without an
:'r':';;';i:}@fh:;f:ﬁai; E?l'ﬁ tf;;“:ro E:J"l';i éadﬂi;t’:iz u‘i":ﬁ':ﬁ’;&ﬁgii?fﬂ”é’;ﬁ P-29 In the case of the No Build Alternative and the Two Interchange
e Loror o o ek o s o repora ooyt || ALSTa0NE ks enterng the ULS, wia the exising Olay Mess
er Figures 3.8-3 to 3.8-10 the estimated number of truck trips from the CVEF . . : : . .
appears to be low. In the 2015 forecast the traffic volumes on Enrico Fermi Road freeway system using Enrico Fermi Drive. Use of Siempre Viva
south of Siempre Viva Road range from 500 ADT to 1,000 ADT in 2015 and Road and SR-905 would be an alternate route. In the case of the
range from 1,400 ADT to 2,300 ADT in 2035. These volumes appear to be low No Interchange Alternative and the One Interchange Alternative,
Ezﬁntf:fn\:‘f:“:"ﬂ of ﬁﬁkj th?t aﬂfﬁﬂ”’é"ﬁﬁl”ﬁgﬁﬂ'ﬁﬁ by ]hfr CE’:‘IEF- .':Erfn the primary access route would be Siempre Viva Road and
dated Septernber 2010, the average number of exising daily truck irps ach SR'908. 4he Draft EIR/EIS and Final EIRIEIS assume 2,350
' northbound trucks crossing the border at the Otay Mesa LPOE for
month at the Otay Mesa POE between 1,900 and 2,400. s e O . ;
W existing conditions, with increases expected in future years. This
20. The Draft EIR/EIS should include LOS analysis (Table 3.8-6) for intersections on traffic is included in the various figures and the total forecasts are
Alta Road at Otay Mesa Road and Airway Road. Compared to the Two considered to be accurate.
Interchange Alternative, the One Interchange Alternative diverts a significant
zﬂrlgﬂétﬁgm*::ﬁ:;&:ﬁ:::ﬂ:ﬁﬂmx 'iﬂ?“ta R:af‘ - 35I~500d"’~m} that P-30 The intersections mentioned in the comments were analyzed and
— etween two interchanges / roadways. the results are documented in the Traffic Technical Report. (For
21, Page 3.8-20 - The Draft EIR/EIS states that it is forecast that 14,100 pedestrians example, see Table 5-11 for the One Interchange Alternative for

2035 conditions). No cases of LOS E or F were indicated and
therefore, these intersections are not mentioned in Table 3.8-6.

P-31 The higher level of accessibility for pedestrian drop-off activity under
the Two Interchange Alternative with the Siempre Viva Road Full
Interchange Variation is acknowledged. This was not mentioned
in the Draft EIR/EIS because all of the alternatives and variations
were considered to provide adequate access for pedestrian drop
off activities. The new POE design presented in the PDS (GSA
2011) and Figure 2-21 includes more detail on pedestrian facilities
and pick-up/drop-off facilities.
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P-32

P-33

P-34

P-35

P-36

P-37

P-38
(cont.)

Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS RESPONSES
P-32 The final EIR acknowledges that with the change in roadway
SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -9- February 1, 2011 designation, the Two Interchange Alternative would not adversely

22,

23.

24,

25,

28.

27,

Page 3.8-23 — The Draft EIR/EIS indicates that the Two Interchange Alternative
would adversely affect some County roadway segments. This is incorrect.
Please note that that the County's Specific Plan buildout forecast projected
adequate Level-of-Service (LOS) operations on all County roadway facilities
located with the EOM area with two full interchanges,

Interest has been expressed in additional access to the EOM area in the vicinity
of the SR-805/5R-11/5R-125 interchange. The Draft EIR/EIS should discuss the
feasibility of additional access alternatives (e.g. Off-ramp split from the
northbound SR-905 to eastbound SR-11 connector onto Harvest Road, SR-905

access to Otay Mesa Road).

Figure 2-15 — A conceptual pedestrian movement should be provided as was
done for Figure 2-14,

The Draft EIR/EIS should consider how pedestrians and bicyclists would access
the local road network in the no interchange alternative. The Draft EIR/EIS
should consider dedicated pedestrian and bicyclist pathways that avoid
interchanges and ramp intersections; in addition to providing local access with
sidewalks and connections on said interchanges and ramps.

The Draft EIR/EIS should note that LOS for roadways located in the

unincorporated area should be based on the LOS thresholds as outlined in Table

1 of the County's Public Road Standards.

Chapter 3.8, Traffic and Transportation — The project will have significant and
unmitigable construction impacts related to road closures and detours,

The project is projected to have significant impacts in the year 2035 under
various build alternatives to County facilities. Under the two interchange
alternative Enrico Fermi would need to expand from four to six lanes between SR
11 and Otay Mesa Road. A build alternative that would alleviate this impact
would be the construction of a full interchange at Siempre Viva Road. Under the
one interchange alternative, Alta Road would need to expand from four to six
lanes from Otay Mesa Road to Airway Road. Under the no interchange
alternative, Lonastar Road from SR 125 to Enrico Fermi would need to expand
from four to six lanes, and the intersection of Siempre Viva Road and Enrico
Fermi Road would need to expand to eight lanes to provide additional through
capacity. Because these improvements are outside the jurisdiction of Caltrans,
the impacts are considered to remain significant, unavoidable, and unmitigable.

CULTURAL AND BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

P-33

P-34

P-35

P-36

p-37

impact any County roadway segments, based on the County’s
traffic studies for the update of the EOMSP. A supplemental traffic
study has been prepared which shows revised traffic impacts, and
these are reflected in the Final EIR/EIS. Specifically, the Final
EIR/EIS reflects the conclusion that the Preferred Alternative and
Two Interchange Alternative would not adversely affect roadway
segments or intersections.

This modification is outside the scope of this project and therefore
is not addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

The issue of pedestrian and bicycle traffic is addressed in the PDS,
and an updated POE design including designation of pedestrian
and bicycle flows is provided in the Final EIR/EIS.

The issue of pedestrian and bicycle traffic flow within the POE
is addressed in the PDS, and an updated POE design including
designation of pedestrian and bicycle flows is provided in the
Final EIR/EIS. Pedestrian/bicycle pathways in the vicinity of
interchanges will be considered as part of final design for the
interchanges and will be partially dependent on the timing of the
County’s construction of local streets.

The Draft EIR/EIS used the roadway segment capacity analysis
table from the current County traffic impact study guidelines at
the time the traffic analysis was initiated. While there are minor
variations between the table used in the Draft EIR/EIS and Table
1 of the County's Public Road standards, the two tables are
considered to be equivalent for the purposes of the Draft EIR/EIS
traffic analysis.

A TMP has been developed for the project, which would avoid,
minimize or mitigate construction traffic impacts to the extent
feasible.

Regarding operational traffic impacts, the impacts analysis has
been revised in the supplemental traffic study and Final EIR/EIS.
The Preferred Alternative and Two Interchange Alternative would
not adversely affect roadway segments or intersections, and
no measures to address operations impacts would be required

28.  Chapter 3.10, Cultural Resources — Less than significant impacts are expected for th t build alt fi For the O Interch d
as the proposed impact footprint does not appear to infringe on any significant or tnese wo builc allernatves. or thé Une Inierchange an
cultural resources sites identified for the OBP and OCCP projects. In addition, No Interchange alternatives, the impacts in this comment are

presented and acknowledged in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS.
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P-38
(cont.)

P-39

P-40

P-41

P-42

Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -10- February 1, 2011

z9,

20

1.

3z.

the EIR/EIS states that there is a highly unlikely possibility of discovering
additional resources. This differs from the County’s approach for the OBP and
OCCP projects where it is considered maore likely that subsurface rescurces
could be uncovered during grading and construction activities. Consequently,
the OBP and OCCP project conditions will reguire active grading menitoring by a
County certified archaeologist. Cultural resources measures proposed in the
EIR/EIS do not indicate that an archaecologist would actively monitor grading

activities, only that if resources are discovered, earth-moving achivity would be

diverted until a qualified archaeclogist could assess the discovery.

Chapter 3.19, Natural Communities — All three projects (SR 11/POE, OCCP
and OBP) are proposing mitigation on the Lonestar parcels in the northern
portion of East Otay Mesa. Proposed mitigation lands do not appear to overlap.

The EIS/EIR states that it is possible that additional mitigation land (other than
what is proposed on the Lonestar parcels may be necessary, however, the
location of any necessary additional mitigation lands has not been identified.

Please identify additional mitigation if necessary.

In addition, the SR 11/POE project footprint includes proposed Lot 57 of the
QCCP project. This lot is 36.3 acres and is proposed as biological open space to
partially mitigate for that project's impacts fo biological resources. This may
affect the mitigation requirements for biological resources needed by the SR
11/POE project,

Chapter 3.1% — The 3R 11/POE project footprint also includes proposed open
space lot C of the OBP project. In addition to a realigned drainage channel,
public review documents for OBP show lot C containing 2.98 acres of non-native
grassland restoration in a biclogical open space easement, to partially mitigate
for thal project's impacts to biological resources. If on-site mitigation is
implemented as proposed, this may increase the biological mitigation
requirements for the SR 11/POE project,

Page 3.19-5 — Non-native Grassland (including disturbed) paragraph on page
3.19-5 of the EIR/EIS should identify the golden eagle as one of the special
status birds of prey that use the non-native grasslands in the BSA.

Chapter 3.20, Wetlands and Other Waters — The Draft EIS/EIR states up to
1.10 acres of wetland/waters mitigation will be required. This will be provided
through restoration and preservation in the Johnson Canyon drainage (up to
4521 linear feet) in the northern portion of East Otay Mesa. However, a
jurisdictional delineation has not yet been performed to determine the necessary
extent of mitigation.

In addition, the OBP project realigns an on-site drainage and places it along the
project's eastern boundary, adjacent with the OCCP project site. The SR
11/POE project footprint would include this realigned drainage which may affect
the impact amount and mitigation needed for wetlands/waters for SR 11/POE.

P-38 Thank you for your comments. The cultural resources identified
within the project area consist of very sparse, highly disturbed
surface scatters of prehistoric lithics. All prehistoric archaeological
sites within the project footprint were determined ineligible for the
NRHP, and SHPO concurred with this finding on April 24, 2008.
A Management Plan for Otay Mesa Prehistoric Resources was
developed in 1998 (Gallegos) which determined that these sites,
with very few exceptions, were surface scatters, with little to no
potential for buried prehistoric deposits. SHPO concurred with
this plan in 1999. Based on these findings, monitoring will not be
required.

P-39 It is not anticipated that the Preferred Alternative would require
further mitigation acquisition.  Further discussion with the
agencies on the adequacy of the proposed mitigation available
will determine if additional mitigation is required.

Caltrans is aware that Lot 57 occurs in the SR-11/POE project
footprint and is proposed as mitigation under the OCCP project.
Further coordination with the County will occur to ensure that
mitigation requirements for the three projects are met.

P-40 Caltrans is aware that on-site mitigation proposed by OBP occurs
in the SR-11/POE project footprint. Further coordination with the
County will occur to ensure that mitigation requirements for the
three projects are met.

P-41 Table 3.22-1 identifies the high potential for the occurrence of
the golden eagle in the biological study area. The Final EIR/EIS
(Section 3.22) and the Biological Assessment include additional
species information for the golden eagle.

P-42 The necessary extent of mitigation will be determined once the final
project decision is made in the ROD. A Jurisdictional Delineation
Report has been prepared for the project and submitted to the
resource agencies. Caltrans is aware that the on-site drainage
realignment occurs within the proposed POE footprint. Caltrans
will continue correspondence with the County of San Diego and
the resource agencies to reduce impacts and coordinate mitigation
efforts. Caltrans is aware that proposed OBP on-site mitigation
occurs in the SR-11/POE project footprint. Further coordination
with the County and resource agencies will occur to ensure that
mitigation requirements for the three projects are met.
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P-43

P-44

P-45
(cont.

Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS

33

35,

-11- February 1, 2011

Chapter 3.21, Plant Species — The SR 11/POE project will impact small-
flowered morning glory (20 patches) and San Diego marsh elder (43 individuals),
both County sensitive species. The EIR/EIS document does not consider these
impacts to be significant and no mitigation is proposed. However, small-flowered
morning glory is present and would be preserved on the Lonestar parcels where
the project will mitigate for impacts to non-native grassland.

This varies with the County's treatment of the OBP and OCCP projects pursuant
to the BMO. The OCCP project is required to provide mitigation at a 2:1 ratio for
impacts to 138 San Diego marsh elder individuals, by preserving at least 276
individuals in offsite grassland miligation land. The OBP project is required to
salvage and translocate 11 San Diego marsh elder individuals pursuant to a
translocation plan.

In addition, the SR 11/POE project will impact in excess of 20% of the
populations of Variegated Dudleya and San Diego Barrel Cactus, whereas, our
BMO requires B0% avoidance. The project will impact all 756 Variegated
Dudleya and 17 of 19 Barrel Cactus. As mitigation, the project proposes to
salvage and translocate up to 80% of the Dudleya and Barrel Cactus individuals
to the Lonestar parcels under an as yet undeveloped translocation plan. The
EIR/EIS document states that Caltrans is not subject to MSCF {or BMO), but
strives to be consistent with it.

Page 3.21.14 - In the section Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation
Measures, several of the plant species are identified as County MSCP List A
species, County MSCP List B species, etc. The County Subarea Plan covers 46
plant species and they are on the covered species list, which is Appendix 1 of the
Subarea Plan. The County’s List A, List B, List C and List D are sensitive plant
species lists that conform loosely to the California Native Plant Society's old lists
1A&E, 2, 3 and 4 and are used for assessing impacts to all special status plant
species, not just those that are covered by the MSCP and Subarea Plan,

Page 3.22-2, Table 3.22-1 — The table states that the golden eagle has a high
potential to forage in the biological study area. In fact, EOM constitutes the
Primary Foraging Area of a pair of golden eagles that nest in the O'Neal Canyon
area. The territory, Primary Foraging Area, and Nest Site Core Areas have been
mapped by the Wildlife Research Institute (WR1) and impacts to the golden eagle
by development projects on EOM have been considered significant. The Primary
Foraging Area covers the entire mesa area, from approximately Cactus Road
eastward to the western slopes of the foothills; the pair's foraging area may
extend south of the border but is not shown on the map that has been provided
to the County. The pair's tarritory is larger than the Primary Foraging Area. The
golden eagle is covered by the MSCP and the County's MSCF Subarea Flan, is
on the County's Group 1 list of sensitive animal species, and is protected by the
Bald and Golden Eagle Act. The EIR/EIS should acknowledge that the SR 11
alignment is in golden eagle foraging habitat, a substantial portion of which would

P-45

P-43 As part of the Lonestar conceptual mitigation plan, Caltrans

proposes to collect seed from 80 percent of the impacted small-
flowered morning glory individuals for bulking, storage, and
installation at the Lonestar mitigation site. Caltrans would also
obtain small-flowered morning glory seed from an approved
nursery for installation at the Lonestar mitigation site. As part of
the Johnson Canyon conceptual mitigation plan, Caltrans would
obtain 829 individuals of San Diego marsh-elder from an approved
nursery for installation. The translocation plan for San Diego
barrel cactus would be part of the Lonestar Mitigation Plan, with
an anticipated submittal date for agency review in the fall of 2011.
This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS. Please
note that Caltrans primarily mitigates impacts to those species that
are regulated by USFWS and/or CDFG.

P-44 Caltrans conducted surveys of all plants in the Biological Study

Area of the project considered listed, sensitive, and/or rare by
federal, state, and county agencies. Section 3.21 in the Draft EIR/
EIS covered all sensitive plant species that were detected or had
the potential to occur in the project area. If a plant was not identified
in the section, it was not observed or there was no suitable habitat
for the plant within the project area. This information has been
confirmed in the Final EIR/EIS. Please note that Caltrans primarily
mitigates impacts to those species that are regulated by USFWS
and/or CDFG.

Table 3.22-1 in the Tier Il Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges the high
potential for the occurrence of golden eagles in the project area
and the importance of the large areas of non-native grassland
in the project study area for raptor foraging (Section 3.19). The
project provides for 1:1 mitigation of this habitat loss, which would
serve as mitigation for impacts to the foraging area for both
burrowing owls and golden eagles. The Final EIR/EIS (Section
3.22) and the Biological Assessment for the project include
additional species information for the golden eagle, including the
known occurrence of a nesting pair within O’Neal Canyon, as
well as further discussion of the potential impacts to this species
and consideration of additional appropriate mitigation measures,
consistent with the measures identified in the Otay Business Park
and Otay Crossings Draft EIRs.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -12 - February 1, 2011
P-45 be impacted by the proposed project, and should consider the impact to golden
(cont.) eagle foraging habitat as significant. Appropriate mitigation should be provided,
[ CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
36. Table 3.27-2, Cumulative Impacts —
P-46 a. Consider including two additional Use Permits that were approved previously P-46 This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.
and two additional Industrial Subdivision projects that are currently being
processed at the County. These projects are MUP 98-001W1, Salvage Yards,
MUP 88-024W1, Travel Plaza; TM 5566, Hawano Subdivision; and TM 5568,
Rabago Subdivision.
— b. Table 3.27-1, Map #F - Proposed Improvements and Project Status should P-47 This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.
P-47 consider expanding the description of Lonestar Road to be from Enrico Fermi
Drive to Alta Road,
[ c. Table 3.27-1, Map #F - Proposed Improvements and Project Status should P-48 This i ; : ;
p.48 revise the project description of Otay Mesa Road from Vann Gentre This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.
Boulevard to Enrice Fermi Drive.
B d. Table 3.27-2, Map #1 — Identifying Project Number should read only TM 5405 : . ; ; ;
P49 and delote “SPA 04-006" and MUP 00.024 since they are no longer part of P-49 This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.
| the application,
, , P-50 This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.
P-50 |: e. Table 3.27-2, Map #12 — Identifying Project Number is TM 5527.
P_51 |: f. Table 3.27-2, Map #14 — Identifying Project Number is TM 5549. P-51 This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.
B g. Table 3.27-2, Map #21 — Identifying Project Mumber is MUP 06-074W1 and L . . :
P-52 the project is within the County of San Diego's jurisdiction and not the City of P-52 This information has been updated in the Final EIR/EIS.
San Diego as listed.
— P-53 The SR-11 and POE project and utilities are being designed to be
DPW WASTEWATER MANA . . v :
P53 GEMENT COMMENTS compatible with existing and planned sewer alignments. Caltrans
37.  Planned regional County sewer main alignments will cross SR-11 and Caltrans looks forward to continued coordination with the County and the
will need to accommodate the sewer alignments in the ultimate highway design. EOMSMD on this issue.
[ 38, The POE utiliies design will need to be coordinated with EOM regional sewer P-54 Caltrans looks forward to continued coordination with the County
P-54 plans to ensure that the East Otay Mesa Sewer Maintenance District (EOMSMD) and the EOMSMD on this issue.
will be able to provide service to the facility.
[ 39. Please provide or have the General Services Administration provide to the -~ ; i
P-55 County EOMSMD for review, a copy of the Program Development Study P-55 ,[Chalt]{i?]nls F?Iggﬁvﬁ V\g”iteglsurﬁ]that \t/hﬁ EbIOMSMD receives a copy of
(PDS) and conceptual development plan for the POE, élina € ecomes available.
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Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -13- February 1, 2011

DPW WATERSHED AND WATER QUALITY COMMENTS

40.  The site’s footprint primarily is within the Caltrans right-of-way. However portions
of the project that are within the County or impacting properties within the County
are governed by the County’s regulations including but not limited to Watershed
Protection Ordinance and the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan
{SUSMP). Please see the Attachment to this letter with the links to the County's

watarchad racmiirmas
YRIETSNED MEEOUTCes.

In conclusion, the County of San Diego is very interested in coordinating the long
standing land use plans anticipated in the EOMSP with the proposed SR-11 facility.
The County is very supportive of this project moving forward and urges Caltrans to
adopt the two interchange alternative that includes the two full interchange variation as
the best ultimate design for the facility for the many reasons outlined in this letter, If
needed, the County would be interested in discussing a phased approac:h to achle'u'e

tha nlllm-euhn bepiladned mf Huo hare fmbaeslsmms dasmloo [ Yoreper ey
Mais DURLDOW OF W8 WO INleftnange aesign. uvepanment contacts for future

coordination or questions are as follows.

s Depariment of Planning and Land Use — Rosemary Rowan, B58-534-2976
rosemary. foway@sdounty.ca.gov

« Department of Public Works -
robert goralkaf@sdeounty. ca.gov

Robert Goralka, B858-874-4202

Thal County of San Diego appreciates the opportunity to continue to participate in the
environmental review process for this project. We look forward to receiving future
environmental documents or providing additional assistance at your request,

Sincerely,

RICHARD HAAS, Assistant Director
Department of Planning and Land Use

ATTACHMENT: Watershed and Water Quality Information

P-56 Thank you for your comment:

Please refer to the following: Section 3.12 of the Final EIR/EIS
"Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff," and the Water Quality
Technical Report where your comment is addressed.

The State Water Resources Control Board adopted Order No. 2009-
0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002 NPDES General Permit for
storm water discharges associated with construction activities.
This permit requires the dischargers to implement a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains BMPs that will
prevent construction pollutants from entering a receiving water
body. Caltrans’ program complies with the substantive provisions
of the Construction General Permit on projects; most requirements
are met by implementing the SWPPPs prepared for each project
during the construction phase of the project.

The State Water Resources Control Board adopted Order No.
99-06-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003 NPDES Permit Statewide
Storm Water Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs)
for Caltrans properties, facilities and activities (herein referred to as
Permit). The permit requires Caltrans to implement a Storm Water
Management Plan (SWMP); the purpose of which is to protect
and achieve water quality standards at all times. The minimum
requirement is to ensure that pollutants in discharges from storm
drain systems owned or operated by Caltrans are reduced to the
maximum extent practicable (MEP) and that pollutants in discharges
from construction activities covered by the General Construction
Permit are reduced by employing Best Available Technology /Best
Conventional Technology (BAT/BCT) performance standards.

The MEP analysis is the process of evaluating the selected BMPs
based on legal and institutional constraints, technical feasibility,
relative effectiveness, and cost/benefit ratio.

Caltrans continues to comply with CWA Section 402 by complying
with the requirements of the statewide NPDES permit. The permit
and the approved SWMP consolidated Caltrans’ storm water
compliance activities under one permit and provided a framework
for consistent and effective implementation of storm water
management practices on a statewide basis. The project is being
designed to comply with the current Statewide NPDES Permit or
any reissuance thereafter.
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SR-11/POE Draft EIR/EIS -14 - February 1, 2011

Email cc:
Michael De La Rosa, Policy Advisor, Board of Supervisors, District 1
Megan Jones, CAQ Staff Officer, DCAQ
Lee Shick, Project Manager, DPW
Bob Goralka, DPW, Transportation Division
Julia Quinn, DPW, Environmental Servicas Unit
David Williams, DPW Wastewater Division
Nick Ortiz, DPW Transportation Planning
Miles Safa, DPW Watsrshed Protection
Bobbie Stephenson, DPLU MSCP Division
Rosemary Rowan, DPLU Current Planning Division
Daniella Rosenberg, DPLU Current Planning Division
LeAnn Cammichael, DPFLU MSCP Division
Priscilla Jaszkowiak, DPLU Administration
Jody Mays, Sheriff
Brian Sampson, Sheriff

P-57We appreciate the County’s support. As previously noted, it has
been determined that the Two Interchange Alternative with a full
interchange at Siempre Viva Road would not be operationally
feasible, due to the proximity of Siempre Viva Road to the POE and
the need to separate commercial and passenger vehicles. The
Preferred Alternative is a modified version of the Two Interchange
Alternative that would provide the maximum feasible access and
the greatest consistency with current development plans, while
maintaining necessary safety and security. We look forward to
working with the County on the implementation of this project.
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ATTACHMENT
February 1, 2011

WATERSHED AND WATER QUALITY INFORMATION:

County of San Diego SUSMP is located at:
hitp: e, sdcounty. ca gow/dpw/watershedsfsusmpisusmpodffsusmp manual. pdf

Watershed Protection Ordinance:
ciwenw sdcounty. ptershedsiwatershedpdffwatershed-ordinance-2010.pdf

Map of the Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA):

hitp:ffaww sdeounty ¢a govidpwiwatersheds/susmpisusmppdffsusmp_appendix a.pdf

Guide for Construction within ESA:
nitp: fwww. sdeounty.ca govidpwiwatershedsfsusmp/susmppdfiesa guide handout dec2009 pdf

Stormwater Intake Form for Development Projects:
hitp:/fwww. sdeounty.ca oo tersheds/susmp/susmppdifsusmp_appendix b.

Major SWHMP Form:
hitto: Mwnew sdeounty, ca gowdowiwatershedsfsusmp/susmppdifsusmp_appendix_ ¢ pdf

Minor SWMP Form (starts from page 3):
http:fwaww sdcounty. ca govdplu'd -Svi.pdf

Hydromodification - See County’s Project Clean Water website:
hitp:dhwwew. projectcleanwater. orgfhtmiivg susmp html

Low Impact Development (LID):
hitpothwwew, sdcounty ca govidplu/procguid. htmEEhydro

For additional information related to the County's regulations regarding Stormwater and
Watershed Protection, please contact Miles Safa, DPW Watershed Protection Program, at

858-485-5368 or via email at miles.safa@sdcounty.ca.gov.
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Congress of the Hnited States
ashingion, DE 20315

January 28, 2011
Sandra Lavender
Caltrans, District 11
4050 Taylor St
MS-242
San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Sandra:

| am writing in support the “two interchange alternative™ as described in the draft
State Route 11 and Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Environmental Impact Report.

During these hard economic times, we must do what we can to ensure that we will

Q-1 Allowing for two interchanges users in East Otay Mesa will gain access to the new
toll road which will help 5an Diego’s expanding cross border trade.

[ appreciate the opportunity to provide my comments and please keep me informed
throughout the process. If you have an)r questions, plcast feel free to contact me or
Jessica Gomez of my staff at (619) 422-5963

FILNER ‘
Member of Congress

BF/jg
2564289

have the needed infrastructure to create the highest economic impact for the region.

Q-1 Comment noted.
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ETATE CAPITOL
PO B a

Assembly
California Legislature

BEN HUESO

ASSEMBLYMEMEER, SEVEMTYNINTH DISTRICT

Ms, Sandra Lavendar
Caltrans, District 11

4050 Taylor Street

San Diego, California 92110

Re: State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Drafl Tier [ Environmental Impact
ReportEnvironmental Impact Statement (“DEIR/EIS™)

Dear ivis. Lavendar:

| would like to express my support for the State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port af
Entry Draft Tier [1 L,nwmnmc:nml Jm'|1uc1 Report/Environmental Impact Statement

e g o LA
{DEIREIS") | spec

for the “Twg Interchanoe Altern
1o e WO SRoInge

ally want o show my 5

The DEIR/EIS analyzes three “build™ alternatives: (1) a Two Interchangs Alternative, within
whu,h are two options: (a) a full lmcr\changc at tnl ico Formi Drive with a full interchange at
e Viva Road: and (hya Rl § ico Fermi Dirive with a he

R-1 al ‘-ncmpn_ Vn.. Road; 12) a One In1-;r\ch=|nsn: Alternative, placing the interchange at Alta
Ruoad: and (3) a Mo Interchange Aliernative,

I last Otay Mesa Specific Plan, adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San
Diego, was amended in 2009 and 2010 and states the importance of the two interchanges:
“Imporiant features include road alignment, two imterchanges (Enrico Fermi Road, Siempre
Viva Road), and elevated road scgments w ensure connectivity within the local road network
witheut the use of bridges™. Although the length of SR 11 requires shorter distance belween
the ramps, | believe this alternative would offer additional options and encourage drivers o
use the SR 11

Please implement the “Two Interchange Alternative” as it ensures connectivity, accessibility
and will overall accommodate users.

Sincerely,

N HUESG
Assemblymember
79" District
Blliya

Ce¢: Laurie Berman, Caltrans, District 11 Director
Sergio Pallares, Calirans, International Border Studies Project Manager

R-1

Comment noted.
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COUNCILMEMBER
DAVID ALVAREZ
Gy oF San DIEGo
lanuary 31, 2011
Sandra Lavendar
California Department of Transportation, District 11
4050 Taylor Street
San Diego, CA 92110
S-1 Thank you for your comment, which has been considered in
Dear Ma. Lavendsr: the identification of the Preferred Alternative. Although Caltrans
strives to be consistent with local plans, freeway planning efforts
Re: State Route 11/Ctay Mesa East Part of Entry Draft Tier Il Environmental Impact Report/Statement are not bound by those plans. Caltrans’ freeway planning must
meet Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements,
25 the City Councilmember for District Eight, which includes the community of Otay Mesa, | am concerned about including consistency with the Highway Design Manual. Although
Pow this proposed project, while outside our jurisdiction, will impact this area. | would like the following ssues to some exceptionS to SpeCifiC requirements may be granted Where
be taken inte consideration in the Environmental Impact Report/Statement: Warranted, Caltrans’ hlghest priorities are the operational efficiency
1. The Two Interchange Alternative with full interchanges at Enrico Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Road is the and Safety Of ItS new freeway deSIgnS It haS been determ|ned
only alternative consistent with San Diego County's East Otay Mesa Specific Plan, that, due to the proximity of Siempre Viva Road to the Port of Entry
2. Any alternative other than the Two interchange Alternative with full interchanges will negatively affect and the need to Separate commercial and passenger VehiCIeS,
rommercial truck circulation in the area, especially as it relates to traffic that has not originated within the the TWO InterChange Alternative W|th the Siempre Viva Road Fu"
East Dtay Mesa Port of Entry, forcing local truck traffic west 1o SR-905 into an already congested grid. Interchange Variation is not operationally feasible. The Preferred
Engaging the community in an open and transparent public process s of the utmaost importance as this project is Alter:natlve WOUId be Operatlona”y fe.a$|b|e Whlle prOVIdIng the
discussed. In order to ensure that the community’s concerns are clearky known and addressed, T would like te maximum feaSIbIe access and malntalnlng necessary Safety and
stress the importance of community outreach with this project. Residents and businesses should be kept well Secu r|ty
aware of the impacts that this project could have on the community, In addition, Itis my expectation that the
community be given the oppoertunity to actively participate in determining how the planning might proceed at
each stage of the project S-2 The Traffic Technical Report prepared for the project analyzed
both commercial and passenger vehicle traffic for the project
Sincerely, alternatives and variations. This analysis is summarized in the
Draft EIR/EIS on pages 3.8-11 through 3.8-18 (and on pages
M 3.8-11 through 3.8-20 of the Final EIR/EIS). and has been
- considered in the identification of the Preferred Alternative.
David Alvarez
Councilmember, 8" District s-3 Caltrans agrees that early and continuing coordination with the
appropriate public agencies, other stakeholders and the general
o/ public is an essential part of the environmental process. Public
participation and agency coordination to date are described in
- Chapter 5.0 of the Final EIR/EIS, and such efforts will continue
throughout the project implementation process.
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Thrzeze n 11
BrAl IICI] & ASSOCTATES, INC.

TRANSPORTATICH PLANNING & TRAFFIC ENGNCERING

January 25, 2011

Ms. Sandra Lavendar
Caltrans, District 11
4050 Taylor Street
M5-242

San Diego, CA 92110 Dé&A Rell No. 1001205

Subject: State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Draft Tier 1l Environmental Impact

Report/Environmental Impact Statement dated November 2010 {the “DEIR/EIS™)
Dizar Ms. Lavendar:

Darmell & Associates, Inc. (D&A) has reviewed the Movember 2010 Dvaff Tier [T Envirormental fnpact
Report/ Envirammenial Tmpact Statement for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry and the
accompanying Movember 5, 2010 Tier I Traffic Techrical Repors for the State Route 11Oy Mesae East
Limed Port of Entry prepared by VRPA Technologies that was utilized to prepare the wraffie sections of the
subject EIR. The following letter summarizes our comments.

COMMENTS RELATED TO VRPA'S TRAFFIC TECHNICAL REFORT

Existing Conditions

e The existing conditions roadway network does not accurately reflect existing conditions do not
accurately reflect the existing readway conditions in the East Otay Mesa arca. Pleasc see the aitached
markups of Figures 3-1, 3-2a, 3-2b, and 3-2¢ from the SR-17 Tier If Traffic Technical Report for an
illustration of the roadway segments and intersections where the existing conditions described in the
trafTic study do not aceurately reflect the existing conditions in the field. Some of the discrepancies
inchede the following:

— o The segment of Otay Mesa Road between La Media Road and Piper Ranch Read is not fully

improved to the standards of a 6-lane Prime Arerial. This roadway scgment anly has 5 travel
lancs; thercfore, a reduced roadway capacity should be utilized.

The segment of Otay Mesa Road between Harvest Road and Sanyo Avenue has been improved to
a four-lane facility with a capacity equivalent to that of a Major Road. Although this
improvement occurred arcund May 2009, shortly after the base condition sines it is a major
improvement it should be included as part of the existing roadway netwiork,

o The segment of Sanyo Avenue between Otay Mesa Road and Airway Road has been improved to
u 4-lane facility with a capacity equivalent to a 4-lane Collector. Although this improvement may
have oecurred after the base condition of January 2009, since it is a major improvement it should
be included as part of the existing roadway network.

— = The segment of Airway Road besween Sanyo Avenue and Michael Faraday Drive was recenily

improved Lo the standards of a 4-lane Major Road.

144F FROMT STREET + SUITE 300 » SAN DIEGO, G4 92101
PHOME: 618-233.9373 » FAX: 6152334034
E-mai oificefidernall-assoc com

T-1

T-2

T-3

T-4

T-5

The existing conditions network was based on configurations as
they existed during the time that traffic counts and field studies
were conducted. Traffic conditions (volumes and configurations)
can change on a continual basis. The purpose of the existing
conditions analysis is to provide documentation of traffic conditions
at a particular point in time. Therefore, if construction occurred
after traffic counts and field studies were conducted in early 2009,
the changes would not be reflected in the Traffic Technical Report
for existing conditions.

The reduction in roadway capacity to LOS E for existing conditions
is acknowledged, and incorporated into the supplemental traffic
study and Final EIR/EIS.

At the time traffic counts and field studies were conducted, this
segment existed as a two-lane facility. The widening of this
segment was accounted for in the Opening Year (2015) analysis,
which analyzed this segment as a six-lane Prime. See Response
to Comment T-1.

At the time traffic counts and field studies were conducted, this
segment existed as a two-lane facility. The widening of this
segment was accounted for in the Opening Year (2015) analysis,
which analyzed this segment as a Collector. See Response to
Comment T-1.

At the time traffic counts and field studies were conducted, this
segment existed as a two-lane facility. The widening of this
segment was accounted for in the Opening Year (2015) analysis,
which analyzed this segment as a Major Road. See Response to
Comment T-1.
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Ms. Sandra Lavendar
Caltranz, District 11
January 23, 2011

Page 2

@

o

=]

The segment of Enrico Fermi Drive between Oy Mesa Road and Airway Road is not fully
improved to a four-lane facility; in fact portions of it are only a two-lane roadway.

Energy Center Lane should be shown on all graphics as Calzada De La Fuente. There should be
twir (2) southbound left turn lanes at the Otay Mesa Road/La Media Road intersection.

At the end of August 2009, Caltrans restricted the eastbound right and westbound lefl turn
movements at the Otay Mesa Road/SR-905 intersection. Further there should be two (2)
easthbound through lanes at this intersection.  Although the restriction of the furn movements
soeured after the bese condition of January 2000 since it is still within the base year 2000

consideration should be given to adjusting the existing traffic volumes to sccount for this
restriction.

The intersection of Otay Mesa Road/Sanyo Avenue was signalized by Calirans in May 2009, In
addition, the lane geometry at this intersection should be as follows: one (1) eastbound through,
one (1) eastbound shared througheright, one (1) westbound left, one (1) westbound through, one
{1} northbound left, and cne (1) northbound shared left-right.  Although this improvement
occurred shortly after the base condition since it is 8 major improvement it should be included as
part of the existing roadway network

The Otay Mesa Road/Enrico Fermi Drive intersection is signalized and has been for several
YEArs.

The Otay Mesa Road/Alta Road intersection is all-way stop-controlled.

The Airway Road/Sanyo Avenue intersection has three (3) westbound approach lanes: one (1}
westhound left, one {17 westbound through, and one (1) westbound right lanc.

The Airway FoadPaseo De Las Americas intersection has recently been converted into a 4-
legged infersection that is stop-controlled en the northbound and southbound approaches. The
intersection has the following lane configuraticns: one (1) castbound lefi, one (1) eastbound
through, one (13 eastbound shared througheright, one (1) westhound left, ane: (1] westhound
through, one (1) westbound shared through-right, one (1) northbound shared lefi-through, one “.]
northbound right, and one (1) southbound shared left-through-right lane. Even if this change isn’t
reflected in the existing base condition, it should be reflected in the 2015 and 2033 conditions,

The Airway Road/Enrico Fermi Drive intersection has three (3) westibound approach lanes; one
{1y westbound left, one (17 westbound through, and one { 1) westbound right lane.

e to the numerous discrepancies in the existing conditions, it is recommended that a ficld
check be conducted to verify that all existing caonditions are current.

s Based on 24-hour machine counts collected by Darnell & Associates, Inc. (D&A), the existing (2009)
Average Daily Traffic Volumes presented/analyzed in the SE-11 Tier I Traffic Yechnical Rr;mra:"t_‘\r
La Media Road, Entico Fermi Drive, and Airway Road significantly understaie the existing trafiic
volumes, Please see the attached mark-up of Figure 3-3b from the SR-11 Tier [T Traffic Technical
Report for an illustration of the comparison of the existing (2009) Average Daily Traffic volumes
presented i the SR-11 Traffic study versus the 24-hour machine counts collected by D&A.

T-6 The reduction in roadway capacity for existing conditions is
acknowledged and incorporated into the supplemental traffic study
and Final EIR/EIS. This would not change the resulting level of
service of LOS A based on roadway segment analysis.

T-7 Energy Center Lane is the roadway name that was used at the time
of preparation of the traffic analysis. Calzada de la fuente also has
now been added for further clarification. With regard to Otay Mesa
Road/La Media Road, at the time traffic counts and field studies
were conducted, only one southbound left-turn lane existed. The
Opening Year (2015) analyses have accounted for the construction
of this second left-turn lane. See Response to Comment T-1.

T-8 The existing conditions network was based on configurations as
they existed during the time that traffic counts and field studies
were conducted. See Response to Comment T-1.

T-9 At the time traffic counts and field studies were conducted, this
intersection was not signalized and had not experienced the
referenced improvements. The Opening Year (2015) analyses have
accounted for the construction. See Response to Comment T-1.

T-10 The change is noted and incorporated into the supplemental traffic
study and Final EIR/EIS. The revised intersection level of service in
the AM and PM peak hours would be improved in the 2035 condition
to LOS D or better for the build alternatives.

T-11 The existing conditions network was based on configurations as
they existed during the time that traffic counts and field studies
were conducted. See Response to Comment T-1.

T-12 At the time traffic counts and field studies were conducted, the
westbound approach consisted of one shared left-turn/through/
right-turn lane. If the new configuration is the result of recent
construction, it has been accounted for in the Opening Year (2015)
analyses. See Response to Comment T-1.

T-13 The existing conditions network was based on configurations as
they existed during the time that traffic counts and field studies
were conducted. See Response to Comment T-1.

T-14 The existing conditions network was based on configurations as
they existed during the time that traffic counts and field studies
were conducted. See Response to Comment T-1.
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T-15

T-16

A field check of the study intersections was conducted at the time
traffic counts were collected. Improvements/construction that may
have occurred after this time would not be reflected in the Traffic
Technical Report’s existing conditions section, since its purpose
was to document conditions as they existed in early 2009. See
Response to Comment T-1.

The study area has experienced a substantial amount of roadway
construction over the past several years, including the extension of
SR-905 from Siempre Viva Road to Britannia Boulevard. During
this time, there have been wide variations in traffic counts on
specific roadways in response to the construction activity. The
additional counts provided in the comment are acknowledged. No
changes are considered to be necessary in the existing conditions
analysis provided in the Traffic Technical Report since its purpose
was to document conditions as they existed in early 2009.
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s, Sandra Lavendar
Caltrans, District 11
January 25, 2011
Page 3

2015 Conditions
The 2013 Traffic analvsis for the SR-11 is flawed for the following reasons:

s The 20015 roadway nerwork assumes several roadway segments that currently do not exist are

constructed and built out to their ultimate circulation element classification, in addition several T-17
T-17 existing roadway segments are assumed to be improved 1o their ultimaie circulation classification.
(See the attached markup of Figure 4-1b from the SR-1{ Tier I Traffic Technical Repovt for an
illustration of all of the roadway assumptions that were assumed to be completed by the Year 2015)

Mo funding sources have been identified for amy of the preposed roadwey improvements and no

mention has been made as Lo how any of these readway |m1:lmwmml'i are anticipated to be
constructed, ather than that they will be constructed by someone other than Caltrans, CEQA requires
that opening day conditions are compared to “ground” conditions. Therefore the Opening Year
(Z015) conditions do not satisty the CEQA requirements.

e A review of a nonth-south cordon just east of the SR-125 for the various altcrnatives finds that the
2015 forecasts have between 37,000 ADT to 43,000 ADT {not ¢counting the 25,800 ADT coming
from the Port-of Entry) entering/exiting the cast Otay Mesa area. It is believed that this volume of
traftic _-'.':L;niﬁ;,:aml}' underestimaites the pm"qn:n:ln:d 2115 traftic demand for the 1h'l'|owi|1g FCASONS]

T-18 a) A roview of a north-soath cordon just cast of the SR-125 for the existing (2009) traiTic volumes
I'lndh that the existing traffic entering/existing the east Otay Mesa area is 52,300 ADT, This

slos that the TO_TT Tmy r: ."u 7ifis Tashsisal Bonoer nvar 1hor thprn o ||| a1l Hmr\-u
CUHICALIGEES WAL LN G- F PRI SOTNICE NEERIEY DPEGRCEE W

between 9,300 ADT to 15,300 ADT entering/exiting the East (tay Mcsa area between existing T-18
(2009} and Opening Year (2015) conditions. Mo explanation has been provided as 1o why there
would be an anticipated decrease in traffic volume within the East Otay Mesa area,

of

b} The 20135 madway network assumes that several of the County roadway segments within East
Otay Mesa would be built oul to their ultimate eirculation element classification. The only way
these roadway segments would be constructed is if the approved/pending projects that front thess
roadways were developed.  As shown in Table 1, if the approved/pending projects within the
County was assumed to be fully built out they would add approximately 175,521 ADT to the East
Otay Mesa area, (See the attached Figure 41 for a Iocation of the approved/pending projects
within the County of San Diego.)} Since as stated above, the 2015 forecasts accounted for 37,000

T-19 ADT to 43,000 ADT (not counting the 25,300 ADT coming from the Port-of Entry)

cntering/exiting the cast Otay Mesa area, it is apparent that the 2015 forecast do not include

development of the approved/pending projects within the County of San Diego. Therefore, either
the 2015 forecasts are significantly understated or the 2015 roadway network needs to be
maodified to eliminate the roadways that were assumed to be constructed by the projects that are

¥ Toa ko & NS 3

not included in the 2015 forecasts T-19

The Opening Year (2015) traffic analysis was based on expected
traffic and roadway conditions in 2015. It would be unreasonable
to expect that existing roadway conditions would continue to be
unchanged four years into the future with SR-11 in place. In some
cases, it would be impossible to assume that existing roadway
conditions would continue to be in place. For example, in the case of
the Two Interchange Alternative, SR-11 would connect to a segment
of Siempre Viva Road that does not yet exist. The Opening Year
(2015) traffic analysis relies on roadway improvements included
in the 2015 San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
regional transportation model, which provides a regional consensus
of the roadway improvements expected to be in place in 2015.

While cordon counts are a useful tool in transportation planning
analyses, they can provide misleading results in cases such as
the proposed project, where a major new roadway is introduced
into the network. An additional complication is that the results
vary among the various project alternatives and design variations.
For comparison purposes, however, a check was made of a
cordon count east of SR-125/SR-905 from Lone Star Road to the
international border. The 2009 Average Daily Traffic from Figure
3-3b is 35,850. The 2015 Average Daily Traffic (excluding SR-11)
is 49,900. The other alternatives appear to show similar results.
Since 2015 traffic levels are higher than 2009 traffic, there does not
appear to be a discrepancy.

Both the 2015 roadway network and the 2015 socioeconomic data
(land use assumptions) were based on the San Diego Association
of Governments (SANDAG) regional transportation model. It is
acknowledged that this model is a forecast of future conditions
and that actual conditions could develop differently from what
is expected in the model. However, the model is considered to
represent the best regional consensus of future conditions.
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c) DBased on a review of the December 15, 2006 dddendum to Real Esiate Market dnalysis, which
was prepared by Economics Research Associates (ERA), the County of San Diego determined
that the impacts of cumulative development, caused by placing all cumulative trips on the
network al one lime, exceeded the rate of the real estate market 1o potentially absorb developed
imdustrial land. Based on the reduced perceniage of develepment, the approved/pending projects
within the County of San Diego are anticipated to add 53,898 ADT to the East Otay Mesa arca by
the Year 2020 (see the attached Table 1.) If this number is reduced by 1% per year for five years
to et it fo Year 2015 conditions; that would mean approximately 51,200 ADT would be added 1o
the East Otay Mesa are by the Year 2015, Thus traffic entering/exiting the East Otay Mesa area
b the Year 2015 would significantly increase traffic over existing conditions rather than decrease
as what is currently projected in the SR-1J7 Tier IT Traffic Technical Report,

The 200 intersection lane configurations in several instances overstate what would be required based
on the 2015 AM/PM peak hour traffic volumes. Both Caltrans and the County of San Diego
n.-.:ngnir.: the need for dual left turn lanes once the left-turn demand is 300 vehicles per hour or mone.
(Copies of the relevant sections of the Caltrans Highway Design Mamuc! and County of San Diego’s
Public Rowd Standards are attaehed for reference.) However, as illustrated in the attached mark-ups
of 4-12d and 4-15d from the SR-17 Tier If Traffic Technical Report dual left turn lanes are proposed
at the Otay Mesa Road/Enrico Fermi Dirive imtersection when the maximum left-turn demand is 76
vehicles per hour. Further, the number of through lanes proposed at some intersections {such as the
(May Mesa Road/Enrico Fermi Drive interscction under the One Interchange Altemative) reduces the
W demand ner lane to as low as 26 vehicles mer lane ner hur 'I'I e 77 PM I'h'_'F]'L howur velncles
tr: n-.cl:nl. '.\,cqllmu:nd with 3 westhound through tra wel lanes, y vields 26 vehicles per fan per hour)

The proposed intersection and roadway conditions for 2015 do not appear to take into consideration
the physical andfor right-of way constraints that may limit the actual pavement widening that can be
constructed. For example under the SR-125/Two Interchange Design Variation (see attached Figure
1-37a from the SR-11 Tier If Traffic Technical Peport), the recommended 2015 lanz configurations
for the Otay Mesa Road/La Media Road intersection show six (6) easthound spproach lanes, seven
(7) westbound approach lanes, six (6) northbound approach lancs, and six (6) southbound approach
lanes. Based on D&A's knowledge of this area, the cxisting constraints at this intersection would
prohibit this lane geometry from being constructed.

The 2015 roadway segment level of service analysis does not wtilize roadway capacities that are
consistent with those identificd in Figures 4-1a and 4-1b for the segments of Britannia Bouwlevard,
Otay Mesa Road between La Media Road and SR-123, and Enrico Fermi Drive between Lone Star
Road and Otay Mesa Road, Figures 4-1a and 4-1b identifies Britannia Boulevard as a 6-lane Prime,
however the roadway segment level of service analysis analyzes this roadway segment as a d-lane
Major, Figurces 4-1a and 4-1b identifies Otay Mesa Road between La Media Road and SR-125 as a 6-
Lane Prime, however, the roadway segment level of service analysis analyzes this roadway segment
as an 8-lane Major. Figeres 4-1a and 4-1b identifies Enrico Fermi Drive between Lone Star Road and
{Hay Mesa Road as a 4-lane Major, however, the roadway segment level of service analysis analyzes
this roadway segment as a 6-lane Prime which is not consistent with the East Otay Mesa Specilic Plan
classification

Table 4, 2015 Roadway Segment Level of Service Analysis, the segment of Sunroad Boulevard
hetween Zinscr Road and Otay Mesa Road is located under the County of San Diego's jurisdiction,
not the City's.

T-21

T-20 It is agreed that traffic entering/exiting the Otay Mesa area can be

expected to increase by 2015, and the traffic analysis conducted
for the Draft and Final EIR/EIS supports this conclusion. See
Response to Comment T-18.

The number of through lanes on study area roadways for 2015
conditions was based on the SANDAG regional traffic forecasting
model. The determination of the number of turn lanes to be provided
was based on engineering judgement, since the model does not
specifiy the number of turn lanes to be provided at intersections.
In some cases, the number of turn lanes that are assumed exceed
the number needed to provide for adequate traffic operations. In all
cases, the number of lanes assumed is considered to be feasible,
given the roadway classifications included in the SANDAG model.
The intent was to indicate the expected available capacity of the
roadway system in 2015. This allowed for a fair comparison of the
various alternatives, comparing different traffic levels with a roadway
system assuming the same base lane geometry. In addition,
the methodology used in the traffic analysis avoided calling out
traffic impacts when the impact could be avoided by incorporating
additional turn lanes into future intersection improvements.

T-22 It is acknowledged that the determination of lane geometry for 2015

is a forecast of future conditions. However, the lane geometry
shown at Otay Mesa Road/La Media Road and other study
area intersections is considered to be consistent with roadway
classifications shown in the regional transportation model and in
City and County Circulation Elements. In some cases, right-of-way
needs to be acquired in order to improve local roadways to the
classifications shown in local Circulation Elements.

T-23 The discrepancies are noted and revised analysis is presented in

the supplemental traffic study and Final EIR/EIS.

T-24 The discrepancy is noted and revised analysis is presented in the

supplemental traffic study and Final EIR/EIS.
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2035 Conditions
The 20335 TeafTic analysis for the SK-11 is Mawed for the following reasons;

®  The Horizon Year (2035) Readway Sepment Classifications (Figures 3-1a and 3-19) appear to be

almost identical to the Opening Year (2015) Roadway Segment Classification (Figures 4-1a and 4-1h)
T-25 with the exception that under 2035 conditions Zinser Road is extended to Lone Star Road, the 2035
conditions include the Lone Star Road interchange at the SR-123, and for some reason the segments
of David Ridge Drive between Sunroad Boulevard and Alta Road and Piper Ranch Koad between
(ay Mesa Road and Airway Road are shown under 2015 conditions but not under 2035 conditions.
Does it really make sense that all of the same roadway improvements that are assumed 1o be
completed 25 years from today would also be completed in only five (5) vears from today? It would
seem to make more sense for the 2015 roadway conditions to have fewer roadway improvements than
the 23D conditions.

* A review of a north-south cordon just east of the SR-125 for the various alieratives finds that the
2035 forecasts have the following daily traffic entering/existing the cast (Otay Mesa area (not counting
the 45,600 ADT coming from the Port-of Entry):

T-26 o Mo Build Alternative: 167,000 ADT
B @ Two (2) Interchange Alternative: 157,200 ADT
o One (1) Interchange Allernative: 155,900 ADT

Mo Interchange Alternative: 176,000 AIYT

Mo explanation is provided as to why there is a range of 1,300 ADT (difference between the two {2)
interchenge alternative and the one (1) interchange alternative) and 19,500 ADT (difference between
the two (2) interchange alternative and the no interchange altemative) in the difference of volumes
entering/exiting the Cast Otay Mesa area. Repardless of the interchange alternative, the volume of
traffic entering/exiting the East Otay Mesa area should be approximately the same

» Az discussed earlier, if the current approved/pending projects in the East Otay Mesa area were fully
built out they would add approximately 175,521 ADT to the East (May Mesa area.  This does not
include the 52,300 ADT that are entering/exiting the East Otay Mesa area under existing conditions.

T-27 Therefore, it appears that the 2035 forecasts do not account for full build out of the approved/pending

projects in the County of San Diego. However, the 2035 roadway network depicted in Figures 3-la

and 3-1b assume the build out of all County of San Diego circulation element roadways, There is no

current funding for any of these roadway improvements, so an explanation needs to b2 provided as o

Twpw the roadway segments will be constructed.

e The 2035 roadway segment level of service analysis does not utilize roadway capacities thal are
consistent with those dentified in Figures 5-12 and 3-1b for the segments of Otay Mesa Road
between La Media Road and SR-123, and Enrico Fermi Drive between Lone Star Road and Otay
Mesa Road. Figures 5-1a and 3-1h identifies Otay Mesa Road between La Media Road and SR-1253
as a &-Lane Prime, however, the roadway sepment level of service analysis analyzes this roadway

T-28 segment as an 8-lane Major. Figures 5-1a and 3-1b identifies Enrico Fermi Drive between Lone Star

Road and Otay Mesa Road as a 4-lane Major, however, the roadway segment level of service analysis

analyzes this roadway scgment sometimes as a 4-lane Major and sometimes as a 6-lane Prime. It

should alse be noted that the 6-lane Prime classification for Enrico Fermi Drive is not consistent with
the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan classification

T-25 Roadway improvement assumptions for both 2015 and 2035 are
based on the SANDAG regional transportation model, which is
considered to provide the regional consensus regarding future
roadway improvements. If the study area develops very quickly, it
would be reasonable for 2015 and 2035 roadway conditions to be
similar.

T-26 Under the No Build Alternative and the various project build
alternatives, assumed roadway improvements vary and it would
be expected that travelers would choose different routes for trips
depending on the layout of the roadway network. Many of these
trips would cross the cordon line mentioned in the comment,
sometimes more than once. Therefore, the total traffic crossing the
cordon line would be expected to vary by alternative.

T-27 Both the assumed socioeconomic data (land use assumptions)
and the assumed roadway network are based on the SANDAG
regional transportation model, which is considered to provide the
regional consensus regarding future conditions. It is agreed that
the 2035 traffic forecasts are not considered to represent build-
out conditions; Figure 8-1 of the Traffic Technical Report provides
documentation of traffic forecasts provided by another study for
build-out conditions.

T-28 The discrepancies are noted and revised analysis is presented in
the supplemental traffic study and Final EIR/EIS.
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[+ If the ultimate classifications, per the East Ortay Mesa Specific Plan, are the basis for the 2035 _ . . . . .
roadway classifications and capacities, then the roadway classification for the sepment of Alta Road T-29 The dlSCfepanCleS are. nOted and re_\”sed anaIySIS IS presented in
narth of Lone Star Road should be changed to that of a 4-lane Specific Plan Road with a capacity of the su pp|ementa| traffic Study and Final EIR/EIS.
34,2000 ADT at 1LOS E. This would improve the 2035 level of service on this roadwey segment to an
T-29 acccptable LOS A Similarly, per the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan the segment of Enrico Fermi
Drive between Otay Mesa Road and the SR-11 is classified asd-lane Enhanced Maor Road, which
has a capacity of 47,000 ADT at LOS E. With the additional capacity, this segment would operate at
an acceptable LOS C under the No Build alternative and an acceptable LOS I wnder the two (2)
interehange ahernative and would thus not require a change in the circulation element classification.
— . Hin;\il;u' 1o 1I]m ?._[b!_i wtnarinI;]thr: 035 hm; i:b:gmeplicn cmmdili::m nTjdl to_b-c [cass:wl:;ﬁm nulftrll::_; T-30 ltis acknowledged that the determination Of lane geometry fOf 2035
make sure that it is reesonable to assume that the improvements could be in place by the year 2 . i
{i.c. s there is funding for the proposed improvements) but also that there ars no physical o right-of- is a forecast of future.condltlons. The lane geometry s.hown at _Otay
way constraints that would prevent the improvements from heing able to be implemented. For Mesa Road/La Media Road and other study area intersections,
cxample, based on D&A’s knowledge of the Fast Otay Mesa afea it fe not heleved tat t B however, is considered to be consistent with roadway classifications
ety Tasinn o st fon B ariep roen T ot S Sy o S e shown in the regional transportation model and in City and County
o two [2) castbound left furn lanes, Circulation Elements. In some cases, right-of-way needs to be
il et acquired in order to improve local roadways to the classifications
o one (1) casthound nght turn lane, . . .
T-30 & bas ) idticord 1 i s shown in local Circulation Elements.
o four (4) westbound through lanes,
j two (2) norihbound left tum lanes,
@ three (3) northbound through lanes,
o one (17 northbound right turn lane,
o two (2) southbound lefi twm lancs,
o three (3) southbound through lanes, and
o one {1} southbound right turn lane
[ ¢ Table 3, 2035 Roadway Segment Level of Service Analysis, the segment of Sunroad Boulevard . . . .. .
T-31 betwen Zimser Road ad Othy Mora Rasad is located nder the County of San inga's jurkdiction, T-31 The discrepancy is noted and revised analysis is presented in the
nat the City's. supplemental traffic study and Final EIR/EIS.
— *  The segment of Enrico Fermi Drive between Lone Star Road and Otay Mesa Road was analyzed
sometimes as a 6-lane Prime (note Figure 5-1a and 5-1b shows this segment a5 Major Road) and . . . . .
sometimes as & Major Road. The analysis should be consistent with how it treats this sepment of T-32 The discrepancies are noted and revised analysis is presented in
T-32 Enrico Fermi Drive or explain why there is a difference, 1t should be noted that the 6-lane Prime the supplemental traffic study and Final EIR/EIS.
classification is not consistent with the County of San Diego’s East Oty Mesa Specific Plan. The
County of San Diego's East Otay Mesa Specific Plan classifies the segment of Enrico Fermi Drive
between Lone Star Road and Otay Mesa Road as a Major Road with bike lanes.

March 2012 5-112 SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



T-33

T-34

T-35

T-36

T-37

T-38

Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Ms. Sandra Lavendar
Caltrans, District 11
January 25, 2011
Page 8

COMMENTS RELATED TO THE DRAFT EIR/EIS

= A review of Table 38-3 of the EIR finds that the No Interchange Alternative With the Toll
Alternative is only projected to add 45,600 ADT 1o the Mainline SR-11 Toll Road. However, with
the Two Interchange With Toll Plus SR-905/SR-125/5R-11 Full Interchange Yariation there is
projected to be 79,800 ADT added to the mainline segment of the SE-11 Toll Road {an increase of
34,2000 ADT), Further review of Table 3.8-3 2lso reveals that between Enrico Fermi Drive and
Siempre Viva Road there is a project demand of 72,600 ADT that will be utilizing the two

interchanaes

+ Tahle 2.2 of the EIR projects that the difference in costs between constructing the “no interchange”
and “Two Interchange With Siempre Viva Road Full Interchange Variation™ is 38,700,000 and the
diflerence betwesn constructing the “no imterchange™ and ““l'wo Interchange With Siempre Viva
Road Base Line Variation”™ is 18,000,000, With tolls projected to range between 332,00 to 347,30 for
commercial vehicles and 81,60 to $7.00 for passenger wvehicles (sec page 5-3 of the EIR) the
difference in costs of constructing the two interchanges can easily be made up for by the significant
increase in traffic that the two interchanges will draw to the SR-11.

CONCLUSIONS

Although the waiTic analysis was based on flawed information, given that all scenarios were analyzed

2 following conclusions can be made:

s The Mo Interchange aliernative will create more impacts on the roadway network than sither the Two
{2} interchange or the One (1) interchange altemative. Eliminating the segments of Alta Road north
of Otay Mesa Road and Enrico Fermi Drive between Otay Mesa Road and SR-11 (since they were
analyzed with too low of capacities), the No interchange alternative will impact six (6) roadway
segments and four (4) intersections where as the Two (2) interchange alternative will only impact two
(2) roadway segments and two (2) intersections and the One (1) interchange alternative will only
impact two (21 roadway segments and one intersection.

®  The Twoa (2) interchangze alternative is the only alternative that will not require rondway segments to
be improved beyond their classification identified in the City of San Diege Circulation Plan or the
County of San Diego East Otay Mesa Specific Plan.

= The Ome (1) interchange alternative (1) and the No interchange alternative (along with the No
Build alternative) will require that the segment of Siempre Viva Road between the SR-905 and
Paseo De Las Americas be widened beyond the City’s classification of a 6-lane Prime Arterial.
Under the two (2) interchange gliemative, this segment of Siempre Viva Road will operate at an
acceptable LOS [ with the 6-lane Prime arterial classification and no medification to the
Circulation Plan will be reguired.

The Mo interchanga altenative will require that the segment of Lone Star Road between Sunroad
Boulevard and Encico Fermi Drive be widened bevond the County’s classihication of a &-lane
Prime Arterial. Under all other alternatives, this segment of Lone Star Read will operate at an
acceptable LOS D under the No Build aliernative, and acceptable LOS under the two (2} lane
imterchange alternative and an acceptable LOS D under the One (1) interchange alternative with
the f-lane Prime arterial classification and no modification 1o the East Otay Mese Specific Plan
Circulation Element will be required

T-33 The values documented in Table 3.8.3 are considered to be correct.
The traffic forecasts for SR-11 tend to increase as the number of
access points to SR-11 increase. Therefore, the alternative with the
lowest ADT is the No Interchange Alternative and the alternatives
with the highest ADT are the alternatives with two interchanges
along SR-11.

T-34 It is acknowledged that toll revenues would be expected to increase
with the addition of access points along SR-11. However, it is also
expected that toll rates would be different for vehicles crossing
the border as compared to vehicles travelling to or from the study
area without crossing the border. Therefore, it is not advisable to
conclude that the Two Interchange Alternative would be more cost-
effective based on the analysis provided in the comment.

T-35 It is acknowledged that the No Interchange Alternative would
generally add more traffic to the local roadway system than the Two
Interchange Alternative or the One Interchange Alternative.

T-36 The supplemental traffic study and Final EIR/EIS conclude that the
Preferred Alternative and the Two Interchange Alternative would
not adversely affect roadway segments or intersections, and no
measures to address operations impacts would be required for
these two build alternatives. This issue is, however, not considered
to cause the other alternatives to be infeasible, since it is feasible
for County and City roadway plans to be changed.

T-37 The adverse effect of the No Interchange Alternative on Siempre
Viva Road was acknowledged in the Draft EIR/EIS. This road
segment would not be adversely affected by the other build
alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, which is analyzed
in the Final EIR/EIS.

T-38 The adverse effect of the No Interchange Alternative on Lone Star
Road was acknowledged in the Draft EIR/EIS. This road segment
would not be adversely affected by the other build alternatives,
including the Preferred Alternative, which is analyzed in the Final
EIR/EIS.
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o Therefore, since the two (2) interchange altzrnative will not require roadway segments to be
T-39 improved beyond their classification identified in the City of San Diego Circulation Plan or the
County of San Diego East Otay Mesa Specific Plan, it is concluded that the two (2) interchange

alternative is the superior alternative.

T-39 See Response to Comment T-36.

T-40 #  The cost differential for constructing the twio (2) interchanges can easily be made up by the additional T-40 See Response to Comment T-34.
- tolls that will be generated by the significant increase in traffic that the two interchanges-sal-draw to
-\E‘; |' o,

the SR-11. dl
-&f-—- Fa
E\-:g el

DARNELL & ASSOCIATES, INC. wl N.2n

Tk

- 25 . SELOF caltla
Bill E. Darnell, P.E, Date Signed: _ (/"
Firm Principal
RCE 22338

Atlachmenls:
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EOMPOA

East Otay Mesa Property Owners Association

January 2¥, 2011

ViA ELECTROMIC MAIL OMLY

Ms. Sandra Lavender
Caltrans, District 11

4050 Taylor Street

ME-242

San Mege, California 92110
Sandra_Lavender@dot.ca,gov

Re: State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Draft Tier Il Environmental Impact
Report/Emvironmental Impact Statement dated November 2010 (the “DEIR/EIS™)

Dear Ms Lavender:
Please see our attached comment letter,
The East Otay Mesa Property Owners Association (EOMPOA) supports the Two Full

Interchanges Alternative.

Sincerely,

Ricartio Jinich, Chairman
East Oray Mesa Property Owners Association

Artachment: Comment Letter

1050 Rosecrans Street, Ste. B
San Diego, CA 92106

619,222 8155+ £19.222 8154
ricardoparagoncomgany.com

U-1 Comment noted.

March 2012

5-115

SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



U-2

Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS RESPONSES
.I'IL LAW OFFICE '.'.'F_l 5
C}'ﬂrhi‘ﬂ L' E,dred 2481 Congredd Street
San Diego, Califarnia 32110
Telephone: 619.233,7366
Facsimile: 619.233.7300
VIA ELECTRONIC MATL ONILY
January 27, 2011
Ms. Sandra Lavender
Caltrans, District 11
4050 Taylor Strect
M5-242
San Diego, California 92110
sandra lLavenderf@dot.ca.pov
Re: St R?nr:: 11 and the Oray Mesa East Port of Entey Diraft Tier 11 Environmental Impact U-2 AlthOUgh Caltrans strives to be consistent with local planS, freeWay
o 1 o . - . . N . EF T IS H ’
Report/Emvironmental Impact Statement dated November 2000 (the “TYEIR/EIS™) p|annlng eﬁ-'orts are not bound by those planS. Caltrans freeway
Dear Ms, Lavender: planning must meet Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
requirements, including consistency with the Highway Design
ey oatie Manual. Although some exceptions to specific requirements
comments to the DEIR/EIS, o SppTeeEi TS SRRy T = e may be granted where warranted, Caltrans’ highest priorities are
the operational efficiency and safety of its new freeway designs.
The DEI H.n‘jl.':l?- s:ﬂ\:,ﬂ_\':ci:.\‘ q:rw “build” altermarives: f‘].) a 'J..'wn [_mr:tchun_gu .-\'Il'url'iari'rrt,:lt-'irhin wh.i:g'h Although the EOMSP shows a full interchange at Siempre Viva
Ronds ami (5 & £ interchunge & Hnrce Faeen Drive with 2 half interchangs a Siemmoee Viva Road separated from an approximately 20-acre Port of Entry (POE)
Road; (2} 51\ ':"Pnl;' ]nl:l_\rl;h,lngch,-\hcmq:i\'c_ ]1],.1:1'!',[_‘ the inrc[c'hﬂngc at Alta R:;d; and [!1:- a Mo by over 1,000 feet Of SR'11, the pl'OJeCt deSIgn IS mUCh dlfferent
Interchange Alternative. today, with an approximately 100-acre POE, an approximately
_ . - . e i R 23-acre Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF), and
Contrary o statements made n the DEIR/EIS, ooly the Two Interchange Alternative with full . . . ..
interchanges at Entieo Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Road (the “Two, Full Interchanges insufficient Space.remalnlng. to accommodate _S.OUthbou_nd access
.'\L]rr:rnmijrc."} is Fonsismnr with the Fasr {:}l:lj: _Me.lm Specific Plan (the “Specific Plan™). The to SR-11 from Slempre Viva Road. A modified dGSIQn of the
H_l-IRIF--:; ".H"H.f.'}:k}}(j?“]ﬁf"“ chat mllh-{ -1~<-¢It';r %’l?ﬂ r?'-;ll:I‘-lTn«;--‘- tw 1j\fhf“ff‘:f'_' amended to Two Interchange Alternative has been identified as the Preferred
- el sy al S sltapmetiom sl s Tt T mtenges Sl et Alternative that would accommodate northbound commercial
e The Specific Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diego (the access to Slempre Viva Road, as well as fU” southbound access
“Board”) on July 27, 1994, and has been s.|1|14.-m1udq:.-|.-r:u times since. Beginning 1-..'1'r|_1 the Second to Siempre Viva Road. It would be the County’s responsibi”ty to
|1I.ITlL‘I'IdI11L'I'lt,.a]1i:lh:.i‘-'L't| by llhu Board on June 12, 2002, nlldl Conmmuing rhr_::ugh every s.uhlﬁr.-qur:nr amend the EOMSP to accommodate the flnal deS|gn Of SR-11 and
amendment, including the Seventh Amendment, approved by the Board on September 15, 2010, the . . .
Specific Plan's Land Use Plan and Circulation Element have incleded SR-11 with two, full the Otay Mesa EaSt POE AnaIySIS Of the Preferred Alternatlve IS
interchanpes, In the F|na| EIR/EIS
U-3 Please refer to our response to Comment U-2. In addition, the
current Circulation Plan (dated September 15, 2010) acknowledges
the following: “Alignment for SR-11 and interchange locations are
being studied and may change.”
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Ms. Sandra Lavender
January 27,2011
Page 2

The DEIR/FIS points to language in the Specific Plan 25 amended in 2002 to conclude thar all
U-3 “budld™ alternatives are consistent with the Specific Plan because it recognizes, “the likely need for
(cont.) (?i:mlar.im Plan adjusrments o accommaodare SR-11..." The Specific Plan has been amended five
imes since 2002 The language from the 2002 amendment referenced in the DEIR/EIS 15 noe

found in any subsequent amendment of the Specific Plan.

Even if it were, clearly, given the specificity of the goals, figures, and text of the Specific Plan
beginning in 2002 through 2014, the Specific Plan does not contemplage thar the eliminaton of teo
nterchanges, the eimination of one interchange, or the eliminadon of an imerchange and the
reduction of the remaining  interchange to a half interchange could be chamcienzed as
“accomimodations™ to SR-11 facilities,

The Specific Plan as amended in 2009 and 2010 expressly and repeatedly states the importance of
the two mterchanges. 2010 Specdific Plan Policy C-13 states in part: “The County will assist property
awnets by working with SANDAG, Caltrans, and the federal government to ensure that SR-11 and
the second Otay Mesa Pore of Entry will be planned, designed and constructed i a manner
cu:l'l:ii:-n_'l't! wi.tl'l I:|'|.'|.-a 5puciﬁ: lJl;m. ]r.np-nd't:nt ft:ﬂtums mchude road s]lE:nmunt, oo i[!h:rl.‘]‘lﬂ:l‘lhﬂ:si
(Enrico Fermi Road, Siempre Viva Road), and clevated road segments to ensure connectivity within
the lecal road nerarock without the use of I.)I.'i.d.:l:"‘l.'ﬂ.,l

In discussing regional access, the 2009 amended Specific Plan swates, “[p]lanned Stare Routes (SR-
125 and 5R-11})...are critical to accommaodanng the future development of the entire Otay Mesa
area,” The 2010 amended Specific Plan states that, “[fluture regional thoroughfares [SR-125 and
SR-11] play an important role in the development of East Otay Mesa” The Movember 2005, 2007,
2009, and 2010 amended Specific Plans all state in the same discussion on regional access thae, “SR-
i1..would.. . provide fwo new nterchanges at Ennco Fermi Dinve and Siempre Viva Road.” There
= no caveat that mlggr.sqrx that either or both of the full il'll‘t‘.rl:hﬂtﬁi_‘ﬂl.'x are |:|p1u:-nu|. ."'Lr.hhti.qul:]l}', SR-
11 cannot provide functional, regional access for Bast Otay Mesa unless 5R-11 mcludes
mterchanges,

Table 3.8-3 of the DEIR/ELS projects thar the number of average daily trips (“ADT™) on 5R-11 will
merease substantally in both years 2015 and 2035 if the two full intecchanges are included in the
project.  For c:-:amp!-.t, the “I'wo Interchange With 'l'rﬂl Plus SR-905,/5R-125/5R-11 Full
e RO P PP TO GO ATVT i Wegr M35 o bmcsmase of coer 14 (M)

IS CRPCOITO 80 SCIVC /7oy e s 0 IEar oo, G0 IMCITass 00 OVETD Sy

Tovtrpetnmrmem Rt
ITEOANET Y anaton

ADT if no interchanges are mcluded, According to the table, .|[J|Jtu:sl.m.tl:t,|:.- M% of the traffic on
SR-11 will utilize the interchanges in Year 2035 Both interchanges are expected to be utilized
u-5 “rell™ in Year 2015 and “heavily™ in Year 2035,

Given the projected usage of the interchanges, 1t appears highly unlikely that Caltrans could
determine it ﬁm1nciq]]:|.' infeasible to construct the oo, fuall I.ﬂtllrthslﬂ.gl.‘!. In rn.c1, it :11‘JPL':1l‘.‘i that the
projeet would not be financially feasible without them. Table 2-2 of the DEIR/EIS projects that the
difference in costs between constructing the “No Imterchange™ and “Two Interchanges With
Siempre Viva Road Full Interchange Variadon™ is 338,700,000,  With wlls projecred o range
berween $32.00 to $47.30 for commercial vehicles and $1.60 to $7.00 for passenper vehicles (see
page 5-3 of the DEIR/EIS), the difference in costs of construeting the two, full interchanges ean

U-5 Comments noted.
above.

U-4 Comments noted. Please also refer to Response to Comment U-2.

Please refer to Response to Comment U-2
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January 27, 2011
Page 3
U-5 easily be made up for by the projected significant increase in traffic that the tweo interchanges would
(cont_) draw o SR-11.

Further, 1 2008 Caltrans cerdfied the Program Environmental Impact Report/Phase 1
Environmental Impact Statement that analyzed SR-11 at a programmatic level. Since that ome, if
not earlier, Caltrans has consistently requested that the County of San Diego require apphicants for
pﬂlpimml i’\lﬂl‘ﬂh‘! (|e'.\'(!](1r|mr!rlr prt;uj:,'r.fs in Bast (l:".':l!,' Mesa to reserve the .'l[sr\rrn.'cd F('uutpriﬂtuf SR

11 for that use. The footprint, as reflected in the Specific Plan, includes the two, full interchanges
Following Calteans” lead, Policy C-1 of the Specific Plan as amended in 2010 requires properry
owmers to reserve right-of-way for SR-11, and “to reserve additional dght-of-way on Enrco Fermi
U-6 Drwe and Siempre Viva Road for futare ramps and anxiliary lanes to access the SR-11 freeway
extension”,

s stated i the atached letter from Darnell & Assoctates, Inc. (“Damell™) dated January 26, 2011,
the Twao, Full Interchanges Alternative is the superor alternative when analyzing the potenmal
unp:lrlx uff{l{-’ | on the ||sru| rr,m(]wn:.' 11J'hrr_'|rl(. Tht: -|"\:w"|1 Fﬁﬂ] Tnt:.'r»:h-an_!_:n;'s_; ,-\ltg*mﬂti\'t: is,' r'nt,' on1}'
alternative that would not require roadway segments to be improved beyond their classifications
wlentified mn either the Circulation Element of the City of San Diego’s Otay Mesa Community Plan
o the Circulation Element of the County's East Oy Mesa Specific Plan.

Very truly yours,

{ ::|'I'|.[I'|1.'.'I L. ﬂ]t!n:t!. E".MI.
M T LA e e e rrrs 4T T
THE LAW OFFICE OF CYWNTHIA L. ELDRED
Arachment

i . .
[ {via electronic mail only)

EOMPOA

Darnell & Associates

U-6 Comment noted. The Phase | EIR/EIS indicated that the Phase
| process was only addressing the SR-11 alignment and POE
location and that the actual design of SR-11 would be studied in Tier
Il. After Phase | of the proposed project, the EOMSP Circulation
Plan was apparently revised to reflect the Western Alternative with
respect to SR-11, without also reflecting the selected Western POE.
The Circulation Plan still shows a POE of about 20 acres, not the
100-acre POE approved in the 2008 PEIR/PEIS. Furthermore, the
Circulation Plan still shows a very small full interchange at Siempre
Viva Road; significantly smaller than the full interchange at Enrico
Fermi Drive and the conceptual Siempre Viva Road interchange
depicted in the Phase | Western Alternative. If the full, 100-acre
site necessary for a new POE and the entire acreage required for
the Siempre Viva Road Full Interchange Variation were reflected on
the Circulation Plan, the proximity and consequent limited weaving
space between the POE and the interchanges would become more
apparent.

The advantages of the Two Interchange Alternative with the
Siempre Viva Road Full Interchange Variation with respect to
potential impacts to the local roadway network are acknowledged,
but it has been determined that this variation is operationally
infeasible, due to the proximity of Siempre Viva Road to the POE
and the need to separate commercial and passenger vehicles. The
issue of potential impacts to local roadways has been considered in
the identification of the Preferred Alternative, which would provide
the maximum feasible access and the greatest consistency with
current development plans, while maintaining necessary safety
and security. Analysis of the Preferred Alternative is presented in
the supplemental traffic study and Final EIR/EIS. The Preferred
Alternative and Two Interchange Alternative would not adversely
affect roadway segments or intersections. Responses to comments
from Darnell & Associates are provided below.
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Darnell < ASSOCIATES, INC.

TRAKNSPORTATION PLANNING & TERARFIC ENGINEERTYG

Jangary 26, 200 1

Cwnthia [ Fldred

The Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred
2481 Congress Sirect

San Diego. CA 92110 DA Ref. Mo 101205

Subjes: Review af the Interchange Altematives in the Movember 2000 SH-2T Tier I Traffie

Techmicol Repor
[rear Ms. Eldred:
The fellowing summarizes Darnell & Associates, [nc, { D& A) review of the interchange alternatives in the

November 20010 SR-1{ Tier [ Traffic Technical Repart. Please feel free to contact the office if vou have
any questions regarding any of our comments,

“ The Movember 2000 S8-1 7 Tier If Traffic Techmice! Bepord makes the conclusion that regardless
of which inteschange alternative is constructed there will be the need te improve several roa
sepments beyond their classification identified in either the City of San Diege Circulation Plan or
the County of San Diegoe East Otay Mesa Specific Plan.  However, the analysis thal was
conducted within the November 2010 SR-JJ Ner I Traffic Techmical Repary assumed that the
sepment of Enrico Fermi Drive between Otay hMesa Road and the SR-11 was classified as a 4-
lame Major Road with a capacity of 37,000 ADT. [f the ultimaic classifications, per the East (Hay
Muesn Specific Plan, are the basis for the 2035 rondway classifications and capacities, then the
ropdway classification for this segment of Enrico Fermi Drrive should have been assumed to be a
A-lune Enhanced Major Boad, which has a capacity ol 47,000 ADT al LOS E. With the
additional capacity. this segment would operate al an acceplable LOS [ or better under all
conditions {L.e. it would operile of LOYS C under the Mo Build 2035 altermative, and LOS D under
the 2025 two interchange altermative) amd would thus not require 2 change i the circulation

clement classification. Therefore, the S8-F Tavr I Traffic Technical .'{.-__(..-_-—.' should have
luded that the twe (2] mierchange altemative was the only alterr
il

San Ddepgo Circalation Plan or the Courty of San Diep

v that would not require

zific Plan

t Otay Ble

. D& A s review of the Movember 2000 SR T Tier i Trafitc Technical Report Tound that The No
ay network than either the Two (2)
interchange or the Oine (1) interchange alternative.  Eliminating the segments of Alta Road north
of Otay Mesa Road and Enrico Fermi Drive between Otay Mesa Road and SR-11 (since thex
were analyzed with 1oo low of capacities), the No interchange allernative will impact six {(6)
rofudwany sements and fowr (4) intersections where as the Two (2) interchange alternative will
only impact two (2) roadway segments and two (2) infersections and the One (1) interchange
alternative will only impact two {2) roadway segments and one (1) intersection. [t should be
noded that although the One Interchange altern:
scenario, the impact on the two roadway segments associated with the Ome
sociated with the Two Interchange

i o e S e s i e S S e W il B
Ve Wikl NCQUie 4 COang 0 wic iy n Sai

Interchange alternative will ereate more impacts on the road

ative impacts one 1) less intersection than the Twao

alternative are more severe than

Diego Circulation Plan.

1446 FROMT STREET = SUITE 300 = 5AN O
PHONE: 618-233-0373 » FAX E19-233-4034
E-moi- affl nr.-:"_-‘;x;lur"\-r.-' as50c.com

n cither the City of

u-7

The change in the designation of Enrico Fermi Drive and resulting
change in LOS are acknowledged and revised analysis has been
presented in the supplemental traffic study and Final EIR/EIS.
The Preferred Alternative and Two Interchange Alternative would
not adversely affect roadway segments or intersections, and no
measures to address operations impacts would be required for
these two build alternatives. This issue is not considered to cause
the other alternatives to be infeasible; however, since it is feasible
for County and City roadway plans to be changed. None of the
project alternatives is considered to require a change in local
roadway plans, since that is a decision that would be made by local
officials based on a number of considerations in addition to traffic
conditions resulting from the proposed project.

The impact of the various project alternatives on the local roadway
system is documented in the EIR/EIS and this is one of many factors
that were considered in the identification of a modified version of the
Two Interchange Alternative as the Preferred Alternative, which is
analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS.
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Cynthin L. Ekired
The Law ©Tice of Cynthia L. Ebdred
Jamuary 24, 2011

Page 2

w As diseussed carlier, the Two (2) interchange altemnative is the only al
require roadway segments o be improved beyond their classification identifie

rnative that will mot
] in the City of San

Dicgo Circulation Plan or the County of San Diego East Otay Mesa Specific Plan,

The One (1) interch

Mo Build alternative) will require that 1he segrment of Siempre Viva Rosd betwee
M3 and Paseo De Las Americas be widened beyond the City's als

Prime Arterial

Rewel will operate

alternative {1} and the Ne |r|1|.'n.|1.‘.nt;<: altemative {along

with the
the SR-
fication of & 6-lane

nder the two (2} interchange alternative, this segment of Siempee Viva
an peceptable LOS 1 with the é-lane Prime arterinl classification and
aa modification to the Circulation Plan wall be required

a The Mo mterchange aliernative will require that the scgment of Lone Star Road hetween
Sunread Boulevard and Enrico Fermi Drive be widened beyond the County’s classification
of & 6-lane Prime Arterial. Under all other alternatives, this segment of Lone Star Road will
operate at an acceplable LOS D under the Mo Build altemative, and acceptable LOS under

the two (2) interchange alernative ad an acceptable LOS D under the One (1} int

altermative with the 6-lane Prime

archange

arterial classification and no modification oo the East Otay
Mesa Specitic Plan Circulation Element will be required

o Therefore, since the twa [2) interchange alternative will not require roadway segments 1o be

improved beyond their classification identifed in the City ol

Diego Circulation Plan or

the County of San Diego East Oy Meza Specific Plan, it is concluded that the twa (2)

interchange alernative is the superior alternative

Sincerely,

FESSIo
QE Sm‘#

U-9 See Response to Comment T-36.

U-10 See Response to Comment T-37.

U-11 See Response to Comment T-38.

U-12 See Response to Comment T-36.

DARNELL & ASSOCIATES, TNC. ﬁi
2
L & ;
'a 3 o,
£/ OF CALVTS
wrnell, PLUE. Date Signed: Rt i £
Firm Principal
RCE 22338
BLEDvvsh
HH8-Review of SR-11 In Ademnatives-BiZ (00-26-1 | Ldoztil1 |
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OMPOA

Otay Mesa Property Owners Association

V1A ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY

Jamuary 31, 2011

Ms. Sandra Lavender
Caltrans, Distrce 11

4050 Taylor Street

M5-242

San Diego, Califomia 92110

Re: State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Dreaft Tier I Environmental Impact
Report/ Environmental Impact Statement dated Movember 2010 (the “DEIR/EIZ"™)

Dear Ms. Lavender:

The Otay Mesa Properry Owners Association ("OMPOA™) appreciates the opportenity to provide
the following comments to the DEIR/EIS,

The DEIR/EIS analyzes three “build” aliernagves: (1) 2 Two Inerchange Aliernative, within which
are two optons: (3] a full interchange at Ennco Fermi Dieive with a full interchange ar Siempre Viva
Road; and {b) a full interchange at Enrico Fermi Drive with a half interchange at Siempre Viva
Road; (2) a One Interchange Alternatve, placing the interchange at Alta Road; and (3) a No

Interchange Alternasve.

Contrary to statements made in the DEIR/EIS, only the Two Interchange Alternative with full V-1 See Responses to Comments U-2 through U-6.
interchanges at Enmico Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Road ({the “Two, Full Interchanges
Aliernative™) is consistent with the Bast Otay Mesa Specific Plan {the “Specific Plan™. The
DEIR/EIS itself acknowledges that the Spedfic Plan would need to be further amended o
accornimaodate any “build” alternative other than the Two, Full Interchanges Alternamve.

The Specific Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diepo (the
“Board") on July 27, 1994, and has been amended seven times since, Beginning with the Sscond
Amendment, approved by the Board on June 12, 2002, and continnng through every subsequent
amendment, including the Seventh Amendment, approved by the Board on Seprember 15, 2010, the
Specific Man's Land Use Plan and Circuladon Element have included SR-11 with two, full

intercianges,

3111 Camimo del Rio Morth, 5te. 100
San Diego, C& 92108
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M. Sandra Lavender
January 31, 2011
Page 2

The DEIR/EIS points to language in the Specific Plan as amended in 2002 to conclade that all
“build” alternatives are consistent with the Specific Plan because it recognizes, “the likely need for
Circulagion Plan adjustments to sccommodate SE-11..." The Specific Plan has been amended five
times since 2002, The language from the 2002 amendment referenced in the DEIRSEIS iz not
found in any subsequent amendment of the Specific Plan,

Even if it were, cleadly, given the specificity of the goals, figures, and text of the Specific Plan
beginning in 2002 through 2010, the Specific Plan does not contemplare that the elimination of two
interchanges, the eliminadon of one interchange, or the eliminaton of an interchange and the
reduction of the remaining interchange to a half interchange could be characterized as
“accommodations™ to SR-11 facilites.

The Specific Plan as amended in 2009 and 2010 expressly and repeatedly states the importance of
the nwo interchanges. 2010 Specific Plan Policy C-13 states in part: “The County will assist property
owners by working with SANDAG, Calerans, and the Federal government to ensure thar SR-11 and
the second Owmy Mesa Pore of Enuy will be planned, designed and constructed in & manner
consistent with this Specific Plan. Imporetant features include poad alignment, two inerchanges
{(Ennice Fermi Road, Siempre Viva Road), and elevited road SEEMENTS [0 ensure connectivity within
the local road network without the use of bridges.”

V-1 In discussing regional access, the 2009 amended Specific Plan statcs, “[p|lanned State Routes [3R-
(cont.) 125 and SR.11)...are critical to accommodating the future development of the entire Oray Mesa
area.” The 2010 amended Specific Plan states that, “[Fluture regional thoroughfares [SR-125 and
SR-11] play an important role in the development of East Otay Mesa™ The November 2005, 2007,
2009, and 2010 amended Specific Plans all state in the same discussion on regional access that, “SR-
11...wrould. . provide rwo new interchanges at Enrico Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Road” There
is no caveat that suggests thar eicher or both of the full interchanges are aptonal, Additionally, SR-
11 cannot provide functional, regional access for East Oty Mesa unless SR-11 includes
intepchanpes

Table 3.8-3 of the DEIR/EIS projects that the number of wverage daily erps (“ADT™) on S5R-11 will
increase substantially in both years 2015 and 2035 if the rwo full interchanges are included in the
project.  For cample, the “Two Inerchange With Toll Ples SR-905/SR-125/5R-11 Full
lnterchange Vadatdon® is expected to serve 79,800 ADT in Year 2035, an increase of over 34,000
ADT if ae interchanges are included. According to the table, approximately 91% of the traffic on
SR-11 will wtilize the interchanges in Year 2035, Both interchanges are expected o be utilized
“well™ in Year 2015 and “"heavily'” in Year 2035,

Given the projected usage of the interchanges, it appears highly unlikely thar Calerans could
dewcrmine it financially infeasible to consteust the two, full interchanges. Table 2-2 of the
DEIR/EIS projects thar the difference in costs berween constructing the “Mo Interchange™ and
“Twa [nterchanges With Siempre Viva Road Full Interchange Variation™ is $38,700,000, With
p— - L &7 -

tolls projected to range berween $32.00 1o 247.30 for commercial vehicles and 3160 o $7.00 for

PELIDL O Tange etwres

passenger vehicles (see page 5-3 of the DEIR/EIS), the difference in costs of constructing the two,
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Mz, Sandra Lavender
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Page 3

full inteechanges can easily be made up for by the projected significant incecase in traffic thar the
two inrerchanges would deaw o SR11.

Fucther, in 2008 Calirans ceriified the Program Enviconmental Impact Report/Phase 1
Environmeneal Impact Statement that analyzed SR-11 ar a programmatic level  Since that time, if
not earlier, Caltrans has consistently requested that the County of San Diego require applicants for
proposed private development projects in East Oray Mesa to reserve the approved Footprint of SR

V-1 11 for that use. The foorprint, as reflected in the Spectfic Plan, includes the two, full interchanges,
Fallmwing Caltrane” lead, Policy ©-1 of she Seecific Plan a: smended i 2000 megibres Bromeriv
(Cont.) e » el oA SPRldUl SUER 43 SWEhASU i LIV TEQUUTCs property

wwmers o veseeve vight-of-way for SR-11, and “to reserve additional right-ofoway on Endco Feemi
Drive and Siempre Viva Road for furure ramps and ausiliary lanes to access the SR-11 freeway
extension™, ’

The Two, Full Interchanges Alternative is the only alrernatve thar would not tequire roadwway
segmenis to be improved beyond their classifications identified in either the Circulation Element of
the City of San Diego's Otay Mess Community Plan or the Circulation Element of the County's
East Otay Mesa Specific Plan, )

= conclusion, the DMPOA fecls that the Two, Full Interchanges Altesnative s the superior V-2 Comment noted. The issue of potential impacts to local roadways

alemauve when analyzing the potential impacts of SR-11 on the local madway network, 1 SR-11 . . . Lo .

V-2 iz b|.u.'|r without interchanges, all Chay Mesa waffic would need w0 exit on Ciry streets, putting has be.en Cor.]SId.ered .”:] the Identlfl.catlon of the Prefer.red
additional stress on the already congested road nerwork and infrastructure. SR-11 and County Alternative, which is anticipated to provide the maximum feasible
traffic will negatively impact local circulation and property values in Otay Mesa, which is of grave access and the greatest consistency with current development

| concern to the City property owners. plans, while maintaining necessary safety and security. Analysis

of the Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.

o &£
Rob Hixson, Chairman
Ohay Mesa Property Owners Association

Wery truly yours,
P Y,
L T —
I
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Repor/Envirommental Impact Surement daved November 2010 (the “DEIR/EIS™)
Dear Ms. Lavender:

This office represents East Otay Mesa Recycling and Landfill Facility, LLC, EOM Batch Plane, LP,
Internanonal Industnal Parck, D&Y Landholdings, Amencan Intemational Raang, Inc, KYDDLF
& RDILFG FT NO 1, LLC, Alta Pareels, LP, DGEN LP, Oitay Mesa Propesty 1P, OMC
Propertics, LLEC, Rancho Vista Del Mar, TPO LLC, Alta Cafe, L., and Ortay Internadonal LLC,
collectively owning 1,940 acees within East Ouay Mesa and collectively referred to as National
Enterprises, Inc. (“MEI) regarding NEs comments to the DEIR/DEIS. NEI appreciates the
oppormunity to provide the following comments to the DEIR/EIS.

I'he DETR/EIS analyzes theee “tanld” alternanves: (1) a Two Interchange Aleernative, within which
are two options (1) a full interchange at Enrco Fermi Diove with a full interchange at Siempre Viva
Road; and (b) a full interchange at Enrico Fermi Drve with a half interchange at Siempre Viva
Road; (2) 2 One Interchange Alternative, pladng the intetchange at Alta Road; and (3) a No
Interchange Alternative.

Fasr Oeay Mesa Specific Plan Consistency

. THE LAW DFFICE OF
cynf‘.—f’ﬂ‘ﬂ i. Eidred 2481 Congress Strect
San Diego, Califormia 92170
Telephone: 619233 7366
Facsimile: 619.233.7390
VIA ELECTROMNMIC MAIL ONILY
February 1, 2011
Ms. Sandra Lavender
Caltrans, District 11
4030 Taylor Street
MS-242
San Diego, Califormia 92110
Sandra Lavender{ifidorca gov
Re State Roure 11 and the Oty Mesa Bast Port of Eatry Deaft Tier [T Envitonmental Impact

W-1 Although Caltrans strives to be consistent with local plans,

freeway planning efforts are not bound by those plans. Caltrans’
freeway planning must meet Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) requirements, including consistency with the Highway
Design Manual. Although some exceptions to specific
requirements may be granted where warranted, Caltrans’
highest priorities are the operational efficiency and safety of its
new freeway designs. Although the East Otay Mesa Specific
Plan (EOMSP) shows a full interchange at Siempre Viva Road
separated from an approximately 20-acre Port of Entry (POE)
by over 1,000 feet of SR-11, the project design is much different
today, with an approximately 100-acre POE, an approximately
23-acre Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF), and

Contrary to statements made in the DEIR/ELS, poly the Two [nterchange Alternatve with full inSUfﬁCient space remaining to accommOdate SOUthbound access
mterchanges at Ennco Fermi Dove and Siempre Viva Road (the “Two, Full Interchanges tO SR'11 from Siempre Viva Road. Am0d|f|ed deSign Of the TWO
Aleernative”) is consistent with the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan (the “Specific Plan™).  The |nterchange Alternative has been identified as the Preferred
DEIR/EIS irself nfk1jr>\:ltr1cdg|:5 that the Specific _1'_’]111 ?:ould need to be Furth.L'r amended to Alternative Wh|Ch W0u|d accommodate northbound CommerCiaI
accommodate any “huild™ alternative other than the Two, Full Interchanges Alternative, . X
: access to Siempre Viva Road, as well as full southbound access
to Siempre Viva Road. It would be the County’s responsibility to
amend the EOMSP to accommodate the final design of SR-11
and the Otay Mesa East POE.
Please note responses to Darnell and Associates’ letter below.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

M5, Sandra Lavender
February 1, 2011
Page 2

The Specific Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diego (the
“HI:-'.I.N'.“;I u|'|._'|u|.:.l 17, |'=.|'.]\1,, afie] ]1:5 |‘.|1'e|'| nfnt-.ﬂllﬂl SEVEeT) Ii‘h’H‘.I" e, Hr.gmrliﬂg with the Sﬁ;gmd
Amendment, approved by the Board on June 12, 2002, and contnuing through every subsequent
umr.-:]rjmt:'lt, i:lldunl'mg the Seventh .".tncndmu:ﬂ.l, :J.PF:I'I::I'\'EIJ |::}' the Board on Hc‘ptumlmr 151 20 |:|1 the
Specific Plan’s Land TUse Plan and Circuladon Element have ncleded SR-11 wath pwo, full

interchanges.

I'he DEIR/EIS points to language in the Specific Plan as amended in 2002 to conclude that all
“build™ altematives are consistent with the Specific Plan because it recognizes, “the likely need for
Circulation Plan adjusrmenes to accommaodare SR-11...." The Specific Plan has been amended five
tmes since 2002, The language from the 2002 amendment referenced in the DEIR/ELS is not
found in any subsequent amendment of the Specific Plan.

Ewven if it were, dearly, given the specificiy of the goals, figuees, and text of the Spectfic Plan
begmming in 2002 through 2010, the Specific Pl does not contemplate that the chimination of two
interchanges, the climinatdon of one interchange, or the elimination of an interchange and the
reduction of the remaiming interchange to a half nterchange could be chatacterized as
“accommaodations™ to SE-11 facilities.

W-1 The Specific Plan as amended in 2009 and 2010 expressly and repeatedly states the importance of
the two mterchanges, 2010 Specific Plan Policy C-13 states in part: “The County will assist property
owners by working with SANDAG, Caltrans, and the federal government to ensure that SR-11 and
the second f)tm_.r Mesa Porr of F'_nrr!; will be Tﬂgnned, duxigﬂzrj and constructed in a manner
consistent with this Specific Plan,  Important features include road alignment, two interchanges

e Wiva Road), and ¢le

ol poad seoments o st within
S5 I

the Iocal road network without the use of brdpes,

aadl,

In discussing regronal access, the 2008 amended Specific Plain states, “[pllanned State Routes (SR-
125 and SR-11)...are critical to accommodating the furure development of the emtire Ouay Mesa
area.” The 2000 amended Specific Plan states that, “[fluture regional thoroughfares [SR-123 and
SR-11] play an mmportant role in the development of East Otay Mesa.” The November 2005, 2007,
2004, and 2010 amended Specific Plans all state in the same discussion on regional access that, “5R-
11.. . would. .. provide two new mterchanges at Enrico Fermi Dove and Siempre Viva Road.” There
15 no caveat that suggests that either or both of the full interchanges are opoonal. Addinonally, SR-
11 canmor provide funcdonal, regional access for East Omay Mesa wnless 5R-11  includes
interchanges,

Table 3.8-3 of the DEIR/EIS projects that the number of average daily tips (AT} on SR-11 wall
increase substantially in both years 2005 and 2035 if the two full interchanges are included in the
project.  For example, the “Two Interchange With Toll Plus SR-%05/5R-125/5R-11 Full
Interchange Vamanon™ 18 expected to serve TO800 ADT in Year 2035, an increase of over 34,000
ADT if no interchanges are inchaded.  According to the table, approximately 91% of the taffic on
SR-11 u'1!| uf'lee tl‘w 1‘|\1‘Err,'hu1'|gus in ‘l‘-i,';lr 3(‘.'1.!5 Bl::-!h ‘i|1TET[;I‘|!]\gEH are ux]‘]a;rud o I}E qui.w_'d
“arell™ in Year 2015 and “heavily” in Year 2035.
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Ms. Sandra Lavender
February 1, 2011
Page 3

Given the projected wsage of the interchanges, it appears highly unlikely thar Calrrans could
determine it financially infeasible to construct the too, full interchanges. Table 2-2 of the
DEIR/EIS projects that the difference in costs between constructing the “Mo Interchange™ and
“Two Interchanges With Siempre Wiva Road Full Tnrerchange Vataton™ s §38,700,000.  With
tolls projected o range berween $32.00 to $47.30 for commercial vehicles and $1.60 o $7.00 for
passenger vehicles (see page S-3 of the DEIR/EILS), the difference in costs of constructing the two,
full interchanges can easily be made up for by the projected significant increase in traffic that the
W-1 two mterchanges would draw to SR-11

(cont.) _ _ _ _
Further, in 2008 Caltmns certified the Progmam Environmental Impact Report/Phase 1
Environmental Impact Statement that analyzed 5R-11 at a programmatic level. Since that tme, if
not carlier, Caltrans has consistently requested that the County of San Diego (the “Counry™) require
applicants for proposed private development projects in East Otay Mesa to reserve the approved
footpnnt of SR-11 for that vse, The footprmt, as reflected in the Specific lan, includes the two, full
interchanges, Following Caltrans” lead, Policy C-1 of the Specific Plan as amended i 2000 requires
property ewners to reserve tight-of-way for SR-11, and "o teserve addional rght-ofeay on
Enrico Fermi Dirive and Siempre Viva Road for future ramps and susiliary lanes to access the SR-11
freeway extension”.

_-"ls SL."l[cd jJ'l ll]l_' allacllcﬂ |.L'Il|_‘l' ET(HII [)urm:“ & ."'lxﬂur_'i:llc:v:, Tie. I:“'l')zrnc]]”} tlilll’;il T‘Jl:;:'.d;:ni_ﬂ,:r 211
2010, the Two, Full Interchanges Altemative is the supenor alternative when analyzing the potential
Impacts of 5R-11 on the local roadway nerwork. The Two, Fuell Interchanges Alternative 15 the only
alternative that would not require roadway segments to be improved beyond their classifications
identified in either the Circulavon Element of the City of San Diego's Otay Mesa Community Plan
or the Circulation Element of the County’s East Otay Mesa Speafic Plan.  Also attached are two
sers of notes prepared by Darnell regarding the inaccuracy of data conmined within the DEIR/EIS
and Damell’s annotations to Figure 3.8.1 of the DEIR/EIS,

W-2 The EIR/EIS considers active development applications within
the local jurisdictions as cumulative projects. Although the voters

amended the County's General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and other ordinances and policies of the approved Proposition A, Caltrans is not aware of any active
W-2 County to allow the construction and opetation of a recycling collection center and elass 111 solid development application to implement the planned landfill and

waste kindfill on approximarely 450 acres of lind within the East Otay Mesa, approgimately 2 miles recycling facility. The EIR/EIS has been updated to include the

east of the "'ﬂrmtrnr' Viva Road exit fnum Tnn, rsbate G5 nl'lg-[.iugrtr:r mj frovin 1 r1l_1|1 Rﬂm] and east . . e .

of plinned SR-H The DI-]R.-"I-I‘- fails tn cnm:dcr the approved Recrcltng Collection Ccnmr and latest EOMSP land use plan which identifies the landfill as a future

e land use.

q

the California Iinwrnnmcnml Quality Act.

Wery truly yours,

el

{:]'I'Ill‘li.il L. ]'j-alh.'-ll, H:iq.
Attachments
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Darnell & associates. inc.

TRANSPOATATION PLANNING & TRAFFIC FHGINEERING

December 20, 2000

Cynthia L. Ekdred
The Law Oifice of Cynthia L. Eldeed

2481 Congress Streel

San Diego, CA 92110 DA Rel. Mo 101205
Subject Review of the November 2000 SR-7 ] Tier IT Traffic Teclhical Repos
[ear Ms. Eldred:

The following summarizes Damell & Associates. Inc. (DE&A} comments on the November 2010 SR-17
Tiwr I Tewaffie Technivad Reparr, Please Teel free to contact the office if you have any questions regarding
any of eur comments.

Existing Conditions

s The existing conditions roadway network does not accurately reflect existing conditions aloag Cuay W-3 See ReSponse to Comment T-1.
W-3 Mesa Road, Airway Road, Sanyo Avenue, and Enrico Fermi Dirive. Please see the attached markups
of Figures 3-1, 3-2a, 3-2b, and 3-2c from the SR-77 Ther )T Troffie Techmical Report For an iilustration
ol the roadway sepments and intersections where the existing conditions described in the traffic study
do not accurmely reflect the existing conditions in the Geld,

o Based on 24-hour machine counts collected by Darnell & Associates, Ine. {DEAL the existing {2009) W-4 See Response to Comment T-16.
W_4 Averape Dnii_m- TrafMie Volumes on pﬂemnlql"ana'l!ﬂ_e:l i i SE-FF Tier If ﬁ'::ﬂ.?r Tietrpieed ermm
for Lo Media Rozd, Enrico Fermi Drive. and Airway Fead significantly understate the existing traffic
volumes. Please see the attached mark-up of Figure 3-3b from the SR-J0 Tier I Traffic Technival
Reperr Tor an illustration of the comparison of the existing (2009} Average Daily Traffic volumes
presented i the SR-11 TralTic study versus the 24-hour machine cowts collected by DA

2015 Conditions W-5 See Response to Comment T-17.

The 2005 Traffic analysis for te SR-1T is Mawed for e Following reasons:

»  The 20015 roadway network assumes severnl rosdway sepments that currently do not exist are

comsiructed and buill onl 1o their altimate cireulation element classilication, in addition several
W-5 existing roadway segments are asswmed o be improved to their ultimate circulation classification.
(See the attached markup of Figure 4-1b from the SR-I0 Fier i Traffic Technical Repows for an
illustration of ol of the rosdway assumptions that were assumed o be completed by the Year 2015
Mo funding sources have been identified for any of the proposed roadway improvements and no
mention has been made as o how any of these roadway improvements are anticipoled o be
constructed, other than that they will be constructed by someone otbwer than Caltrans, CROA requires
that apening day conditions are compared 1o “ground” condivions.  Therefore the Opening Year

P Ts N L P U RSP R O 1T o N S S
Aol 13§ EDTIRIRDIS L0 T SELSEY D0 L oA Ioqiinsingeiiis.,

1446 FROMT STREET » SUITE 3 = SAN DIEGD, C& 92101
PHOMNE: 618-233-8373 « FAX §15- 2234034
E-mail: oficeGdamell-assoc. com
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Cwnthia L. Eldred

The Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred
December 21, 2010

Page 2

« A review of a north-south cordon just east of the SR-123 for the vanous alternatives finds that the

W-6 2015 forecasts have between 37,000 ADT to 43,000 ADT (not counting the 25,800 ADT coming W-6  See Response to Comment T-18.
feom the Port-of Entry) entering/exiting the cast Otay Mesa area. 10 is believed that this volume of

trafTie significanily underestimates the projected 2005 traffic demand for the following reasons:

w) A review of a northesouth cordon just enst of the SR-125 for the existing {2009) traflic volumes W-7  See Response to Comment T-18.

finds that the existing traflic entering/existing the enst Otay Mesa ares is 52300 ADT. This
W-7 concludes that the S8-17 Ter f Traftic Technica! Reporr predicts that there will be a decrease of
between 9300 ADT 1o 15,300 ADT entering/exiting the East Otey Mesa arca belween existing
(200%) and Opening Year (2013) conditions. Mo explanation has besn provided as o why there
wonld be an anticipated decrease in traffic velume within the East (iay Mesa area.

b} The 2015 madway network assumes that several of the County roadway segments within East W-8 See Response to Comment T-19.
Oray Mesa would be built out to teir ullimate circulation element classiffeation. The only was
these roadway segments would be constructed is if the approved/pending projects thet front these
roadways were developed.  As shown in Table 1, of the approvedpending prajects within the
County was assumed to be fully buill cant they would add appeoximately 175521 ADT 1o the East
(Hay Mesa area. (See the attached Figure 41 for o location of the approved/pending projects
ADT o 43,000 ADT (not counting the 25300 ADT coming from the Pori-of Entry)
enteringfexiting the east Otay Mesa area, it is apparent that the 2015 forecast do not include
development of the approved/pending projects within the County of San Diegn. Therefore, either
the X015 forecasts are significantly wnderstated or the 2005 roadway network needs 1o be
modified o eliminate the madways that were assumed 1o be constructed hy the projecis that are
nol included in the 2015 forecasts

— ¢} Based on a review of the Decernber 15, 2006 Adedendum o Real Exiate Marer Analysis, which W-9  See Response to Comment T-20.

was prepared by Economics Research Associates (ERA), the County of San Diegoe determined

that the mmpacts of comulative development. caused by placing all cumuolative wrips on the
network at one tme, exceeded the mite of the real estate market o polentially absorh developed
industrial land. Based on the reduced percentage of developmens, the approved/pending projects

W-9 within the County of San Diego are anticipated to add 33 898 ADT to the East Chay Mesa area by

the Year 2020 (sce the attached Table 1) 11 this number s reduced by 1% per vear for five years

Lo et it o Year 2005 conditions; that woukd mean approsimately 31,200 ADT would be added to

the Fast Ciay Mesa are by the Year 2015, Thus wraffic enteringfexiting the East Otay Mesa area

by the Year 2005 would significamtly increase traffic over existing conditions rather than decrease
as what is currently projected in the X8=71 Tier IT Traffle: Teckriond Repaort,

& The 2015 imersection lane configurations in several instances overstate what would be required hased a
oo the 2005 AMPM peak hour traffic volumes. Both Caltrans and the County of San Deego W-10 See Response to Comment T-21.
recognize the need for dual left tum lanes once the lefi-turm demand 15 300 vehicles per hour or more.
(Copies of the relevant sections of the Caltrans Mighway Design Mol and County of San Diego’s
Public Rowd Stamdarcs are sttached for reference.) However, as illustrated in the attached mark-ups
W-10 af 4-12d and -1 5d from the SRS Tier I Troffic Technivol Repors dual left tum lanes ae proposed
at the Chay Mesa Read/Enrico Fermi Drive intersection when the maximum lefi-tum demand 1= 76
velircles per hour. Further. the number of through lanes proposed an some intersections (such as the
(ay Mesa Road/Enrico Fermi Drive mtersection ander the One Interchange Altemative) reduces the
vehicle demand per lane to as low as 26 vehicles per lane per hour (ie. 77 PM peak hour vehicles

traveling westhound with 3 westbownd through travel lanes, vields 26 vehicles per lane per hour).
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—— & The proposed intersection and roadway conditions for 2015 do not appear 1o take into consideration
the physical andfor right-of way constraints that may limit the actual pavernent widening that can be
constructed, For example under the SR-125Two Interchange Design Variation {see attached Figure

W-11 4-3Ta from the SR/ F Tier I Traffic Techwical Reporih. the recommended 2005 lane configurations

fior the Oiay Mesa Road/La Media Road infersection show six (6) casthound approach lanes, seven

(7} westhound approach lanes, six (6) northbound approach lanes. and six (6) southbound approach

lanes. Based on D&A's knowledge of this arca, the existing constraints at this intersection would

perohihit this lane geometry from being constructed.

W-11 See Response to Comment T-22.

*  The 2015 roadway segment level of service analysis does not wtilize roadway capacities that are W-12 See Response to Comment T-23.
consistent with those identified in Figures 4-1a and 4=1b for the segments of Britannia Boulevard.

Oy Mesa Road between La Media Road and SR-125, and Enrico Fermi Drive between Lone Star
Read and (tay Mesa Road, Figures d-1a and 4-1b identifies Britannia Boulevard as a 6-lane Prime.
however the roadway segmeint level of service analvsis analyzes this roadway segment as a 4-lane
W-12 Major. Figures 4-1a and 4-1b identifies (May Mesn Road between La Media Road and SR-125 as a 6-
Lane Prime, however, the roadway segment level of service analyvsis analyzes this roadway serment
as an B-lane Major. Figures 4-la and 2-1b identifies Enrico Fermi Drive between Lone Star Road and
Oy Mesa Road as a 4-lane Major. however, the roadway segment level of service analysis analvzes
this roadway segment as o 6-lane Prime which is not consistent with the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan
classification.

2035 Conditions W-13 See Response to Comment T-25.

The 2035 Traffic analysis for the SR-11 is flawed for the following reasons:

*  The Horizon Year (2035) Roadway Segment Classifications (Figures 5-1a and 5-1b) appear to be
W-13 almost identical o the Opening Year (2015} Roadway Sepment Classification {Figures 4-1a and 4-1b)
with the exception thet under 2035 conditicns Finser Road is extended to Lome Star Foad, the 2035
conditions include the Lone Star Road interchange at the SR-1235, and for some reason the segments
of David Ridge Drive between Sunroad Boulevard and Alla Road and Piper Ranch Road between
Oty Mesa Road and Afrway Road are shown under 2015 conditions bt not under 2035 conditions.,
Does it really make sense that all of the same roadway improvements that are assumed to be
completed 25 vears from foday would alse be compleied in only five (3) vears from toduy? It would
seem o make more sense for the 2015 roadway conditions to have fewer roadway improvements than
the 2035 conditions.

¢ A review of & north-south cordon just east of the SR-125 for the various aftermatives finds that the W-14 See Response to Comment T-26.
035 Moweeasts have the following daily traffic enteringexisting the cast Otay Mesa area (nol counting
the 43,600 ADT comng from the Port-of Entry):

Mo Build Alternative: 167.000 ADT
T (2) Interchange Allernative: 157,200 ADT
Une (1) Interchange Allernative: [ 55,900 ADT

W-14 Mo Interchange Altemative: 176,000 ADT

o o oo

Mo explanation is provided as to why there is a range of L300 ADT (difference between the two (2)
interchange alternative and the one (1) interchange altermative) and 19,500 ADT (difference betweesn
the two (2} interchange alternative and the mwo imerchange allernative) in the difference of volumes
entering/exiting the East Oty Mesa arca.  Regardbess of the interchange altlernative, the volume of
iraflic entering/exiting the East Otay Mesa area should be approximately the same.
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The Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred
December 21, 20010

Page 5

*  As discussed earlier, it the current approved/pending projects 1 the East Olay Mesa area were fully 2

built out they would wdd approximately 175,521 ADT to the Esst Otay Mesy aren. This does not W-15 See Response to Comment T-27.

include the 52,300 ADT that are enteringlexiting the East Otay Mesa area under existing conditions.
W-15 Therefore, it appenrs that the 2035 foregasts do nod account for full build out of the approved/pending
projects in the County of San Diego, However, the 20335 roadway network depicted in Figures 5-la
and 5-1b assume the build out of all County of San Diego circolation element roadways. There s ne
current funding for any of these madway improvements. so an explanation nesds (o be provided as to
hoaw the roadway segments will be constructed.

*  The 2035 roadway segment level of service analvsis does not wtilize rosdway capacities that are
consistent with those identified in Figures 3-1a and 5-1b for the scgments of Otay Mesa Road
hetween La Media Road and SR-125, and Entico Fermi Drive hetween Lone Star Road and Otay
Mese Road, Figores 5-1a and 5-1b idemifies Ctay Mesa Road between La Media Road and SR-123
a5 o G-Lane Prime, however, the rondway segment level of service analysis analyzes this roadway

W-16 sepment as an 8-lane Major. Figures 5-1a and 5-1b identifies Enrico Fermi Drive between Lone Star

Road and Otay Mesa Road as a 4-lane Major, however, the roadway sepment level of service analysis

analvzes this roadway segment sometimes as a 4-lane Major and sometimes as a 6-lane Prime. It

should also be noted that the &-lane Prime classification for Enrice Fermi Dirive is not coansistent with
the East Crtay Mesa Specific Plan classification.

W-16 See Response to Comment T-28.

s I the ultimate classifications, per the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan, are the basis for the 2035 W-17 See Response to Comment T-29.
ropdway claggifications and capacitios, then the roadway clazsification for the segment of Alta Road
north of Lane Star Road should be changed to that of a 4-lane Specific Plan Road with a capacity of
34,200 ADT ar LOS E. Thiz would improve the 2035 level of service on this readvway segment to an

W-17 accepiable LOS A, Similarly. per the East Oray Mesa Specific Plan the segment of Enrico Fermi

Dirive between (May Mesa Rond and the SE-11 is classified asd-lane Enbanced Major Road, which

has o capacity of 47,000 ADT at LOS E. With the additional capacity, this segment would operate at

an meeeplable LOS O under the No Build altermative and an scceptable LOS D umder the twa {2}

interchange alternative and would thus not requine a chanpe in the circulation element classification.

Conelusions

Although the tratfic analysis was based on Nawed information, given that all scenarios wen: analyzed
hased on the same information the following conclusions can be made: W-18 See Response to Comment T-35
*  The Mo Interchange alternative will create more impacts on the roadway network than either the Two
W-18 {2} interchange or the One (1} interchange altierative. Eliminating the segments of Alta Road north
of Otay Me=sa Road and Enricn Fermi Drive between (hay Mesa Road and SE-11 (gsince they were
analyzed with too bow of capacities). the Mo inerchange alternative will impact six (6} roadway
semmenits and four (4) intersections where as the Two (2) imterchange alternative will only impact two
{2} roadway segments and twa (2 intersections and the Owme (1) nlerchanpge allemative will only
pmpact twe () roadway sepments and one iMersecion,
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Cyathia L. Eldved
The Law Cffice of Cynthia L., Eldred
December 21, 2010
Fage 6
[ & The Two (2) interchange alternative is the only aliemnative that will not require roadway segments to
b improved beyond their classification identified in the City of San Diego Circalation Plan or the W-19 See ReSponse to Comment T-36.
County of San Diego East Otay Mesa Specific Plun.
_ o The One (1} interchange alternative (1) and the No interchange aliernative {along with the No W-20 See Response to Comment T-37.
Build alternative) will require that the segment of Siempre Vive Rosd between the SE-905 and
Paseo L Las Americas be widened beyond the City™s classification of a é-tane Prime Arterial.
Under the two (21 interchange alternative. this segment of Siempre Vive Road will operate at an
acceplable LOS [ with the $-lane Prime arlerial elassification and no modification o the
Circulation Plan will be required.
o The No interchange aliernative will require that the segment of Lone Star Road between Sunroad W-21 See ReSponSG to Comment T'38
Boulevard and Enrico Fermi Drive be widened bevond the County's elassification of a S-lane
Prime Arterial. Under all other altematives, this segment of Lone Star Road will operate at an
aeceptable LOS D under the Mo Build alternative. and acceptable LOS under the two {23 lane
interchange alternative and an acceptable LOS [ under the One (1) interchange alternative with
the &-lane Prime arerial classification and no modification to the East Otay Mesas Specific Plan
Circulation Element will be required.
o Therefore, since the two (2} inferchange alierative will not require roadway sepments 10 be W-22 See Response to Comment T-39.
improved bevoad their clossification identified i tee City of San Diege Circulation Plan or the
County of San Diego East Otay Mesa Specilic Plam, it is concluded that the twao (2) interchange
alternative is the superior alternative.
Smcerely.
DARNELL & ASSOCIATES, IMC. !
M
Bill E. Darnell, P.E.
Firmy Principal
RCE 22338
REMWwsh
Bl 2 5-Rarview ol 8R= | Trailic Sodystrdoc 1200
Astachments: Figure 3-1
Figure 3-2a
Figure 3-2h
Figure 3-2c
Figure 3-3h
Figura - 1h
Figure 41
Figure 4-12d
Figure 4-15d
Figure 4-37a
Excerpts from Coumty of San Diego Public Road Standards
Excerpd from Caltrans Highway Desian Manual
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W-23

W-24

W-25

W-26

W-27

W-28

W-29

W-30

W-31

W-32

w-33 [

ATTACHMENT I TO COMMENT LETTER

lNetes Fresared by Daras]l & Aazecisies

. The existing rooubitions madway sepmest clacsfirations {Fpoe 3-1) and Intemection Lane Geometry
{Feme 3-23) do sot acrorately reflect the existing roadway conditioes in fhe Fast Dty Moo aea
Belowr = a List of some of the disrvepaneesr

*  The wmment of Otay Mea Boad beteren Ia Media Koad and Piper Kanch Rooed 13 sot fally

pworeed to the standards of a §-lae Pome Arterial  This madwary sepment really oaby have 5
il el 2 redmced road v sheralil e mefilized

The srpment of Dty Moo Eoad between Hareest Road and Saeye Avenoe haa been snproved to
a bor-lne bty with a capacily sgmvalent to that of a2 Maor Boad Althoozh flhos
mprovement pocwmed arvend May 2009, shorfly after fhe oo condition since 3 & a maar
Improrverment it shonld be mclwled 2o port of the existing radway neteodk

The srpment of Sawyo Avenoe hetween Oty Mexa Road and Ay Koad hos been improreed to
a2 4-Lane faribity with a caparity equivalest tn 2 4-1ane Collertnr.  Alhowph ths imymovemest may
Toree orrorred afies the bome condition of Ty 2009, ance it = 2 mogor Imyrovemest 3 shookd
e inchaled v part of the extsting roatway metemk.

The seyment of Areay Eoad between Sanyo Averss aul Michae] Faraday Dimee wen recently
mpwoved 1o the standards of 2 4-lane Major Road

The srpment of Ennco Farrm Dive between Dtay Mesa Bad and Arway Rmad = oot by
proreed 1o 2 fioor-lawe Earility; mn Bt portioss of it are by a ten-lane roadway.

Eneryy Conter Lane shurald be shows on all praphaces a1 Cabeala De La Faeote

There shoold be two {Z) sonthbonnd Left fem e at the Otay Mea RoadTa Meda Road
_ .

At the el of Anpnat X008, Caltrans reciricied the rasthonnd nght and weatboond 1eft tom

movements at the Ohay Mea HoadSR-35 mterorivn  Farfber there shoold he two {J)

exdboond throoph lanes at thes miersction  Alhowph the reciricten of the fam moweme s

ocrmmred after the baoed condition of Tarmary 2009, since 1t = shll withos the baoe year 2009

comideration shonld be prven 1o adjpsting the existng traffic volomes o accoent for s
-

The indersection of Dty Mema EoadSanyo Avesoe wan sipmal o] by Calbars m May 2009, In
adiditien the lane peometry at fhis miersectaon shoold be 20 nllowr e (1) sedboond fhroeph,
one (13 eontbownd chored thromph-nght, ane (1) wresibownd left, ane (1) wrestbownd flrongh, one
{1] northbownd left, and one (1) norfbhoowd shored lefinpht  Althoogh this improssment
ocrred shartly afier the bose conditios oare it & 2 megor Toprovemest 3 shoold be meloded 20
ot of the exmtmg radway network

The Otay Mea RKoadTrwirn Farrm Dirve mbrrocton 35 sipmaled aul has been for several
years

The Otay Mema Ecad/Ala Boad miwroection = all-way siop-oomtrolled

W-23 See Response to Comment T-1.

W-24 See Response to Comment T-2.

W-25 See Response to Comment T-3.

W-26 See Response to Comment T-4.

W-27 See Response to Comment T-5.

W-28 See Response to Comment T-6.

W-29 See Response to Comment T-7.

W-30 See Response to Comment T-8.

W-31 See Response to Comment T-9.

W-32 See Response to Comment T-10.

W-33 See Response to Comment T-11.
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W-35

W-36

W-37

W-38

W-39

W-40
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= The Avreay EoalSawye Avesoe mtersertion has thee (3) sredbomnd approach. looes; one (1)
wethoum =it e (1) wreibomnd thoueh, s ooe (1) seesthoond right e

=  The Atrway EoadFawsn De L Americon imtemscton has recently bern conmveried mio a 4-
thrreph, one (1] extboond choared throogh-ripht, one {1] wedhoomd left, o (1) weathoomd
mihhoumd npht, aml ooe (1] southbonmd shared lef-flarongh-rht lane. Even if this change =n't
refleried in the existing hoor conditios, it shrald be reflected i the 2015 and 2033 conditioes

{1]) wevibownd 1=ft, e {1) westhownd fhronph and oee (1) weatbonnd roeht e

Dhoe 1o The remeroon discreqrancies m the exniing conditaam, ¥ = reonemeaded that 2 field check be
condncied 1o venfy that all exximy conditaem ae corment

Feami Nove between Ofay Mo Koad and Anway Koad ccenm low. Fipore 3-3b showm 3 vobome for
thim sepment of Enran Fernm Deive of ooly 1,500 ADT. Darsell & Acweiafen e (THEA) bad
counts collecte] on this segmest of Parce Feom Dove 30 X008 and 2010 and had foomd the: vohome
1o be 2 561 ADT m 200E and 2249 ADT m 2010,

Tetwresn SR-905 and Enreo Fermi [ive appeam 1o be lowr. When DEA had conmiy collecied ow ths
roadway sepment 1 100 befire fhe sepmest of Arway Ecad wnder the SE-905 wan closed, the
taffic voleme betwres Samyn Aveme aul Paseo De Lam Amencas wan 5589 ADT awd the traffir
volome betereen Pases De Lax Armeriras and Michowl Faraday was 4,593 ADT. In 2010 afier the
and Pasen e Lam Arvvaicm derveased 1o 2 266 ADT, howmmer thin is chil larper thon the 1 500 ADT
shoen on Frrore 1-3b.

seem bywr Figome 3-3h shous 3900 ADT on La Metha Road north of Avreay Road and 6,900 ADT
Media Road m 2008, the traffa- volwne was foond 1o be 15225 ADT north of Arway Roml and
13968 ADT =sooth of ADT. R = pomghle that the cordrartion on La Meda Foad dorme 20089

. The 2015 b romdway condibons, (Fimmea 312 & 4-1b3 & have avemed 2 spmficast rember of

comig from o mpowe the entine sinech of La Media Koad 1o 2 6-lane Prame Artermal, Caliram =
Improving Simmpre Viva Eoad beteren Faoen De Lw Americza and Envien Feomi Dowe 1o 2 5-Lane
Pome Arbenial]. Tt becanw: the madway improvements are mehaded i the RTP, doe not mean that
i B mrable b e thet e wadways will actoally be v the pround and phyically
Alhoash the X015 fitore traffa- voleme do not appear to inchele fhe traffic pnerated by seveaal of
The approvedpendirg projects n the Coonty sach as Califens Crossimgs, iay Bogdoes Park | Oty
Crosomgs Commeare Pak, Olay Terh Centre e 2015 madway nelwork mclndes the roadwray
mprovements that woold e cossirocied by thes approvelending prmecits.  Eifher the 2015
roadway metemmk weeds o he revmed o elimineie the adeay Iprovemesis that ae soeld be
cordrerted by flese pending poyecks (e Lose Star Hoad, Sowoad Boslevanl, Vann Cenire

W-34 See Response to Comment T-12.

W-35 See Response to Comment T-13.

W-36 See Response to Comment T-14.

W-37 See Response to Comment T-15.

W-38 See Response to Comment T-16.

W-39 See Response to Comment T-17.

W-40 See Response to Comment T-19.
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W-40 Boslevan], the extension of Airway Ecarl, the exienvion of Sismpe Viva Eoad, and the exiession of
(cont.) Ala Foad) or the 2015 traffic volomes mevd to be icreased tn aecvent fior these apyrovedpendig:
— Prmjects.
7 Fipmen 4-12 and 4-1b nead io be reviesed tn make see that they ae eossiient with the roadway W-41 See Response to Comment T-23.
elasifiratems analyred m Tahle 4. For example Fipores 4-12 and 4-1b adeniify Betama Boalevand
W-41 25 3 fLawe Prime however, the level of service analy<s provided n Tahles 4 idestify Betaomia

Bosevan] @ 2 4-Lawe Maor. Similady Frrores 4-12 and 4-1b idewtify the aepmest of (ay Mema
Hoad between La Media Boml and SE-115 a5 a 6-Lane Prome: howerer, the bl of serveee analyss

provided m Tables 4 adeatify thes sppment of La Meda Rocoed 2 an §-Tane Major.

E The 215 baw mteraorciion comdibions aeed 1o be reacw=ed o aot mely moke sooe that ot oely s 1t
remanable o averw that Topeovemenis conld be 1 place by the year 2015 (e & there foubhege o
prevent the iprovemenin from being ahle o e plemented For example. bewsd on D&EA™s
Inowledpr of the Fant (May Mea area 1t 1 nol hebeved that it is physeally feaable tn constrort the

W-42 See Response to Comment T-22.

_ﬂl_n(]:!mqﬂ'lm-‘nnuhnnh-

Tour {4] westhoond throeph Lo,
oo [2) marthboond 1eft ters Lo,
one (1) soothboond ripght tem lme.

W-42

9 EMISMMMEJ&MMM% not all of the T - -

i £ o 01 o e e W-43 See Response to Comment T-21.
12% Commrtnr varmiemn (Frmere -4-37d) it shows fhat the bllowng: Lo are reqoined at the Otay
Mima Eoad/Farice Feann Drive istemection

three (3) eastbonmnd throorh lnes,
towoy [2) wreatbroond Left terw Lo,
one (1) weatboomd nipht tom e
one (1) northboms] npghi tom e,
toro () suvethiboand thrrmph Lames and

W-43

Howewer, armnfﬂ!pat]:nrtmnuul.mitﬁ:mhmd:mnnh'ﬂpmngYmmlﬂ'ﬁ
devvaml m 54 veliries (e oore—s for e esadioond [t dormg the FM peak oot and 2 maxsnom of
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(cont.)___

W-44

W-45

W-46

W-47

W-48

W-49

W-50

PM prak hoor). Ths wolome of traffir doe sot seem 1o wanrant the proposed Lase condfroaratioes.

_lD.MISEﬂnyﬁmlgﬂdhmmﬂ‘ibkﬂ. The sepmest of Senmad Boolevand

Tetwren Zarser Road amd Hay Mesa Boad = located under the Commiby of San Diepp’s unsdichios,
mot the Ciy's The sepment of Ernnen Fermm, Diree betvees Lone Star Ecad and Otay Boxa Read
v analyzed as 2 §-lae Prime (oote Fipere 4-1a and 4-1b shosrs ths seement 9 Major Eoad) whech
s mart ronswient with the Coumty of Saw Diepn’s Pt (tay Mema Specific Flam  The Coonty of San
Dargn’s Bt Otay Mea Specific Plan clewfie fhe sspaent of Fanco Fernm Dnve betwren Lone:
Star Erad and Chay Meca Foad 2u 2 Major Boad with ke L=

. The Horomn Year (3035] Eoadway Sepment Clemificatis (Fipwes 5-1a and 5-1k) appear 1o be

abmoat identiral o the Opering Year {2015) Roadway Sepment Clasyifiration {Figomes 4-12 and 4-1k)
with the exrephon that onder 2015 conditxan Znor Road 15 extendes] fo Lone Star Boad, and
e reaman David Kxdpe Tvive i shoem wnder 2015 eoditions ot sot soder 2035 eoubitions. Thoes
it really make sewse that all of the e roadway mprowements that ae #=<omed o be completed 25
years from today weld aloo be complsied m anly foe (3) years from ioday? B eoeld seem o noke
e seve By the K15 madway coutitions to have frwesr madway mprovements than the 2035

. Fipmren 5-1a and 5-1b need io be reviesed in make e that they ae comasiest with the oadway

clama firatvwss analyzed s Table 5. For example Fiperes 5-12 and 5-1b identify fhe sepment of Otay
Mima Bnad betwesn 1z Media Enad and SR-125 x 2 6 Lane Pome, howmns, fle lewel of servire

amabysin provided in Tables 3 idenify thin sgrment of La Miadia Road 2z an 3-Lane Major.

. Similar to fhe X015 srecrin, the X33 bose mteroertins conditioes nesl tn e meeesecos] tn mob ooy

ke yere that sot ooly is i reasschle to Zemme that Tprowmentc coald e m place by e year
2033 {1 15 there fanding for the proposed improresmenis] bot alkoo that there are oo physeal or nphi-
example. baoed on D&As knoodedpe of fhe Fat Otay Mo aea o 35 sot beboved fiob i =
phyncally fraahle tn consiroct the fnllowing proposed lane at the Diay Mea EcadT.a Medm Road
¥ .

four {4] eavtbownd thrrmph L=,

e R e I Y e

T Loy S i TR A,
foar {4]) westbroond thrreph L,
oo {13 nerihboond night tom Lne.
tore () avwthbvoend left tom Laes

. 2035 Riadway Segment Level of Service fralysi (Table 5). The segmest of Senmmd Boolkewand

betwresn Zavmer Road am] Otay Mea Boad  located onder the Connty of Soan Diepe’s jorisdirtims,
mot fhe City™s. The s=pment of Forieo Feami Diive betwrrs Lone Star Boad and Otay Mima Boad
v analyrss] sanetevws 20 2 6-lane Prome (note Firme 5-1a 2l 53-1b shows thom sepoeent = Magar
RErmad) and sometimes a3 2 Maor Eoad The amalysia should be consaient with how i treats this
spprent of Ermnion Fermm Derve or explan wrly theae is a2 difference. Tt shoold be moled that the 5-lame
Prime clawa fication is mot coreesient with fhe Cownty of San Diepo’s Fast (Hay M Specific Flam

W-44 See Response to Comment T-24.

W-45 See Response to Comment T-23.

W-46 See Response to Comment T-25.

W-47 See Response to Comment T-28.

W-48 See Response to Comment T-30.

W-49 See Response to Comment T-24.

W-50 See Response to Comment T-28.
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The Coumty of San Dirpe’s East (May Meaa Sperific Plan clcafies the sepment of Esrco Ferrm.
Dhree betowen Lo Star Kinad awd Oty Mess Eoad a6 2 Mayor Eoad with bake Lane .

[ 15. The 2075 madway sepment Ll of Servace Armalyxe (Table 5) aeome fhe sepment of Alla Road
muih of Lone Star Boad 19 2 Bl Colleckor and il this seemest = projecked o operate 2 TOS B
nder omeval areawicn. S fhis seprest in daeified 2o 2 4-law Specific Plan Roal s the Conmty
of Sam Dhepe™s Eant Otay Meua Spenfic Plan with 3 caparity of 34,200 ADT at LOS E, o ooy be
pocaible fiwr 2 hopler claca firation to e ohloed on this roadwey sepment oder 2005 conditinms

W-51 See Response to Comment T-29.

March 2012

5-137

SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE Final EIR/EIS



Chapter 5.0 Comments and Coordination

COMMENTS RESPONSES

ATTACHMENT 1 TD COMMENT LETTER

Ceestions awd Answers Frepared by Darnell & Assockes
— ) ] W-52 The technical questions and answers in this attachment are
1. Acaxding to Page 3.8-2 of the DEIR, Caliram, elied upoa early 2009 VRPA. 24 bour ar noted, but are not considered to constitute specific comments on

peak hour Intesection Wmmmlﬁmwgwﬂfﬁ hy the adequacy of the environmental document. Points raised in
i counts more reliable? B this discussion have been addressed in previous responses to

comments W-3 through W-51.
Respomse: The Calirant 009 counis appear to have been taken danimy constroction of SR-H¥95
1A wheve 23 oor oor 2008 countt were taken when constroction was not taking place. Therefore,
wr MM countt would be more accommte bemmse the cmstmcium achvily (especially on La
Meidia Road and Airway Road) would sismificmity affect traffic volomes:  Alto, in nstances
had acinal 24 hoor machine comnts, oor acinal 24 heor machioe conmt from 3008 would be
mawe anmte than thesr etmated 3002 vohme

2 Caltrant appears to have wmied the data firom Fimare 3-3b of the Tmffic Stady m creating
Figure 3.8-1 of the DEIR. Figure 3.8-1 of the DEIR. mehules 1OS. If we have prtification f
nimp your counft rather than VEPA't, what 105 would be shown for yoor commix? What
matryial difference, if my, 18 created?

W-52
Regromse: Fleage tee the mavked up fimwe 3.8-1 fiw the diffevences m the LS (pleate note that
the LOS on the attached markup are baied on VEPA 't assumed madway classifications for each
sepment). A shown i the attached oorkup of fipme 3.8-1, based on oor H08 counts La Meda
Eaoad operates at an immacceptable LOS E or F rather than the reported TOS B or .

i Youur 3010 countx are lower than your 2008 couniz m all estances shown by yRon
handwritien aoootations to Fimae 3-3b of the Traffic Sty Youor 2010 counts are hipher than
Calians connts on the fen tepments of Enrico Femn.  Of what sipmificance, if amy, iz there
the N} pher couni? Are thete commis of patimalar meportance m oblammg, the teo
imteschanes? I to, bow?

Respomse: The 2010 countt ave brwer on the tepment of Airway roadway becante when the
oty were collected m 2008 Arrway Road wad commpletely open to traffic beteesn Samyn
Avenue and 1a Media Roal Howeves, when the connts wese collected in 2010, the: sepment «f
Amrway Road between Harvest Road and Saoyo Averne: was closed = Calizms: wat wirking
mmtlﬁ:mﬂnsegmnfﬁnimFunﬂIﬁmhdwamﬂilmEmﬂuﬂﬂhm
Viva Foad

The diffevence m traffic vohanet on Enneo Fermm Dorve doet oot really have any mpact on

oistaimng the two merchanpes.  Since the mow oot dats was not prrvided, we camnot deteymane
which counts utilized by VRPA are acinal field cwmis and which onet are edtimmated counts.
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4 Calirant maintaint on Page 3.8-2 of the DEIR. that “[rloadway cletifications were based
n current charactenishies, melndmy mamber of lanes ™ That seniesre miesrs that Calizans 12 not
atrmpting o identify the Counly’s mad clmuificatons for the madways, but iz meted
How does this relatr to Fimare 3-1 of the Taffic Stody?

spposedly exizied sut in the field 28 of 20 Fipoe 3-1 of the Traffic Sdy, shounld
theoretically illngtrate the mwatway clatsifications =2 they exiat in the field at of 2009).
Howeves, & we have disensied with yom earlier, oot all of their field conditions were up to date
even 22 of N0 (fr exammple the Otay Mesa Eoal/Enricn Fermi Drive infemection has been
sipralized for at least 4 year: bt Fipooe 3-2b of the Traffic Stady shows this atertection at
hemng stop-sisn controfled).

3 Sectim 383 of the DEIR, on Pape 384, hett asurmplions reparding the moadway
networks in each of X015 and 2035. Are these reazonable? On the same pape, Caliras thaies
that [fimure Coumty and City madway: were atsumed i be built if’ they were ncluled m the
SANDAG RTP, Reverme Conttrained 2cemavio ™ Iz this a reazonable aatomptium? Why o why
mH? IFit ik rexonable, did Calivans st oy place i the DETR. andf'sr Tmffic Stndy analyze dxia
anidfor draw comclnsons that are meomusient with tit asasnphon?

Regpomse: No these atsnmnptiont are not reaaonable  As we discuseed in great detail, qost the
e bullet that says “Comiinaction of a larse mumber of local madways i the Otay Mesa area™
makes s an mmeronable roadway oetwork, especmlly for 2015 Thit madway oetwnmk
implies that several roadways will be continacied by 2135 without oy identification of who will
amstmrt the roatway mprovement: or bow the moadway imprareements will be fonded

6. What are yirn specific concemns regading the adequacy of the: documents o analyze SR
11 a: 2 ioll ol faciliy? Do you have any data or refirences o offer o subsiantiate
amcemns?

Respomse: The East (tay Mesa Specific Plan 12 based mn the astsmption that the SR-11 would
be constrocted 28 2 fieeway. However, the SR-1J Tier IT Traffic Techmicol Report has not
porwided an amahysit of boldont of the Exat Otay Meta Specific Plan based on the attomption
that the SR-11 will ety be comstrocted 2% 2 Toll Road faclsty. Theredore, a divert conpariten of
the troe: imparts that the SR-11 will lave on the Extt Otay Mesa Speaific Flan camnot be made.

1 DEIR. Section 383, on Pape 3.8-7, siates that the 203 SANDAG model represents: the
“mament repumal contenan™ unhndnuﬁ:mh{hy]&n,wmﬂ:mghﬂemdelmyhe
diffevent from that wed m the East Chay Mesa Specific Flan or the City"s Oty Mesa

fimecasts ane hagher than Caltems’ 3035 forecasty  Whach are lighey? What is the: sigmificamee?

Regromse: The 2000 Ext Otay Mesa Specific Plan Forecast Volumes (23 dlostrated m Fimare 8-
1 of the DXETR) are hiphes tham the Calirans 2035 frecasts tn the following temments:
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Na Build Abcruative:

= Lone Star Road between Eonce Fearmd Dr & Al Rd
Lone Star Road between Alta Rd & Ctay Meta Rd
Lone Star Roal between Otxy Mesa Bd & Siempre Viva Bl
Otay Mesa Bnad between Britamnia Bhvd & La Media B
Otay Meta Foad between Samyo Ave & Vamm Cenire Blwd
Otay Mesa Road between Vamn Centre Bhd & Eovico Fermi Dy
3R-11 betwresn SR-125/5R-205 & Enrico Fenmi T
3R-11 betwesn Eimico Feamm Dr & Sienmre Viva Rd
EE-11 South of Sicmpre Viva Rd
Siempre Viva Boad Between 1 a Meda Rd & SR-905%
Siempre Yiva Boad beiwesn Ennico Feonmi D & Alia Rd
Sempre Viva RBoad between Alta Rl & Aireray R
SR-175 Noxrth of Lone Star Rd
Enrico Fexmi Drive between Otay Meza Bd & SR-11
Enrico Fermi Dnve between SB-11 and Anrway Rd

Twe Interchampr Altermative:

Lone Star Road beiween Eonce Feomd Dr & Alia Rd

Lone Star Road between Al Rd & Otay Meta Rd

Lone Star Roal between Otxy Mesa Bd & Saempre Vinm Rad
Otay Meta Boad between Britaoma Bhed & 12 Media Bd
Otay Meta Froad betwesn Saryo Ave & Vamm Centre Blwid
Otay Mesa Foad between Vaon Cenire Bhvd & Eovico Fermu Dr
ER-11 betwreen SR-125/5R-#05 & Enrico Fenmi Dr
Anrway Roal beiween Alta Rd & Siemmpre Viva Rd
Swempre Viva Boad Between La Medm Rd & SR-905
Saempre Viva Boad betwesn Exnico Fenmi Dr & Alta Rd
Sempre Viva Boad between Alta R & Avraray Rd
ER-125 Nxth of Lone Star Rd

Alta Road between Airway Rd & Siempre Viva Rd

Owure Tntrrchanpe Aliermative:

Lone Star Roal between Eonce Fermd De X Al Rd

Lone Star Road between Al Rd & Otay Meta Rd

Lone Star Road between Otay Mesa Bd & Saempre Vinm Rd
Otay Mesa Boad between Britaoma Bhd & 1.2 Media Rd
Otay Meta Boad betwesn Saryo Ave & Vamn Centre Bl
Otay Mesa Boad between Vamn Cenire Bhvd & Envico Fermi Dr
ER-11 betureen SR-115/5R-503 & Enrico Fenm Dr

ER-11 betureen Enrico Feamm D & Sweamque Viva Rd
Sxempre Viva Boad Between La Medm Rd & SR-905%
Sempre Viva Boad betwesn Ennico Fenmi Dr & Alta Rd

Sampre Viva Road between Alta Ra £ Aireray B
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= SR-125MNoxth of Lone Star Rd
= FEnrnico Femd Drive hetween Lone Star Bl and Chary Mesa Rd
= FEnrnico Feamd Drive hetween Oty Meta Rad & SR-11

Na Intzrchanpe Altermative:

Lone Star Eoad between Eorico Fermm Dr & Ala Rd

Lone Star Boad between Alta Rd & Otay Mesa Rd

Lone Star Eoad between Chay Mexa Rd & Siempre Via Rd
Oty Mesa Foad betwesn Britaonia Bhvd & La Media Bd

Otxy Mirsa Road betwesn Sanyo Ave & Vamn Cenire Blwd
Otzy Mesa Foad betwesn Vaon Centre Blwl & Eorico Fermn Dr
SR-11 hetwreen SR-125/5R-905 & Fonico Fenm D

SR-11 hetwesn Emico Fernm Dr £& Siespre Viva Rd
Sirrrewe Viva Road Reloeen [2 Medio B 2 SB 003

Siempre Viva Road betereen Enrico Fenmi Dr & Alta Bad
Seimpre Viva Road betwesn Alka Bid & Awway Rd

SR-125 Noxrth of Lene Star Rd

Enrice Fems Drive between Lone Star B and Chary Miza Rd
Ennice Femd Dirive between Oty Miesa Bd & SR-11

Alta Road between Otry Meta Rd & SR-11

Alts Road between Ammamy Bal & Siespre Viva Rd

The 2030 Eait Otay Mesa Specific Mlan Forecast vohames reymesent boildout of the knd nies
within the (tay Meta Specific Pln whereat the SR-11 2035 fimests represent SANDAG S
land 1me forecath which have a sipmficantly lower intemaity of development and therefore
nddertiair the filnre temsportation needs of the area

B DEIR. Sectimn 3.83, on Page 3811, states that in 2015 all madway sepments would
operaie at LOS C or betier for the No Bmld Allemtive The denztion goe: on to state that
Oty Mea Boad between SR-125 md Saoyo Avenne 1t operatng at LOS E mnder exetmp
anditions, bt would opexate at TOS A m 2015 undey the No Build Albemative Does triz make
sense? What other at LOS D or worze mww? Does 1t make teone that they
would all mprove to LOS € & hetter with no project?

Respomse: The improvement in LOS it doe to the fact that the amabysis assomed the: tepment of
Oty Mesa Foad beiween SR-125 and Saoyo Averne wag 2 2-laoe roadway mnder exiimp
amditions, bt wonld be smproved to a 6-lane Prome: Avierial uoder the no-boild scenanio. If yim
agree that th madway tegment warld be impareed o it ohiimate clatgification by 2015, than
the mmproved 1.OS wouold make fente  However, the sepment of Otay Mesa Road it armally
curentty class fied a2 2 4-lane Magor Ty the: Califirmia s, Jroject may
impvove the semment between SE-123 and Harvest Boad to a 5-lane Frime: Arter] by 20435, ut
it oot pnavamiee: that the tepment hetereen Harvest Boad and Sanyo Aveme will be sopreved o
2 b-lane Prime try N 5.
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Similarly the other oadway semments 1OS ae dependent on the 25 roadway datafications
that were assumed for each sepment Smce it has abeady been determimed that the 215
mdway network 13 umweatinable, it it hanl to detvrowne what the: sppropriate TOS shonld be.

1. DEIR. Sechon 3.84, on Page 3823, siated that implementation of the 2-intexchampe
albtrmative would adweriely affect Ennice Fenm betereen Otary Me<a Road and SE-11 and the
intersectinn of (hay Meta Road anl Enrico Ferm im 2035, The discusson goes o0 o shabe that
the mpact could be awmded ff Emnon Fermm wee mpreed o a 6-lane Bsahbly mirad of 2 4-
lane facbity a8 oarently reflecied n the “loml cacolation element™ Yoo cooirnd that the 2
inlechange alicnaitee 13 the mly aliominve tet will ool requre moadway scpmenis i be
impwoved beyond thear clzatification m the East Otay Meta Specific Flan Who & npht? If ym
are, can you atinilsie Calivant” eror baved oo your review of the DETR. and/or Tmiffic Stody?

Respomse: The SE-11 Tisr IT Traffic Teckmical Report utilized a capacity of oaly 37,000 ADT
{the capacyiy of a Mxor Road) fiw the sepment of Ennce Fenmm Dove between Otay Mreta Roal
and SE-11 andd foomd the sepment o operate at an mnacceptable 105 F with the two mterchange
the sepment of Enrico Feami Drive betwresn Otay Meda Road and the SE-11 15 clagsified asd-
lmoe: Enbanced Major Rogl, which hat a capacity «f 47,000 ADT at 1.OS E. With the additiomal
capacty, thit sepment warld operate at an acceptable 1OS C under the: No Buld alternatiee and
mn acorpiable LOS 1) under the twn (2) miachange altematree and wonld fime not reaqmare a
change in the cacolation element classification
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South County Economic Development Council
February 1, 2011

Sandra Lavender

Division of Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation
4050 Taylor 5t

San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Ms. Lavender;
RE: Draft Tier 11 EIR for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Post of Entry

On behalfl of the South County Economic Develepment Council {SCEDC) Board of Directors | want
to convey our support of the Draft Tier || EIR for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of
Entry. Furthermore, we wish to support the "Two Interchange Alternative” as described in the
EIR documeant under 2.2

State Route 11 effers necessary transportation and much needed infrastructure in the East Otay
Mesa portion of South San Diego County, Additionally, The Otay Mesa East Port of Entry offers
additienal ingress and egress to Meosico, alleviating our severely congested existing ports of entry
and offering additional trade routes with California’s number one trading partner, Mexico. It s
for these economic apportunities that SCEDC strongly supports this project.

The “Two Interchange Alternative”, while not your typical en/off-ramp delineation for a
California freeway, should be considered with special dircumstances existing due to the
international border, Freeway on/off ramps usually have more distance between the ramps dus
to the rate of speed vehicles travel. On State Route 11 we believe that traffic will naturally slow
down as vehicle approach the international border. This will allow for a shorter distance
between the ramps. These additional ramps are needed to suppart future traffic that will be
generated when East Otay Mesa is developed and ks critical to its success.

It should be noted that SCEDC does not have the financing plan for this effort. We respectfully
request that the toll cost be coordinated between Mexico and Linited States, There is a nead to
look at the tolls so they are set for a combination to optimize throughput and to meet the debt
service.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to being engaged throughout
the process and provided with progress updates as this worthy effort continues.

Cindy Gompper Graves
Chief Executive Officer

X-1 Comment noted.

A modified version of the Two Interchange
Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. Analysis
of the Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.

X-2 Comment noted.

X-3 Comment noted. The issues of access, as well as safety, operations,

environmental impacts and other concerns have been considered
in the identification of the Preferred Alternative. Analysis of the
Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.

X-4 The question of toll levels will be addressed in the Traffic and

Revenue Study currently under way, and will be coordinated with
the Mexican authorities.
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Expressway

L-EXEC-02-0033
1129 L Micka Fisac, 5o Chega, G4 52154
p. £19,710.4000 - £, §15.710.4087

January 28, 2011

Ms. Sandra Lavender
Environmental Analysis — Branch A
Caltrans District 11

4050 Taylor Street, MS 242

San Diego, CA 92110

Re: State Route 11 and Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Draft Tier |1
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms, Lavender:

South Bay Expressway, L.P. (SBX) has reviewed the State Route 11 and Otay Mesa
East Port of Entry Draft Tier || Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement ("DEIR/EIS") dated Movember 2010. SBX supports the SR-11/0tay East
POE project (the “Project"). as it will contribute significantly to the mobility and economic
development goals of the region. Regarding the DEIR/EIS, we offer the following
comments:

[ Regarding access to planned east Otay Mesa development arsas, we Y-2. Comment noted.
understand that the Final DEIR/EIS will include evaluation of Mo Interchange,
One Interchange and Two Interchange altermatives. As it appears that the Two
Interchange Alternative would provide optimal mobility and economic
development benefits, we encourage strong consideration be given to the Two
Interchange Altemative, including how it might be funded as early as possible.

Y-1 Comment noted.

Relalive to the connectors between SR-125 and the Project, at a minimum, the

southbound SR-125 to eastbound SR-11 connection (the SR-125 Connector Y-3 To the extent that information is available, additional information

has been provided in the Final EIR/EIS regarding the characteristics

Y-3

Variation) should be included as part of the baseline design and be operational
concurrent with the opening of the Project. This assumes that a direct connection
betwean westbound SR-11 and northbound SR-125 is also available concurrent
with opening of the Project. In that regard, the DEIR/EIS states that “a local
connactor ramp from Enrico Fermi Drive to northbound SR-125 was approved
under the SR-805 project; all of the proposed project build altemnatives assume a
similar direct connector from westbound SR-11 to northbound SR-125". This
should be clarified in the Final EIR/EIS as to what exactly is included in the
Project. For example, doas this mean that there will be a direct connection from

of the Preferred Alternative and its relationship to the ongoing
implementation of the SR-905 project and the anticipated phasing
of project implementation. Because the proposed project is
anticipated to be self-funded and self-sustaining, project phasing
will be dependent on the amount and timing of funds for project
construction.
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L-EXEC-09-0033

Ms. Sandra Lavender
January 28, 2011
Page 2 of 3

westbound SH-11 to northbound SR-125 and a local connector ramp from Enrico
Fermi? How will the westbound SR-11 to northbound SR-125 intaract with the
westbound SR-905 to northbound SR-125 connector? The Final EIR/EIS should
also provide details regarding the relationship of the Project with the SR-205/SR-
125 interchange, including design and phasing altematives, funding sources and
responsibilities and construction timing, as this project is not referenced on Table
3.2

Section 3.8.3 references two SR-125 improvement assumptions for 2035, These
are 1) addition of a SR-125/Lone Star Interchange and 2) widening of SR-125 ta
gight lanes between Telegraph Canyon Hoad and SR-54, There is neither
funding nor certainty at this time that those improvements will be operational in
that fimeframe. Specificaily, Lone Star interchange is to be funded by paries
other than SBX and no funding has yel been identified. As for widening of SR-
125, SBX could choose to widen the toll road or allematively, could optimize
throughput through value pricing strategies. Accordingly, we suggest that
Caltrans consider both these possibilities in the Final EIR/EIS.

Table 3.8-4, and the associated discussion, indicate that in 2035, traffic levels on
5R-125 north of Lone Star Road would operate under Level of Service (LOS) D
or E. Our analysis, based on SANDAG projections and projected toll levels,
doesn’l indicate that SR-125 will operate at these degraded LOS. To the extent
necessary to achieve LOS that provides value for customers, rather than have
5R-125 toll road customers travel at LOS D or E, SBX may adjust the toll rates
undar a valug pricing scenario in order 1o keep the lanes free flowing. The final
EIR/EIS should consider this,

The EIR/EIS assumes that there will be a Toll Administration Building for SR-11.
We suggest that the final EIR/EIS consider the possibility of co-location of
operations activities with the existing SR-125 Operations Center located on La
Media Road. This would result in construction and operating savings,

We understand that the tall levels for SR-11 will be modeled under a separate
study. It would be helpful for the final EIR/EIS to reference the fact that there will
need to be coordination of tolling levels between the SR-125 toll road and SR-11
in order to provide for maximum maobility and customer convenience.

Y-4

Y-5

Y-6

It is acknowledged that there is uncertainty regarding the two
roadway improvements mentioned in the comment and that funding
has not been secured for these improvements. Atraffic analysis was
conducted for 2035 conditions in order to meet state and federal
guidelines for the preparation of traffic analyses and to analyze the
project's ability to accommodate future traffic conditions. The RTP
prepared by SANDAG is considered to be the regional consensus
for determining which roadway improvements will be in place in the
future. Since these two roadway improvements were included in
the RTP, they were assumed to be in place in the traffic analysis for
2035 conditions.

The traffic analysis in the Draft and Final EIR/EIS reports the
roadway condition that would be expected if the traffic forecasts from
the SANDAG regional traffic forecasting model occur in 2035 with
the expected level of roadway improvements. The ability of SBX
to influence traffic levels through tolling strategies is acknowledged
and it is agreed that a LOS C or D conditions could result if SBX
decided to adjust toll rates.

Comment noted.

Y-7 ATraffic and Revenue Study, which considers coordination of tolling,

is currently underway.
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L-EXEC-09-0033

Ms. Sandra Lavender
January 28, 2011
Page 30of 3

This letter is written without prejudice to the rights and claims of SBX and its
affiliates under the SR-125 DFA and otherwise, all of which are expressly
preserved. SBX does not waive and expressly reserves ils rights to seek
compensation and other damages under the SR-125 DFA and otherwise.

| am happy to discuss our comments with you in more detail at your request.

Greg Hulsizer
Chief Executive\Dfficer
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February 1, 2011

Sandra Lavender

Division of Emvironmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation
4050 Taylor 5t

San Diego, CA 92110

Dear Ms. Lavender;
RE: Draft Tier |l EIR for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry

Oin behalf of the Otay Mesa Chamber of Commaree, | want to convey our support of the
Draft Tier Il EIR for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry. Furthermore,
we wish to support a “Two Interchange Altemnative.”

State Route 11 offers necessary transpartation and much needed infrastructure in the
East Dtay Mesa partion of South San Diege County. Additionally, The Ctay Mesa East
Port of Entry offers additional ingress and egress to Mexico, alleviating our severely
congested existing ports of entry and offering additional trade routes with California's
number ane trading partner. It is for these economic opportunities that the Otay Mesa

Chamber of Commerce strongly supports this project.

The “Two Imerchange Alternative”, while not your typical onfoff-ramp delineation for a
California freeway, should be considered with special circumstances due to the
international border. Freeway on/off ramps usually have more distance between the
ramps due to the rate of speed vehicles travel. On State Route 11 we believe that traffic
will naturally slow down as vehicles approach the international border. This will 2llow
for a shorter distance between the ramps. These additional ramps are needed to
support future traffic that will be generated when East Otay Mesa is developed and are
critical to its success.

In additien, we would like you to consider Innovative sources of income, such as the
potential development and lease of a cross-border fiber connection. These
opportunities would provide additional funding for the project that could support
additional off-ramps or reduced tolls.

Thank you for the apportunity to comment and we look forward to being engaged
throughout the process and provided with progress updates as this worthy effort
continues.
Sinceraly,

[

AlejandraMier y Teran

Executive Director

D163 Stempre Viva Road, Ste 2 = San Disgo, CR #2154
TATEY SET-E111 Fa (61 9) i 6170
L SO e, B

Comment noted. A modified version of the Two Interchange
Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.
Analysis of the Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. The issues of access, as well as safety,
operations, environmental impacts and other concerns have
been considered in the identification of the Preferred Alternative.
Analysis of the Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/EIS.

Comment noted. A variety of funding sources is being pursued;
this issue is being evaluated in the Traffic and Revenue Study
currently underway.
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Hawano

January 27, 2011

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY

Ms. Sandra Lavender
Caltrans, District 11

4050 Taylor Street

MS-242

San Diego, California 92110
Sandra_Lavender@dot.ca.gov

Re:  State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Draft Tier Il Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement dated November 2010 (the “DEIR/EIS”)

Dear Ms Lavender:

AA-1 | Hawano Business Park supports the Two Full Interchanges Alternative.

Sincerely,

Ricardo Jinich, Manager

4225 Executive Square, Suite 920
La Jolla, CA 92037
ricardo@paragoncompany.com

AA-1 Thank you for your comment, which has been considered in the

identification of the Preferred Alternative. It has been determined
that, due to the proximity of Siempre Viva Road to the POE and
the need to separate commercial and passenger vehicles, the
Two Interchange Alternative with the Siempre Viva Road Full
Interchange Variation is not operationally feasible. The Preferred
Alternative would be operationally feasible while providing the
maximum feasible access and maintaining necessary safety and
security. Analysis of the Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/
EIS.
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Otay Business Park, LLC

January 27, 2011

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY

Ms. Sandra Lavender
Caltrans, District 11

4050 Taylor Street

MS-242

San Diego, California 92110
Sandra_Lavender@dot.ca.gov

Re: State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Draft Tier Il Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement dated November 2010 (the “DEIR/EIS”)

Dear Ms Lavender:

BB-1 I: Otay Business Park, LLC supports the Two Full Interchanges Alternative. BB-1 Thank you for your comment, which has been considered in the
identification of the Preferred Alternative. It has been determined
Sincerely, that, due to the proximity of Siempre Viva Road to the POE and

the need to separate commercial and passenger vehicles, the
Two Interchange Alternative with the Siempre Viva Road Full
Interchange Variation is not operationally feasible. The Preferred
Alternative would be operationally feasible while providing the
Ricardo Jinich, Manager maximum feasible access and maintaining necessary safety and
security. Analysis of the Preferred Alternative is in the Final EIR/
EIS.

4225 Executive Square, Suite 920
La Jolla, CA 92037
ricardo@paragoncompany.com
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CHAPTER 6.0 - LIST OF PREPARERS

This EIR/EIS was prepared by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. under the direction of Tamara
Ching, for Caltrans and FHWA. Caltrans oversight was also provided for NEPA compliance. The
following persons participated in preparation of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS and their associated
technical studies:

Caltrans District 11

Sandra Lavender, Associate Environmental Planner, Environmental Generalist; B.A. Urban Studies and
Planning — University of California San Diego; 10 years of Caltrans experience.

Olga Estrada, Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Analysis Branch Chief; B.A. Psychology -
California State University Fresno; 7 years of environmental policy experience, 21 years of Caltrans
experience.

Bruce April, Deputy District Director; B.S. Biology, San Diego State University; 21 years of Caltrans
experience.

Mario H. Orso, Corridor Director; B.S. Civil Engineering, San Diego State University; Registered
Professional Engineer Civil, License # C056817; 20 years of Caltrans experience.

Jacqueline Appleton-Deane, Project Manager, Program/Project Management; B.S. Civil Engineering, San
Diego State University; 23 years of Caltrans experience.

Nicola Bernard, Senior Transportation Engineer (Design Manager); B.S Civil Engineering, San Diego
State University; Registered Civil Engineer; 23 years of Caltrans experience.

Kim T. Smith, Senior Environmental Planner, Branch Chief, Environmental Stewardship and Ecological
Studies; B.S. Biology, San Diego State University; 14 years of Caltrans experience.

Michelle Madigan, Associate Environmental Planner, Environmental Stewardship; M.A. City Planning,
San Diego State University, B. A. Environmental Studies, University of California Santa Barbara;
14 years of Caltrans experience.

Maurice Eaton, Senior Transportation Planner; B.S. Business Administration, University of Redlands;
28 years of Caltrans experience.

David Strickland, Lead Landscape Architect; M. Landscape Architecture, Cal Poly Pomona, B.S.
Resource Management and Planning from Arizona State University; 12 years of Caltrans experience.

Jayne Dowda, Senior Transportation Engineer, Branch Chief, Environmental Engineering; B.S. Civil
Engineering - San Diego State University; Registered Civil Engineer; 11 years of Environmental
Engineering experience, 27 years Caltrans experience.

Ken Johansson, P.E. (70391), Air Quality Specialist; B.S. Civil Engineering, San Diego State University;
8 years of highway design experience, 5 years of Caltrans experience.

Michael Galloway, Associate Environmental Planner, Environmental Resource Studies
(Natural Resources); M.S. Marine Biology, B.S. Human Biology; 10 years of Caltrans experience.
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Caltrans District 11 (cont.)

Fardad Behboody, Transportation Engineer; Master of Engineering and B.S. Civil Engineering, Old
Dominion University, Norfolk; Registered Civil Engineer; 11 years of Caltrans experience.

Juan Carlos Cortez, Transportation Engineer; B.S. Civil Engineering, San Diego State University;
Registered Civil Engineer; 24 years of Caltrans experience.

Dylan S. Moore, Transportation Engineer; B.S. Civil Engineering, San Diego State University: Registered
Civil Engineer; 7 years of Caltrans experience.

Brooke V. Emery; Transportation Engineer; B.S. Civil Engineering, San Diego State University; 6 years
of Caltrans experience.

Joel Kloth, Engineering Geologist, Environmental Engineering; B.S. Geology, California Lutheran
University Thousand Oaks; 5 years of experience in the oil industry, 16 years of experience geotechnical
and environmental consulting, 12 years of Caltrans experience.

Karen C. Crafts, Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist; B.S Anthropology, San Diego State
University; 28 years of Caltrans experience.

Koji Tsunoda, Associate Environmental Planner, Archaeologist; M.A. Anthropology, San Diego State
University; 3 years of Caltrans experience.

Tony Blades, Associate Transportation Planner, Travel Demand Modeler; 23 years of Caltrans
experience.

Melisa Wiedemeier, Professional Engineer, Caltrans Hydraulics.

May Alsheikh, Transportation Engineer; B.S. — Civil Engineering, San Diego State University;
Registered Civil Engineer; 12 years of Caltrans experience.

Susanne Glasgow, former Deputy District Director, Environmental Division; B.A. Geography -
Environmental and Resource Conservation from San Diego State University; 30+ years of Caltrans
experience.

Kelly Finn, former Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Analysis Branch Chief; M.S. Natural
Resources Conservation - University of Massachusetts Amherst; B.A. Biology and Environmental
Studies; — University of California Santa Cruz; 10 years of Caltrans experience.

Martin Rosen, former Senior Environmental Planner, Cultural Resources Studies (RPA certified); M.A.,
B.A. Anthropology, University of California Los Angeles; 30 years of Caltrans experience.

Mark Baza, former Project Manager, Program/Project Management; B.A. Urban Studies and Planning,
University of California San Diego, 21 years of Caltrans experience.

Pat Kipling, former Senior Right of Way Agent, Project Coordination Branch; B.S. — Southern Illinois
University; 23 years of Caltrans experience.
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FHWA

Cesar Perez, Senior Transportation Engineer; M.S. Traffic Engineering, B.S. Civil Engineering, University of
Nebraska, B.S. Civil Engineering, University of Puerto Rico; 30+ years FHWA experience.

Manuel E. Sanchez, Senior Transportation Engineer; Master of Public Administration, Arizona State
University; B.S. Civil Engineering, Arizona State University, 7 years of FHWA experience.

HEL X Environmental Planning, Inc.

Tamara S. Ching, Planning Division Manager/Senior Project Manager, M.S. Administration; B.A. Social
Ecology — University of California Irvine; 34 years of environmental experience.

Stacy Hall de Gomez, Project Manager, M.M.A. Fisheries Economics and Marine Policy — University of
Washington, B.Sc. Biology — University of Edinburgh, Scotland; 11 years of environmental experience.

Lisa Capper, Senior Project Manager, J.D. — Western State University, B.A. Anthropology — Prescott
College; 36 years of environmental experience.

Dennis Marcin, Senior Environmental Specialist, B.S. Geology — Michigan State University; 31 years of
environmental experience.

Melissa J. Whittemore, Project Manager, B.S. Biology with an emphasis in Ecology — San Diego State
University; 10 years of environmental experience.

Vanessa Brice, Environmental Planner, B.A. Biology - University of San Diego; 4 years of
environmental experience.

Christina Keller, Project Manager, B.A. Environmental Policy - University of California, Santa Cruz;
Master of City and Regional Planning Candidate - California Polytechnic State University, San Luis
Obispo; 13 years of environmental experience.

Greg Mason, Vice President, Biological Services Division and Senior Scientist, B.S., Natural Resources
Planning & Interpretation — Humboldt State University; 18 years of biological resources survey/analysis
experience.

Deborah Leonard, Senior Scientist, B.A. Natural Resources/Environmental Geography — San Diego State
University; 19 years of biological resources survey/analysis experience.

Stacy Nigro, Biologist, B.S. Forest Resources and Conservation — University of Florida Gainesville; 10
years of biological resources survey/analysis experience.

R. Bradley Lewis, ASLA - CA RLA 2657, LEED® AP, Landscape Architecture Group Manager, B.S.
Landscape Architecture — California Polytechnic University; 30 years of landscape architecture/visual
assessment experience.

Kevin Mock, Landscape Architect, M. Landscape Architecture — University of Oregon, B. Landscape
Architecture — University of Oregon, B.A. Geography — San Diego State University; 7 years of landscape
architecture/visual assessment experience.
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HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (cont.)

Charles Terry, Acoustics and Noise Group Manager, B.S. Mechanical Engineering — San Diego State
University; 34 years of noise/acoustics assessment/control experience.

Alexander John, Environmental Specialist, B.S. Environmental Engineering — University of Southern
California; 2 years of noise/acoustics assessment/control experience.

Justin Palmer, GIS Group Manager, B.A. Geography, Natural Resource and Environmental
Conservation — San Diego State University; 11 years GIS experience.

Elizabeth Venz, Senior GIS Specialist, M.B.A. Business/Geographic Information Systems - University of
Redlands, B.A. Geography — San Diego State University; 9 years GIS experience.

Katherine Fuller, GIS Specialist, M.A. Geography — San Diego State University, B.A. Geography and
Environmental Studies — University of Oregon; 5 years of GIS experience.

Sarah Palmer, former Environmental Planner, B.A. Urban Studies and Planning — University of
California, San Diego; 3 years of environmental experience.

Dawna De Mars, former Environmental Planner, B.S. Avian Science, B.A. Economics — University of
California, Davis; 6 years of environmental experience.

Amy Hoffman, ASLA, former Project Landscape Architect, M. Landscape Architecture — California State
Polytechnic University, B.A. Liberal Arts — Pomona College; 9 years of landscape architecture/visual
assessment experience.

AECOM

Kirk Bradbury, P.E., Principal Engineer, Contract Manager, Consultant Project Engineer; B.S. Civil
Engineering — San Diego State University; 21 years of experience.

Andrea Thomas, P.E. Project Engineer; M.S. Civil Engineering — San Diego State University; B.S. Civil
Engineering — Purdue University; 9 years of experience.

Gerard Dalziel, P.E., Principal Engineer; M.B.A. — California State University Fullerton, B.S. Civil
Engineering — University of Colorado; 30 years of experience.

Michael Bruning, Senior Engineer; B.S. Civil and Environmental Engineering — University of Arizong;
17 years of experience.

Barbara Bartholomae, Senior Planner; B.A. Literature Writing — University of California San Diego;
27 years of experience.

Hon Consulting, Inc.

Katherine Hon, President, M.E. Civil Engineering — University of California Davis, B.S. Environmental
Health — San Diego State University; 9 years of engineering experience, 22 years of environmental
experience.
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CIC Research

Warren Hull, Vice President, M.A. Economics B.A. Economics — California State University Fullerton;
29 years of socioeconomic analysis experience.

Julia K. Cheung, Market Research Analyst, D.B.A., Marketing — United States International University,
M.B.A., Marketing — National University, B.S. Hotel & Restaurant Management — University of Denver;
20 years of socioeconomic analysis experience.

Scientific Resources Associated

Valorie L. Thompson, Ph.D., Principal/Air Quality Specialist, Ph.D. Chemical Engineering and M.S.
Chemical Engineering — Purdue University, B.S. Chemistry — Eastern Michigan University; 22 years
environmental air quality assessment experience.

Ninyo & Moore

Stephan A. Beck, C.E.G. 1512, HG. 126, Manager, Environmental Sciences Division; M.A.,
Geology — California State University Fresno, B.A., Geology — University of California Santa Barbara;
33 years of geotechnical/hazardous materials experience.

Jeanette Ninyo, Senior Staff Geologist; B.S., Earth Science — University of California Santa Cruz; 6 years
of geology/hazardous materials experience.

Shannon Smith, Senior Project Environmental Scientist; B.A., Environmental Studies — University of San
Diego; 8 years of hazardous materials experience.

Kyle Consulting

Carolyn E. Kyle, Principal Investigator, M.A. Anthropology and B.A. Anthropology — San Diego State
University; 27 years archaeology experience.

VRPA Technologies

Erik Ruehr, Director of Traffic Engineering, M.S. Civil Engineering, B.S. Civil Engineering — University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor; 30 years of transportation experience.

Aditya Jatar, Traffic Engineer, M.S. Industrial Engineering — University of Arizona Tucson, BS Industrial
Engineering — University of Mumbai; 9 years of transportation experience.

Georgiena M. Vivian, Vice President, M.A. Urban and Regional Planning and BA, Urban and Regional
Planning — California State University Fresno; 40 years transportation experience.

San Diego Natural History Museum, Department of PaleoServices

Thomas A. Deméré, Ph.D., Director of PaleoServices, Ph.D. Biology — University of California Los
Angeles, M.S. Geology — University of Southern California, B.S. Geology — San Diego State University;
37 years of paleontology experience.

Sarah A. Siren, Paleontological Field Manager, M.Sc., Paleontology — South Dakota School of Mines and
Technology, B.S. Geology and B.A. French Language & Literature — The George Washington University;
9 years of paleontology experience.
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CHAPTER 7.0 - DISTRIBUTION LIST

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT:

U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service

4700 River Road, Ste 6D02
Riverdale, MD 20737

Attn: David A. Bergsten,
Assistant Deputy Administrator
for International Issues, Unit 20

Office of the Secretary

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

General Counsel

Council on Environmental
Quality

722 Jackson Place, N.W.
Washington, DC 20503-0002
Attn: Ted Boling

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
Attn: Susan Sturges

U.S. General Services
Administration

1800 F Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20405
Attn: Lee Salviski

U.S. General Services
Administration
Northwest/Arctic Region 10
400 15th St. SW

Auburn , WA 98001

Attn: Maureen Sheehan

Natural Resources Conservation
Service

Area Conservationist

Area ll

318 Cayuga Street, Suite 206
Salinas CA 93901

Director

Office of Environmental
Compliance

U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave., SW,
Rm 4G-064

Washington, DC 20585

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Office of Federal Activities

EIS Filing Station

Avriel Rios Building (South Oval
Lobby)

Mail Code 2252-A Room 7241
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20044

Environmental Protection
Agency

San Diego Border Liaison Office
610 West Ash Street, Suite 905
San Diego, Ca 92101

Attn: Dave Fege

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
6010 Hidden Valley Road

San Diego, CA 92011

Attn: Susan Wynn

Andy Brinton

U.S. Department of Homeland
Security

Customs and Border Protection
San Diego Field Operations
Office

610 Ash Street, Suite 1200

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
San Diego Section

6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite
105

Carlsbad, CA 92012

Attn: Therese O’Rourke, Section
Chief

Director

Office of Environmental Affairs
Department of Health and
Human Services

200 Independence Ave., SW,
Rm.537 F

Washington, DC 20201

U.S. Food and Drug
Administration

5600 Fishers Lane
Rockville, MD 20857
Attn: Ms. Amy Iselin

U.S. General Services
Administration

Region 9

450 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
Attn: Anthony Kleppe

Environmental Program
Manager

DHS Customs & Border
Protection

1300 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Suite 314D

Washington, DC 20229
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U.S. Department of Homeland
Security

Customs and Border Protection
7684 Pogo Row

San Diego, CA 92154

Attn: Joseph Granata

Environmental Clearance Officer

Department of Housing and
Urban Development

450 Golden Gate Avenue
P.O. Box 36003

San Francisco CA 94102

Office of the Secretary

U.S. Department of Transportation

Office of International
Transportation and Trade (X-20)
400 7™ Street, SW, Room 10300
Washington, DC 20590

Attn: Fred Eberhart, Office of the

Secretary

U.S. Department of Transportation

- FHWA

401 B Avenue, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101
Attn: Manuel Sanchez

Centers for Disease Control

Environmental Health and Injury

Control

Special Programs Group
Mail Stop F-29

1600 Clifton Road
Atlanta, GA 30333

STATE GOVERNMENT:

Regional Water Quality Control
Board

9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100
San Diego, CA 92123-4340
Attn: Mike Porter

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT (cont.):

U.S. Department of Homeland
Security

Customs and Border Protection
San Diego Field Operations
Office

610 W. Ash Street, Suite 1200
San Diego, CA 92101

Attn: Chris Sanchez

International Boundary and
Water Commission

4171 N. Mesa Street, Ste C-100
El Paso, TX 79902

Attn: Mr. John Merino,
Commissioner

U.S. Dept of Transportation -
FHWA

1200 New Jersey Ave, SE
Washington, DC 20590
Attn: Carol Braegelmann

U.S. Department of Homeland
Security
Customs and Border Protection
— San Diego Field Operations
Office
311 Athey Ave.

San Ysidro, CA 92173

Attn: Joe Perez

Regional Health Administrator
U.S. Public Health Service,
Region 9

50 United Nations Plaza, Room
327

San Francisco, CA 94102

San Diego Air Pollution
Control District

10124 Old Grove Road
San Diego, CA 92131

Department of the Interior
Office of Env. Policy and
Compliance

Main Interior Bldg., MS 2342
1849 C Street, NW, MS-2340-
MIB

Washington, DC 20240

Attn: Vijai Rai

U.S. Department of State
2201 C Street NW

Attn: WHA/MEX 4258 HST
Washington, DC 20520
Attn: Geoffrey Anisman

U.S. Dept of Transportation -

FHWA

Region 9 - California Division
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814-4708
Attn: Cesar Perez

U.S. Department of Homeland
Security

Customs and Border Protection
24000 Avila Road

Laguna Niguel, CA 92677
Attn: Jerry Kuriyama

Department of the Interior
Office of Environmental
Policy and Compliance

333 Bush Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94104
Attn: Patricia Sanderson Port

California Department of Fish
& Game - Region 5

4949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

Attn: Tim Dillingham
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STATE GOVERNMENT (cont.):

Director

California Department of Fish &
Game

1416 9™ Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Donald Koch, Director

California Highway Patrol
Otay Mesa Inspection Facility
2335 Enrico Fermi Drive

San Diego, CA 92173

Attn: Lt. Hector Paredes

California Highway Patrol
Otay Mesa Inspection Facility
2335 Enrico Fermi Drive

San Diego, CA 92173

Attn: Sergeant Rick Marshall

Chief, Airports Branch

Federal Aviation Administration
5885 West Imperial Highway
Los Angeles, CA 90045

Director

State Department of Housing and
Community Development

MS 0000

P.O. Box 997413

Sacramento, CA 95899-7413

Director

Department of Parks and
Recreation

915 | Street, 5™ Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Executive Officer

Integrated Waste Management
Board

8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 95826

Native American Tribal Councils
Inter-Tribal Council of California
2755 Cottage Way, Suite #14
Sacramento, CA 95825

Chief, Bureau of School Planning
Department of Education

721 Capitol Mall

Sacramento, CA 95814

Executive Office

Department of General Services
PO Box 989052

West Sacramento, CA 95798-
9052

Attn: Will Bush, DGS Director

California Public Utilities
Commission

515 L Street, Suite 1119
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attn: Daren Gilbert

Chief, Environmental Planning
Office of Project Development
& Management

Department of General Services
400 R Street, Suite 5100
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Executive Officer

State Water Resources Control
Board

1001 | Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Executive Officer

State Lands Commission

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95825

Caltrans Aeronautics Program
Manager

1120 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Mail Station 40

Director

Department of Health Services
714/744 P Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of General
Services

Real Estate Services Division
707 Third Street, 6" Floor
West Sacramento, CA 95605
Attn: Marissa Betts

Department of Toxic Substance
Control

5796 Corporate Avenue
Cypress, CA 90630

Attn: Greg Homes, Unit Chief

Peter Bond

Department of Transportation,
Division of Environmental
Analysis (CTC Submittal)
1120 N Street, MS-27
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

Executive Director
Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Director

Department of Food and
Agriculture

1220 N Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Director

Department of Conservation
801 K Street, MS 24-01
Sacramento, CA 95814

Executive Officer

State Air Resources Board
1001 | Street

P.O Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

Secretary

Resources Agency
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT CITY/COUNTY/DISTRICT:

Brown Field Airport

1424 Continental Street, MS
#14

San Diego, CA 92154

City of San Diego
Development Services

1222 First Avenue, MS 501
San Diego, CA 92101-4155
Attn: Kelly Broughton

County of San Diego
Recorder/Clerks Office
County Administration Center
1600 Pacific Highway,

Room 260

San Diego, CA 92101

County of San Diego Planning
and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

Attn: Leanne Carmichael

City of Chula Vista Planning
Dept.

276 Fourth Avenue

Chula Vista, CA 91910
Attn: Gary Halbert

San Diego County Sheriff’s
Dept.

P.O. Box 939062

San Diego, CA 92193-9062
Attn: William Gore

SANDAG

401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101
Attn: Elisa Arias

SANDAG

401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101
Attn: Joaquin Ortega

City of San Diego Engineering
Dept.

Traffic Division

1010 2™ Avenue, 8" Floor
San Diego, CA 92101

Attn: Marcella Escobar

County Dept. of Planning &
Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123
Attn: Megan Jones

Richard Chin

County of San Diego-DPW
5555 Overland Avenue,
Suite 2188

San Diego, CA 92123-1295

Port of San Diego
Commissioners

Office of the District Clerk
P.O. Box 120488

San Diego, CA 92112-0488

San Diego County Fire Marshall
Office of Emergency Services
5555 Overland Avenue, Suite
1911

San Diego, CA 92123-1294

SANDAG

401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101
Attn: Rick Curry

San Ysidro Elementary School
District

4350 Otay Mesa Road

San Ysidro, CA 92173

Attn: Dr. Gilbert Anzaldua

Julio Fuentes, Senior Traffic
Engineer

City of San Diego Engineering
and Capital Projects Dept.
1010 Second Avenue, Suite
800

San Diego, CA 92101

County of San Diego Dept. of
Public Works Transportation
Planning

5555 Overland Avenue, MS
0336

San Diego, CA 92123

Attn: Bob Goralka

County of San Diego Planning
and Land Use

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

Attn: Eric Gibson

Otay Water District

2554 Sweetwater Springs Blvd.
Spring Valley, CA 91978-
2096

Attn: Lisa Coburn-Boyd

City of Chula Vista
Engineering Dept.

276 Fourth Avenue
Chula Vista, CA 91910
Attn: Frank Rivera

SANDAG

401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Attn: Charles “Muggs” Stoll

Sweetwater Union High
School Dist.

1130 5th Avenue

Chula Vista, CA 91911-2896
Attn: Dr. Jesus M. Gandara
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ELECTED OFFICIALS:

The Honorable Ben Hueso
Assemblymember, 79th District
678 3rd Ave., Suite 105

Chula Vista, CA 91910

The Honorable Barbara Boxer
United States Senator

600 “B” Street, Suite 2240
San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Susan Davis
Representative In Congress,
53rd District

4305 University Avenue,
Suite 515

San Diego, CA 92105

NATIVE AMERICAN GROUPS:

Native American Heritage
Commission

915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attn: Debbie Pilas-Treadway

Kumeyaay Cultural
Repatriation Committee
1095 Barona Road
Lakeside, CA 92040
Attn: Steve Banegas

San Pasqual Band of Mission
Indians

Allen E. Lawson,
Chairperson

P.O. Box 365

Valley Center, CA 92082

Jamul Indian Village
Kenneth A. Meza,
Chairperson

P.O. Box 612

Jamul, CA 91935

The Honorable Jerry Sanders
Mayor of San Diego

202 C Street, 11" Floor

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Bob Filner
Representative In Congress,
51st District

333 “F” Street, Suite A
Chula Vista, CA 91910

The Honorable David Alvarez
Council District 8

City Administration Building
202 C Street, Tenth Floor

San Diego, CA 92101

Sycuan Band of the
Kumeyaay Nation
5459 Sycuan Road

El Cajon, CA 92019
Attn: Daniel J. Tucker

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office
Harlan Pinto, Sr., Chairperson
4054 Willow Road

Alpine, CA 91901

Santa Ysabel Band of
Diegueno Indians
Johnny Hernandez,
Spokesman

P.O. Box 130

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

Mesa Grande Band of
Mission Indians

Mark Romero, Chairperson
P.O. Box 270

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein
United States Senator

750 “B” Street, Suite 1030

San Diego, CA 92101

The Honorable Duncan Hunter
Representative In Congress,
52nd District

1870 Cordell Court, Ste 206
El Cajon, CA 92020

San Diego County Board Of
Supervisors

1600 Pacific Highway,
Room 335

San Diego, CA 92101

Attn: Greg Cox

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage
Preservation

36190 Church Road, Suite 5
Campo, CA 91906

Attn: Paul Cuero

Manzanita Band of the
Kumeyaay Nation

Leroy J. Elliott, Chairperson
P.O. Box 1302

Boulevard, CA 91905

Viejas Band of Mission
Indians

Bobby L. Barrett,
Chairperson

P.O. Box 908

Alpine, CA 91903

Kwaaymii Laguna Band of
Mission Indians

P.O. Box 775

Pine Valley, CA 91962
Attn: Carmen Lucas
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NATIVE AMERICAN GROUPS (cont.):

Inaja Cosmit Band of
Mission Indians

Rebecca Osuna,
Spokesperson

2005 Escondido Blvd.
Escondido, CA 92025-8207

Santa Ysabel Band of
Diegueno Indians

P.O. Box 130

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070
Mr. Devon Reed Lomayesva,
Esq.

PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNERS:

Otay Mesa Crossing LLC
915 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste.
2200

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Patricia Millican
773 De la Toba Road
Chula Vista, CA 91911

Kouladjian Family Revocable
Trust

c/o AVH Associates

640 Fair Oaks Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91103

Otay Water District
(Attn. Real Property)
10595 Jamacha Blvd.
Spring Valley, CA 92078

SDG&E

8316 Century Park Court
San Diego, CA 92123
Attn: Dashiell Meeks

Ms. Tatiana T. Southard

The Judd Company

400 South Sierra Avenue, Ste.
100

Solana Beach, CA 92075

Mr. Jeffrey A. Dritley

Kearny Real Estate Company
1900 Avenue of the Stars, Ste.
320

Los Angeles, CA 90067

Makram and Maureen Hanna
P.O. Box 9225
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067

Kearny PCCP Otay 311, LLC
655 West Broadway, Ste. 1600
San Diego, CA 92101

Pacific Rim Pointe, LLC
821 Kuhn Drive, Ste. 100
Chula Vista, CA 91914

Otay Logistics Industries, LLC
PO Box 1651

Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067
Attn: Gary Burke

David Wick

SD Commercial, LLC

5440 Morehouse Drive, Suite
4000

San Diego, CA 92121

MS Development LLC/Scannell
Property

800 East 96™ Street
Indianapolis, IN 46240

Attn: James Calino

U.S. Department of Homeland
Security

Customs and Border Protection
2411 Boswell Road

Chula Vista, CA 91914

Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Representative

Clint Linton

P.O. Box 507

Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

South County Commerce
Center LLC

401 B Street, Suite 1200
San Diego, CA 92101

Mr. Tom Story

V.P. Development

Sunroad Enterprises

4445 Eastgate Mall, Suite 400
San Diego, CA 92121
Hawano Corp. N.V.

PO Box 261369

San Diego, CA 92196-1369

Otay Business Park
4225 Executive Square, #920
La Jolla, CA 92037

Michael J. McKany
P.O. Box 20847
El Cajon, CA 92021

Martha Jimenez/Charles
Carillo

2350 Otay Mesa Drive
San Diego, CA 92154

San Diego Development Group
204 Llansfair Drive
Lafayette, LA 70503
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PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNERS (cont.):

PICO Biomass LLC
875 Prospect Street, Ste. 301
La Jolla, CA 92037

LBA Realty Fund 111 - Co. 1
4320 La Jolla Village Drive
Suite 200

San Diego, CA 92122

Attn: Mr. John Garrigan

Otay Crossings RV and Boat
7979 Ivanhoe Avenue, Ste. 520
La Jolla, CA 92037

Southwestern Community
College

Higher Education Center at
Otay Mesa

8100 Gigantic Street

San Diego, CA 92154

ADDITIONAL ADDRESSES:

Otay Mesa Planning Committee
Rob Hixson, Chair

350 Tenth Ave., Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Leticia Toscano
829 Belle Crest Way
San Diego, CA 92154

South County Economic
Development Council

1111 Bay Boulevard, Suite E
Chula Vista, CA 91911-2692

CALPEAK Power Border Land
Holding LLC

7365 Mission Gorge Road,

Ste. C

San Diego CA 92120

Sanyo E & E Corp
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PRESIDENTIAL PERMIT

Authorizing the General Services Administration
to Construct, Operate, and Maintain
a Vehicular and Pedestrian Border Crossing
Called “Otay Mesa East”
near San Diego, California,
at the International Boundary between the United States and Mexico

By virtue of the authority vested in me as Deputy Secretary of State under
Executive Order 11423, 33 FR 11741 (1963), as amended by Executive Order
12847 of May 17, 1993, 58 FR 29511 (1993), Executive Order 13284 of January
23,2003, 68 FR 4075 (2003), and Executive Order 13337 of April 30, 2004, 69 FR
25299 (2004) and Department of State Delegation of Authority 245 of April 23,
2001; having considered the environmental effects of the proposed action in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (83
Stat. 852, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other statutes relating to environmental
concerns; having considered the proposed action in accordance with the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (80 Stat. 917, 16 U.S.C. 470f et
seq.); and having requested and received the views of various of the federal
departments and other interested persons; I hereby grant permission, subject to the
conditions herein set forth, to the United States General Services Administration
(GSA) (hereinafter referred to as the “permittee”), to construct, operate, and
maintain a new commercial vehicle, passenger vehicle, and pedestrian land border
crossing (hereinafter referred to as “Otay Mesa East”), approximately two miles
east of the existing Otay Mesa border crossing near San Diego, California.

* %k ok ok 3k

The term “facilities” as used in this permit means the facilities proposed to be
constructed at the Otay Mesa East border crossing near San Diego, California.
These facilities are likely to consist of the following improvements and structures:

e Inspection and X-Ray Facilities



Containment Areas and Docks

Commercial Inspection Building with Import and Export Docks

Export Inspection

Main Administrative Building with Pedestrian Facilities

Entry and Exit Control Booths and related improvements

Roadways and related Infrastructure, Pathways, Parking Lots, and related Lots
Landscaping

Ancillary Support Facilities

Commercial Cargo and Passenger Vehicle lanes

Related Improvements and Infrastructure

The term “Tier 1 environmental document” as used in this permit refers to the
programmatic or first tier environmental impact statement that establishes the
preferred corridor of State Route 11 and the preferred site of the Otay Mesa East
border crossing.

The term “Tier 2 environmental document” as used in this permit refers to the
second tier environmental impact statement or environmental assessment to be
prepared after the issuance of this permit and before any construction may begin
that will identify more detailed project-specific effects and mitigation measures.

This permit is subject to the following conditions:

Article 1.  The facilities herein described, and all aspects of their operation, shall
be subject to all the conditions, provisions and requirements of this permit and any
amendment thereof. This permit may be terminated upon a determination of the
Executive Branch that the Otay Mesa East border crossing shall be closed. This
permit may be amended by the Secretary of State or the Secretary's delegate in
consultation with the permittee and, as appropriate, other Executive Branch
agencies; the permittee's obligation to implement such an amendment is subject to
the availability of funds. The permittee shall make no substantial change in the
location of the facilities or in the operation authorized by this permit until such
changes have been approved by the Secretary of State or the Secretary's delegate.

Article 2.  The permittee shall comply with all applicable federal laws and
regulations regarding the construction, operation, and maintenance of the facilities.
Further, the permittee shall comply with nationally recognized codes to the extent
required under 40 U.S.C. 3312(b). The permittee shall cooperate with state and
local officials to the extent required under 40 U.S.C. 3312(d).



Article 3.  In the event that the Otay Mesa East border crossing is permanently
closed and is no longer used as an international crossing, this permit shall
terminate and the permittee may manage, utilize, or dispose of the facilities in
accordance with its statutory authorities.

Article 4.  As authorized by applicable federal laws and regulations, the
permittee is a federal agency that is responsible for managing and operating the
existing Otay Mesa border crossing and, upon acceptance of the facilities by the
United States of America, the Otay Mesa East border crossing. This permit shall
continue in full force and effect for only so long as the permittee shall continue the
operations hereby authorized.

Article 5.  This Article applies to transfer of the facilities or any part thereof as
an operating land border crossing. The permittee shall immediately notify the
United States Department of State (“Department”) of any decision to transfer
custody and control of the facilities or any part thereof to any other agency or
department of the United States Government. Said notice shall identify the
transferee agency or department and seek the approval of the Department for the
transfer of the permit. In the event of approval by the Department of such transfer
of custody and control to another agency or department of the United States
Government, the permit shall remain in force and effect, and the facilities shall be
subject to all the conditions, permissions and requirements of this permit and any
amendments thereof. The permittee may transfer ownership or control of the
facilities to a non-federal entity or individual only upon the prior express approval
of such transfer by the Department, which approval may include such conditions,
permissions and requirements that the Department, in its discretion, determines are
appropriate and necessary for inclusion in the permit, to be effective on the date of
transfer.

Article 6. (1) The permittee or its agent shall acquire such right-of-way grants or
easements and permits as may become necessary and appropriate.

(2) The permittee shall maintain the facilities and every part thereof.

Article 7. (1) The permittee shall take, or cause to be taken, all appropriate
measures to prevent or mitigate adverse environmental impacts or disruption of
significant archeological resources in connection with the construction, operation,
and maintenance of the facilities, including those mitigation measures identified in
both the Tier 1 and Tier 2 environmental documents, but only to the extent
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incorporated into either a Record of Decision (ROD) or Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) to be issued by the permittee regarding the Otay Mesa East border
crossing. In preparing its ROD or FONSI, the permittee shall consult with
appropriate officials of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the
permittee shall consider the mitigation measures recommended in the FHWA
ROD.

(2) The permittee may make no irreversible change to the physical
environment based upon this permit until it has received approval from the
Department to proceed with construction, as provided in Article 9.

(3) Before issuing, or causing the issuance of, the notice to proceed
for construction, the permittee shall obtain the concurrence of the United States
Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission.

Article 8.  The permittee shall file any applicable statements and reports that
might be required by applicable federal law in connection with this project.

Article 9.  The permittee shall not issue, nor cause to be issued, a notice to
proceed for construction work until the Department has provided notification to the
permittee that: (1) the Department has concluded, based on its review of the Tier 1
and Tier 2 environmental documents and the permittee’s ROD or FONSI, that the
continuation of this permit is in the U.S. national interest; and (2) the Department
has completed its exchange of diplomatic notes with the Government of Mexico
regarding authorization of construction. Ifthe Department concludes that the
continuation of this permit is not in the national interest of the United States
following its review of the environmental documents, including the permittee’s
ROD or FONSI, the Department shall revoke this permit. The permittee shall
provide written notice to the Department at such time as the construction
authorized by this permit commences, and again at such time as construction is
completed, interrupted for more than ninety days or discontinued.

Article 10. This permit is not intended to, and does not, create any right, benefit,
or trust responsibility, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in equity, by
any party against the United States, its departments, agencies, instrumentalities or
entities, its officers or employees, in their individual or official capacities, or any
other person. The issuance of this permit does not create any obligation on the part
of the permittee or the United States of America to construct, operate, maintain, or
accept the donation of all or any portion of the Otay Mesa East border crossing;
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provided, however, if the permittee does operate the facilities then it will do so in
accordance with the terms and conditions of this permit.

Article 11. This permit shall expire ten years from the date of issuance in the
event that the permittee neither has issued nor caused to be issued the notice to
proceed for construction activities.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, I, John D. Negroponte, Deputy Secretary of
State, have hereunto set my hand this 20% day of A/ oVemBen , 2008, in

Washington, District of Columbia.

John D. Negroponte
Deputy Secretary of State
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Appendix B

REQUIRED DESIGN EXCEPTIONS, BY ALTERNATIVE AND VARIATION
(All Design Exceptions for the Preferred Alternative Granted on September 7, 2011)

Reduced distance
between interchanges®
(HDM 501.3)

Non standard
Superelevation Rate
(HDM 202.2)

22-foot median
(HDM 305.1[a])

Branch connection detail (HDM
504.4[6]/Fig 504.3L/Fig 504.4)

Weave length
(HDM 504.7 or 504.5)

Distance between successive
exits (HDM 504.3[10])

No passing lane provided
(HDM 504.4[5])

Use of isolated off ramp or
partial interchange (HDM
502.2)

Access Control
(HDM 504.8)

Side Slopes steeper
than 4:1 (HDM
304.1)

Preferred Alternative

SR-125/SR-11 IC to La
Media Road IC

Siempre Viva Road partial IC

Access Road to

. La Media Road off ramp from NB - CVEF Various Locations
No Variation SR_-125/SR_-11 _IC to La Media Road off- Sanyo Avenue SR-905 ramps to SR-11 (EB and N/A N/A SR-905, La Media Road off ramp Otay Mesa Road partial IC _
Enrico Fermi Drive IC ramp from WB SR-11 area WB) ' f Driveway to
rom WB SR-11 2.
Toll Facility
SR-125/SR-11 IC to Otay
Mesa Road
Two Interchange Alternative
SR-l,\iSé?félotéﬁéo L ) La Media Road off ramp from NB Siempre Viva Road partial IC | Access Road to Various Locations
o La Media Road off- Sanyo Avenue . CVEF
No Variation ramp from WB SR-11 area N/A N/A SR-905, La Media Road off ramp
SR-125/SR-11 IC to from WB SR-11 .
Enrico Fermi Drive IC Drlvewa_y_to
Toll Facility
SR-125/SR-11 IC to La
Media Road IC Siempre Viva Road partial IC
v v
With SR-125 _Connector SR.-125/SR.-11 !C to v v v N/A N/A v Otay Mesa Road partial IC
Variation Enrico Fermi Drive IC
SR-125/SR-11 IC to Otay
Mesa Road
With SR-905/SR- NB SR-125 off ramp and La
125/SR-11 Full v v v v N/A Media Road off ramp from NB v v
Interchange Variation SR-905 Siempre Viva Road partial IC v
With 46-foot Median v v N/A v N/A N/A v v v v
Siempre Viva Road on-ramp to
Passenger and Commercial
Enrico Fermi Drive on-ramp to ramps to POE
Siempre Viva off-ramp . L v
With Siempre Viva Road Enrico Fermi Drive on-ramp to v
Full Interchange v v v v Enrico Fermi Drive on-ramp to Passenger and Commercial v N/A
Variation Passenger and Commercial ramps to POE
ramps to POE . .
Enrico Fermi Drive on-ramp to
Siempre Viva Road ramps
One Interchange Alternative
SR-125/SR-11 IC to La
N - il (Rigzd] 1C La Media Road off- Sanyo Avenue SR-905 ramps to SR-11 (EB and Alta Road IC to Passenger ramp La Media Road qff ramp from NB Various Locations
0 Variation ramp from WB SR-11 area WB) to POE N/A SR-905, La Media Road off ramp N/A N/A
SR-125/SR-11 IC to Alta from WB SR-11
Road IC
SR-125/SR-11 IC to La
Media Road IC
Otay Mesa Road partial IC
With SR-125 _Connector SR.-125/SR.-11 !C to v v v v N/A v v
Variation Enrico Fermi Drive IC
N/A
SR-125/SR-11 IC to Otay
Mesa Road
With SR-905/SR- NB SR-125 off ramp and La
125/SR-11 Full 4 v v v v Media Road off ramp from NB 4 N/A v
Interchange Variation SR-905 v
With 46-foot Median v v N/A v v N/A N/A N/A N/A v

B-1




Appendix B (cont.)
REQUIRED DESIGN EXCEPTIONS, BY ALTERNATIVE AND VARIATION
(All Design Exceptions for the Preferred Alternative Granted on September 7, 2011)

Reduced distance

Non-standard Super-

Use of isolated off-ramp or

Access Control

Side slopes steeper

between interchanges: elevation rate (HDM 22-foot median | Branch connection detail (HDM Weave length Distance between successive No passing lane provided partial interchange (HDM (HDM 504.8) than 4:1 (HDM
g (HDM 305.1[a]) 504.4[6]/504.3L) (HDM 504.7 or 504.5) exits (HDM 504.3[10]) (HDM 504.4[5]) 502.2) 304.1)
(HDM 501.3) 202.2)
No Interchange Alternative
. La Media Road off ramp from NB
No Variation SR'}&%?;%E(;CI&O La ralr_T? '\,f',eodn'fv?,%aggf{l Sanyoag\éenue SR-905 ramps to Smlé)(EB and N/A N/A SR-905, La Media Road off ramp Various Locations
P from WB SR-11 N/A N/A

SR-125/SR-11 IC to La
Wlth S_R—125 Connector Media Road IC v v v N/A N/A v Otay Mesa Road partial IC N/A v
Variation

SR-125/SR-11 IC to Otay
Mesa Road

With SR-905/SR- NB SR-125 off ramp and La
125/SR-11 Full v v v v N/A Media Road off ramp from NB v N/A v
Interchange Variation SR-905 v
With 46-foot Median 4 v N/A 4 N/A N/A v N/A N/A v

! Refers to the reduced standard distance between a freeway-to-freeway interchange (SR-905/SR-125/SR-11) and an interchange with a local road (Enrico Fermi Drive for the Preferred Alternative and the Two Interchange Alternative; Alta Road for the One Interchange Alternative; La Media Road for all alternatives; and Otay Mesa
Road for the SR-125 Connector Variation and the Preferred Alternative).
HDM xxx = Highway Design Manual section number; IC = interchange; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound; NB = northbound; SB = southbound; v" = As described for the alternative with no variation; N/A = Not Applicable
Shaded area = Mandatory Design Exception; Unshaded area = Advisory Design Exception
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LIST OF TECHNICAL STUDIES

The following technical studies were prepared to support this Tier Il EIR/EIS. These technical studies
(with the exception of those marked “confidential” below) are available for review at the Caltrans District
11 offices at 4050 Taylor Street, Building 1 — Main Lobby, San Diego, CA 92110, at the Otay Mesa
Chamber of Commerce, and at the Imperial Beach, Bonita-Sunnyside and Otay Mesa-Nestor branches of
the San Diego County Library.

Addendum to the Tier Il Community Impact Assessment: Supplemental analysis of the economic
and fiscal impacts of the Preferred Alternative for SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE. August 2011

Community Impact Assessment for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry.
November 2010

Traffic Technical Report for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port Of Entry. September 6,
2011

Traffic Supplemental Letter Regarding State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Preferred
Alternative. May 13, 2011

Preliminary Transportation Management Plan (TMP) Constructing State Route 11 from State
Route 905 to the Otay Mesa East Port Of Entry. February 2010 (Draft EIR/EIS Build
Alternatives)

Preliminary Transportation Management Plan (TMP) Constructing State Route 11 from State
Route 905 to the Otay Mesa East Port Of Entry. July 2011 (Preferred Alternative)

Visual Impact Assessment for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry. November
2010

First Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report for State Route 11 and East Otay Mesa Port
of Entry. October 2009 (Confidential)

Second Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report for State Route 11 and East Otay Mesa
Port of Entry. February 2010 (Confidential)

Third Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report for State Route 11 and East Otay Mesa Port
of Entry: Lonestar Biological Mitigation Site. February 2011 (Confidential)

Fourth Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report for State Route 11 and East Otay Mesa
Port of Entry: Johnson Canyon Biological Mitigation Site. June 2011 (Confidential)

Hydrology & Hydraulics Report, State Route 11 Corridor and Commercial Vehicle Enforcement
Facility. April 14, 2010

Hydrology & Hydraulics Report, State Route 11 - Port of Entry (POE). February 23, 2010

Addendum to: Hydrology & Hydraulics Report, State Route 11 Corridor and Commercial
Vehicle Enforcement Facility. August 9, 2010



State Route 11, Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility & Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Water
Quality Report. November 2010

Proposed State Route 11 Extension: Hydrogeologic Site Assessment/Storm Water Data Report.
September 9, 2009

Initial Site Assessment, State Route 11 and Otay Mesa East Port of Entry, San Diego, California.
September 2, 2010

Soil Sampling Report, Auto Salvage Yard, Proposed SR-11 Alignment, APN 648-070-13, San
Diego, California. February 5, 2010

Proposed State Route 11 Extension: Supplementary District Preliminary Geotechnical Report.
October 7, 2009

Paleontological Resource Assessment; State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry; San Diego
County, California. June 24, 2009 (Confidential)

Paleontological Update for the State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project. January 21,
2010 (Confidential)

Air Quality Analysis Supplemental Letter. January 12, 2012.
Air Quality Analysis for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry. November 2010

Air Quality Technical Report for Construction Emissions for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa
East Port of Entry. November 2010

Noise Study Report for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry. November 2010
Noise Abatement Decision Report. November 2010

Addendum to the Tier Il Natural Environment Study for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East
Port of Entry, December 2011

Natural Environment Study for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry. November
2010

Biological Opinion for the State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry, Otay Crossings
Commerce Park, and Otay Business Park Projects, San Diego County. November 23, 2011
The technical studies below were prepared in support of the Program EIR/Phase | EIS, which has been

incorporated by reference.

Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report for State Route 11 and East Otay Mesa Port of
Entry. 2008 (Confidential)

First Addendum Archaeological Survey Report for the Future State Route 11 and East Otay Mesa
Port of Entry Project. October 2007



Cultural Resource Survey and Extended Phase 1 Testing Program or the Future State Route 11
and East Otay Mesa Port of Entry Project. March 2001

Biological Resources Existing Conditions Report for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port
of Entry. December 2007

Community Assessment Existing Conditions Report for State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East
Port of Entry. January 2008

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Initial Site Assessment for State Route 11 and the
Otay Mesa East Port of Entry. March 2007

Preliminary Existing Conditions Hydrology Calculations for State Route 11 Programmatic
EIR/EIS. November 2007

Preliminary Geotechnical Study, Caltrans/SR-11, San Diego, California. November 21, 2007

State Route 11 Phase | Traffic Technical Report. December 20, 2007
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RESOURCES EVALUATED RELATIVE TO THE
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 4(F)




Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of
Section 4(f) for the State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project
San Diego, California

INTRODUCTION

The following discusses existing and planned properties adjacent to the proposed State
Route 11 (SR-11)/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE) Project that may warrant
protection under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of
1966. The discussion is prepared in support of the Final Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) being prepared for the
proposed project. Figure 1 shows the location of the potential 4(f) resource evaluated in
this document.

Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1996, codified in federal law as 49 U.S.C. 303,
declares that “[it] is the policy of the United Sates Government that special effort should
be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and
recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.”

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

Q) there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and

2 the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the
park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from
such use.

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

I. DISCUSSION OF PROPERTY

Field reconnaissance, reviews of applicable local plans, and Google Earth were used to

identify resources in the vicinity of the proposed project that could potentially be subject

to evaluation under Section 4(f). One potential Section 4(f) resource exists adjacent to
| SR-905, which is currently being constructed. This property is shown on Figure 1.

Table 1. Potential Section 4(f) Resources

Ma Distance to
P Resource Jurisdiction SR-905
ID . .
Alighment (mi)
1 Southwestern College Higher Education Center City of San Diego 0.03
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. RESOURCES NOT PROTECTED BY SECTION 4(F)

The Southwestern College Higher Education Center is located in Otay Mesa between
the Interstate 805 and the proposed SR-905/SR-125/SR-11 interchange. More
specifically, it is situated between Britannia Boulevard and La Media Road 0.03 mile
south of the future SR-905 alignment that is presently under construction. The facility
opened in August 2007, and has the capacity to serve up to 5000 students. It offers over
170 different courses, and students can pursue an associate degree, complete general
education requirements for transfer or develop occupational skills for employment. A
variety of student services are available, including Admissions and Records, Financial
Aid, Counseling and Tutoring, Science and Computer Labs, a fithess center, library and
a bookstore. The fitness center (track and field) is located adjacent to the SR-905
alignment. The facility is only available for student/team use, and is not open to the
public. Therefore, it does not qualify for protection under Section 4(f). Even if the facility
was open to the public, no “use” would occur, because the proposed project would not
permanently incorporate land from a Section 4(f) resource into a transportation facility.
Additionally, no “constructive use” would occur because the proximity impacts would not
be so severe that the protected activities, features or attributes that qualify the resource
for protection under Section 4(f) are “substantially impaired.”
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| Figure 1. Potential Section 4(f) Property (Southwestern College)
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FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106

Natural Resources Conservation Service
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

{Rev. 1-91)

T,
7130110 | sweetor 1

! Name of Profect 'gR 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE)  |” "Fareral Hiahway Administration

2. Type of Project

Highway Improvement Project and POE 6. County and State g3 piego, CA
1. Date Requesl Received by NRCS | 2. Persnn Complsting Farm
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS) 7130/10 sl :
3. Does the corridor contair prime, unique statewide o local important farmland? ves 1 vo £ 8. M"“ Imgaledl Average Farm Size
{if no; the FPPA does not apply - Do not oumpﬁe!a additional parts of this farm). 69,537
5. Major Crop(sj 2 6. Farmable Land in Government Junisdiction 7. Amaount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA
Avocados, Flowers, Wine Grapes, Citrus Acres: 112,974 % 4 Acres: 91,812 %3
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System lJsed: 9. Name of Local Site Rmssrrleni System 10. Date Land Evaluation Relumed by NRCS
CA - Storie System None N : : 9/3/10
Alternative Corridor For Segment
AR LU L AR eI L LG ) Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 345 319 298
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 0 0 0
C. Total Acres In Corridor 345 319 298 0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS} Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 40 40 39
8. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 295 270 247
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt, Unit To Be Converted 0.3 0.3 0.3
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Gevl. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value DATA NOT AVAILABLE
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative
value of Farmiand to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) 42.2 42.4 42.6
PART Vi (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))| Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 7 7 7
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 10 10 10
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 0 0 0
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 0 0 0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 0 0 0
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmiand 25 0 0 0
7. Availabiility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5 5
8. On-Farm investments 20 0 0 0
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 0 0
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricuitural Use 10 5 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 27 27 27 0
PART VH (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 422 42.4 42.6
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) Y 27 27 27 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 69.2 69.4 69.6 0
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves []  no ]
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor




NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land. These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood
control systems. Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

(1) How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points
90 to 20 percent ~ 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(2)  How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
80 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

{3} How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?
More than 80 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(4) s the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs
to protect farmland?
Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

(5)  Is the farm unit{s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County 7
{Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)

As large or larger - 10 poinis
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

{6}  If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s)
Acreage equal o less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

(7)  Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers,
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?
All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

(8)  Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 points

(9)  Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as o jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

(10} Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points
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U.5. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106

Natural Resources Conservation Service
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

PART 1 (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

(Rev. 1-81)

T
8/18/11 l Sheet 1 of __1

! tame of Project SR 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE) > Féizzr/\a%eﬁ%'hnxg;dAdministration

2. Type of Project

Highway Improvement Project and POE 6. County and State gan piego, CA
Y § : ] 1. Date Request Received by NRCS 2. Person Completing Form
3 Does the corridor contsin prime, unique statewlde or local important farmland? vES m NO D 4. Acres Imgated | Average Farm Size
{If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do ot complete additional parts of this form). 69,537 80
5. Major Crop{s) &. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount of Farmiand As Defined in FPPA
Nursery, Flower, Fruit/Nut Acres: 112,974 % 4 Acres: 91,812 o 3
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used ~|9. Nama of Local Sita Assessmenl Sysiem 10. Dats Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS
CA - Storie System IS None 9/6/11
Alternative Corridor For Segment
GG OEDCE T S e HE T ) Corridor A Carridor B Corridor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 315
B. Total Acres To Be Converted indirectly, Or To Receive Services 0
C. Total Acres In Corridor 315 0 0 0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS} Land Evaluation Information
A Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 46
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 263
€. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unil To Be Converted 0.0
0. Percentage Of Farmiand in Gowvi. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value DATA NOT AVAILABLE
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative
value of Farmland fo Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) 43.2
PART Vi (To be completed by Federal Agency)} Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c}}| Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 7
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 10
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 4]
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 0
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 0
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 5
8. On-Farm Investments 20 0
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 27 0 0 0
PART Vil (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmiand (From Part V) 100 43.2
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160 27 0 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 70.2 0.0 0.0 0
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Sefection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [] wno K]
4. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor




NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land. These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood
control systems. Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

(1) How much fand is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

{2)  How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

{3)  How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?
More than 90 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(4)  Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs
to protect farmland?
Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

(5) s the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ?
{Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)

As large or larger - 10 points
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

(8)  If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 poini(s)
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

(7 Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers,
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?
All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

(8) Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 poinis

(9)  Would the project at this site, by converting farmiand to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

(10)  Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmiand - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 poini(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - O points
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CALTRANS RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM




California Department of Transportation Relocation Assistance Program
RELOCATION ASSISTANCE ADVISORY SERVICES

This Appendix is general in nature and is not intended to be a complete statement of federal and state
relocation laws and regulations. Any questions concerning relocation should be addressed to Caltrans
Right of Way. This section provides some general descriptive information on Public Law (PL) 91-646,
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.
This is often referred to simply as the “Uniform Act.” The information in this Appendix is provided only
as background and is not intended as a complete statement of all the State or Federal laws and regulations;
for specific details the environmental planner should contact the appropriate Caltrans District or Regional
Right of Way Relocation Branch. After presenting an outline of the basic legal foundation for relocation
policy, the Appendix looks at important relocation assistance information, including advisory services and
the payment program. Refer to the Caltrans Right of Way Manual Chapter 10, for more detailed and
specific information regarding relocation and housing programs.

DECLARATION OF POLICY

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

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

FAIR HOUSING

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

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

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

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

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

RESIDENTIAL RELOCATION PAYMENTS

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

Moving Costs

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

Purchase Differential

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

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

Rent Differential

Tenants and certain owner-occupants (based on length of ownership) who have occupied the property to
be acquired by Caltrans prior to the date of the initiation of negotiations may qualify to receive a rent
differential payment. This payment is made when Caltrans determines that the cost to rent a comparable
“decent, safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling will be more than the present rent of the displacement
dwelling. As an alternative, the tenant may qualify for a down payment benefit designed to assist in the
purchase of a replacement property and the payment of certain costs incidental to the purchase, subject to
certain limitations noted under the Down Payment section below. The maximum amount payable to any
eligible tenant and any owner-occupant of less than 180 days, in addition to moving expenses, is $5,250.
If the total entitlement for rent supplement exceeds $5,250, the Last Resort Housing Program will be
used.

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

Down Payment

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

Last Resort Housing

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

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

o Number of people to be displaced:;
Specific arrangements needed to accommaodate any family member(s) with special needs;

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

o Preferences in area of relocation; and

e Location of employment or school.
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NONRESIDENTIAL RELOCATION ASSISTANCE

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

Moving Expenses

Moving expenses may include the following actual, reasonable costs:

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

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

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

Reestablishment Expenses

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

Fixed In Lieu Payment

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

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

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

Any person, business, farm or nonprofit organization which has been refused a relocation payment by the
Caltrans relocation advisor or believes that the payment(s) offered by the agency are inadequate, may
appeal for a special hearing of the complaint. No legal assistance is required. Information about the
appeal procedure is available from the relocation advisor.
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California law allows for the payment for lost goodwill that arises from the displacement for a pubic
project. A list of ineligible expenses can be obtained from Caltrans Right of Way. California’s law and
the federal regulations covering relocation assistance provide that no payment shall be duplicated by other
payments being made by the displacing agency.
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Your Rights and Benefits as a Displaced

Business, Farm or Nonprofit Organization

Under the Uniform Relocation Assistance
Program

Introduction

In building a modern transportation system, the displacement of a small
percentage of the population is often necessary. However, it is the policy of
Caltrans that displaced persons shall not suffer unnecessarily as a result of
programs designed {o benefit the public as a whole.

Displaced businesses, farms, and nonprofit organizations may be eligible for
relocation advisory services and payments.

This brochure provides information about available relocation services and
-payments. If you are required to move as the result of a Caltrans transportation
project, a Relocation Agent will contact you. The Relocation Agent will be able
to answer your specific questions and provide additional information.

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 As Amended
"The Uniform Act"

The purpose of this Act is to provide for uniform and equitable treatment of
persons displaced from their business, farm or nonprofit organization, by
federal and federally assisted programs and to establish uniform and equitable
land acquisition policies for federal and federally assisted programs.

49 Code of Federal Regulations Part 24 implements the "Uniform Act" in
accordance with the following relocation assistance objective:

To ensure that persons displaced as a direct result of federal or federally-
assisted projects are treated fairly, consistently and equitably so that such
persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects
designed for the benefit of the public as a whole.
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While every effort has been made to assure the accuracy of this booklet, it
should be understood that it does not have the force and effect of law, rule, or
regulation governing the payment of benefits. Should any difference or error
occur, the law will take precedence.

Relocation Services

The California Department of Transportation has two programs to aid
businesses, farms and nonprofit organizations which must relocate.

These are:

1. The Relocation Advisory Assistance Program, which is to aid you in
locating a suitable replacement property, and

2. The Relocation Payments Program, which is to reimburse you for certain
costs involved in relocating. These payments are classified as:

e Moving and Related Expenses (costs to move personal property not
acquired).

* Reestablishment Expenses (expenses related to the replacement
property).

¢ In-Lieu Payment (a fixed payment in lieu of moving and related
expenses, and reestablishment expenses).

NOTE: Payment of loss of goodwill is considered an acquisition cost.
California law and the federal regulations mandate that relocation payments
cannot duplicate other payments such as goodwill. You will not be eligible to
receive any relocation payments until the State has actually made the first
written offer to purchase the property. You will also receive at least 90 days’
written notice before you must move.



Some Important Definitions...

Your relocation benefits can be better understood if you become familiar with
the following terms:

Business: Any lawful activity, with the exception of a farm operation,
conducted primarily for the purchase, sale, lease and rental of personal or real
property, or for the manufacture, processing, and/or marketing of products,
commodities, or any other personal property, or for the sale of services to the
public, or solely for the purpose of this Act, and outdoor advertising display or
displays, when the display(s) must be moved as a result of the project.

Displaced Person or Displacee: Any person who moves from real property or
moves personal property from real property as a result of the acquisition of the
real property, in whole or in part, or as the result of a written notice from the
agency to vacate the real property needed for a transportation project. In the
case of a partial acquisition, Caltrans shall determine if a person is displaced as
a direct result of the acquisition.

Owners and tenants not lawfully present in the United States are not eligible
to receive relocation payments and assistance.

Contributes Materially: A business or farm operation must have had average
annual gross receipts of at least $5,000 or average annual net earnings of at
least $1,000, or their income must have contributed at least 33 1/3 percent of
the owner’s or operator’s average annual gross income form all sources, in
order to qualify as a bona-fide operation.

Farm Operation: Any activity conducted solely or primarily for the production
of one or more agricultural products or commodities, including timber, for sale
and home use, and customarily producing such products or commodities in
sufficient quantity to be capable of contributing materlally to the operator’s
support.

Nonprofit Organization: A public or private entlty that has established its
nonprofit status under applicable law.



MOVING EXPENSES

If you qualify as a displaced business, farm or nonprofit organization, you are
entitled to reimbursement of your moving costs and certain related expenses
incurred in moving. To qualify you must legally occupy the property as the
owner or lessee/tenant when Caltrans initiates negotiations for the acquisition of
the property OR at the time Caltrans acquires title or takes possession of the
property. However, to assure your eligibility and prompt payment of moving
expenses, you should contact your Relocation Agent before you move.

You Can Choose Either:

Actual Reasonable Moving Costs — You may be paid for your actual
reasonable moving costs and related expenses when a commercial mover
performs the move. Reimbursement will be limited to a move of 50 miles or
less. Related expenses, with limitations, may include:

¢ Transportation.

e Packing and unpacking of personal property.

e Disconnecting and reconnecting personal property related to the
operation.

e Temporary storage of personal property.

e Insurance while property is in storage or transit, or the loss and damage
of personal property if insurance is not reasonably available.

o Expenses in finding a replacement location.

¢ Professional services to plan and monitor the move of the personal
property to the new location.

e Licenses, permits and fees required at the replacement location.

OR

Self-Move Agreement — You may be paid to move your own personal property
based on the lower of two acceptable bids obtained by Caltrans.
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Under this option, you will still be eligible for reimbursement of related expenses
listed above that were not included in the bids.

OR

In-Lieu Payment — You can accept a fixed payment between $1,000 and
$20,000, based on your annual earnings IN LIEU OF the moving cost, related
expenses and reestablishment cost.

Actual Reasonable Moving Costs

You may be paid the actual reasonable and necessary costs of your move
when a professional mover performs the move. All of your moving costs must
be supported by paid receipts or other evidence of expenses incurred. In
addition to the transportation costs of your personal property, certain other
expenses may also be reimbursable, such as packing, crating, unpacking and
uncrating, and the disconnecting, dismantling, removing, reassembling, and
reinstalling relocated machinery, equipment, and other personal property.

Other expenses such as professional services necessary for planning and
carrying out the move, temporary storage costs, and the cost of licenses,
permits and certifications may also be reimbursable. This is not intended to be
an all-inclusive list of moving related expenses. Your Relocation Agent can
provide you with a complete explanation of reimbursable expenses.

Self-Move Agreement

If you agree to take full responsibility for all or part of the move of your
business, farm, or nonprofit organization, the Department may approve a
payment not to exceed the lower of two acceptable bids obtained by the
Department from qualified moving firms or a qualified Department staff
employee. A low-cost or uncomplicated move may be based on a single bid or
estimate at the Department’s discretion. The advantage of this moving option is
the fact that it relieves the displaced business, farm or nonprofit organization
operator from documenting all moving expenses. The Department may make
the payment without additional documentation as long as the payment is limited
to the amount of the lowest acceptable bid or estimate. Other expenses, such
as professional services for planning, storage costs, and the cost of licenses,
permits, and certifications may also be reimbursable if determined to be
necessary. These latter expenses must be pre approved by the Relocation
Agent.



Requirements:

Before you move, you must provide Caltrans with the:

Certified inventory of all personal property to be moved.

Date you intend to vacate the property.

Address of the replacement property.

Opportunity to monitor and inspect the move from the acquired property to
the replacement property.

Related Expenses

1. Searching Expenses for Replacement Property: Displaced

businesses, farms and nonprofit organizations are entitled to
reimbursement for actual reasonable expenses incurred in searching for
a replacement property, not to exceed $2,500. Expenses may include
transportation, meals, and lodging when away from home; the reasonable
value of the time spent during the search; fees paid to the real estate
agents, brokers or consultants; and other expenses determined to be
reasonable and necessary by the Department.

. Direct Loss of Tangible Personal Property: Displaced businesses,

farms, and nonprofit organizations may be eligible for a payment for the
actual direct loss of tangible personal property which is incurred as a
result of the move or discontinuance of the operation. This payment will
be based upon the lesser of:

a. The fair market value of the item for continued use at the
displacement site minus the proceeds from its sale.

OR

b. The estimated cost of moving and reinstalling the replaced item,
based on the lowest acceptable bid or estimate obtained by the
Department for eligible moving and related expense4s, including
dismantling and reassembly, but with no allowance for storage, cost
of code requirement betterments or upgrades at the replacement
site.



EXAMPLE:

" You determine that the “document shredder” cannot be moved to the new
location because of its condition, and you will not replace it at the new
location.

Fair Market Value of the Document Shredder

Based on its use at the current location $ 1,500
Proceeds: Price received from selling the -

Document Shredder $ 500
Net Value $ 1,000
OR

Estimated cost to move $ 1,050

Based on the “lesser of”’, the amount of the
“Loss of Tangible Personal Property” = $ 1,000

Note: You are also entitled to all reasonable costs incurred in attempting
to sell the document shredder (e.g. advertisement).

. Purchase of Substitute Personal Property: If an item of personal
property, which is used as part of the business, farm, or nonprofit
organization, is not moved but is promptly replaced with a substitute item
that performs a comparable function at the replacement site, the
displacee is entitled to payment of the lesser of:

a. The cost of the substitute item, including installation costs at the
replacement site, minus any proceeds from the sale or trade-in of
the replaced item;

OR

b. The estimated cost of moving and reinstalling the replaced item,
based on the lowest acceptable bid or estimate obtained by the
Department for eligible moving and related expenses, including
dismantling and reassembly, but with no allowance for storage, cost
of code requirement betterments or upgrades at the replacement
site.



EXAMPLE A:

You determine that the copying machine cannot be moved to the new location
because it is now obsolete and you will replace it.

Cost of a substitute copy machine

Including installation costs at the replacement site $ 3,000
Trade-in Allowance - $ 2,500
Net Value $ 500
OR

Estimated cost to move $ 550

Based on the “lesser of”, the amount of the
“Substitute Personal Property” = $ 500

EXAMPLE B:

You determine that the chairs will not be used at the new location because they
no longer match the décor and you will replace them. :

Cost of substitute chairs $ 1,000
Proceeds from selling the chairs - $ 100
Net Value $ 900
OR

Estimated cost to move $ 200

Based on the “lesser of”’, the amount of the
“Substitute Personal Property” = $ 200

Note: You are also entitled to all reasonable costs incurred in attempting to sell
the copy machine and/or chairs.

4. Disconnecting and Reinstallation: You will be reimbursed for your
actual and reasonable costs to disconnect, dismantle, remove,
reassemble and reinstall any machinery, equipment or other personal
property in relation to its move to the new location. This includes
connection to utilities available nearby and any modifications to the
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personalty that is necessary to adapt it to utilities at the replacement site.

5. Physical changes at the new location: You may be reimbursed for
certain physical changes to the replacement property if the changes are
necessary to permit the reinstallation of machinery or equipment
necessary for the continue operation of the business. Note: The
changes cannot increase the value of the building for general purposes,
nor can they increase the mechanical capability of the buildings beyond
its normal requirements.

6. The cost of installing utilities from the right of way line to the structure(s)
or improvements on the replacement site.

7. Marketing studies, feasibility surveys and soil testing.

8. Professional real estate services needed for the purchase or lease of a
replacement site.

9. One-time assessments or impact fees for anticipated heavy utility usage.

Reestablishment Expenses

A small business, farm or nonprofit organization may be eligible for a payment,
not to exceed $10,000, for expenses actually incurred in relocating and
reestablishing the enterprise at a replacement site.

Reestablishment expenses may include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Repairs or improvements to the replacement real property required by
Federal, State or local laws, codes or ordinances.

2. Modifications to the replacement real property to make the structure(s)
suitable for the business operation.

3. Construction and installation of exterior signing to advertise the
business.

4. Redecoration or replacement such as painting, wallpapering, paneling
or carpeting when required by the condition of the replacement site or
for aesthetic purposes.



5. Advertising the new business location.

6. The estimated increased costs of operation at the replacement site
during the first two years, for items such as:

a) Lease or rental charges

b) Personal or real property taxes

c) Insurance premiums, and

d) Ultility charges (excluding impact fees).

7. Other items that the Department considers essential for the
reestablishment of the business or farm.

Note: A nonprofit organization must substantiate that it cannot be relocated
without a substantial loss of existing patronage (membership or clientele). The
payment is based on the average of two years annual gross revenues less
administrative expenses.

In-Lieu Payment (Fixed)

Displaced businesses, farms and nonprofit organizations may be eligible for a
fixed payment in lieu of (in place of) actual moving expenses, personal property
losses, searching expense, and reestablishment expenses. The fixed payment
may not be less than $1,000 or more than $20,000.

For a business to be eligible for a fixed payment, the Department must
determine the following:

1. The business owns or rents personal property that must be moved due to
the displacement.

2. The business cannot be relocated without a substantial loss of existing
patronage.

3. The business is not part of a commercial enterprise having more than
three other businesses engaged in the same or similar activity, which are
under the same ownership and are not being displaced by the
department.

4. The business contributed materially to the income of the displaced
business operator during the two taxable years prior to displacement.
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Any business operation that is engaged solely in the rental of space to others is
not eligible for a fixed payment. This includes the rental of space for residential
or business purposes.

Eligibility requirements for farms and nonprofit organizations are slightly
different than business requirements. If you are being displaced from a farm or
your represent a nonprofit organization and are interested in a fixed payment,
please consult your relocation counselor for additional information.

The Computation of Your In-Lieu Payment:

The fixed payment for a displaced business or farm is based upon the average
annual net earnings of the operation for the two taxable years immediately
preceding the taxable year in which it is displaced. Caltrans can use a different
two year period if it is determined that the last two taxable years do not
accurately reflect the earnings of the operation.

EXAMPLE: Caltrans acquires your property and you move in 2005:

2003 Annual Net Earnings $ 10,500
2004 Annual Net Earnings $ 12,500
TOTAL $ 23,000
Average over two years $ 11,500

This would be the amount of your in-lieu payment. Remember — this is in-lieu of
all other moving benefits, including reestablishment expenses. You must
provide the Department with proof of net earnings to support your claim.

Proof of net earnings can be documented by income tax returns, certified
financial statements, or other reasonable evidence of net earnings acceptable
to the Department.

Note: The computation for nonprofit organizations differs in that the payment is
computed on the basis of average annual gross revenues less administrative
expenses for the two year period specified above.

Before You Move:

A. Request a determination of entitlement for in-lieu payment from your
Relocation Agent.
B. Include a written statement of the reasons the business cannot be
relocated without a substantial loss in net earnings.
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C. Provide certified copies of tax returns for the two tax years immediately
preceding the tax year in which you move. (If you move anytime in the
year 2005, regardless of when negotiations began or the State took title
to the property, the taxable years would be 2003 and 2004).

D. You will be notified of the amount you are entitled to after the application
is received and approved.

E. You cannot receive the payment until after you vacate the property, AND
submit a claim for the payment within 18 months of the date of your
move.

Relocation Advisory Assistance

Any business, farm or nonprofit organization displaced by Caltrans shall be
offered relocation advisory assistance for the purpose of locating a replacement
property. Relocation services are provided by qualified personnel employed by
Caltrans. It is their goal and desire to be of service to you and assist in any way
possible to help you successfully relocate.

A Relocation Agent from Caltrans will contact you personally. Relocation
services and payments will be explained to you in accordance with your
eligibility. During the initial interview with you, your needs and desires will be
determined as well as your need for assistance.
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You can expect to receive the following services, advice and assistance from
your Relocation Agent who will:

Determine your needs and preferences.

Explain the relocation benefits and eligibility requirements.

Provide information on replacement properties for your consideration.
Provide information on counseling you can obtain to help minimize
hardships in adjusting to your new location.

e Assist you in completing loan documents, rental applications or
Relocation Claims Forms.

AND provide information on:

Security deposits

Interest rates and terms

Typical down payments
Permits, fees and local planning
SBA loan requirements

Real property taxes.

Consumer education literature

If you desire, your Relocation Agent will give you current listings of other
available replacement property. Transportation will be provided to inspect
available property, especially if you are elderly or handicapped. Though you
may use the services of a real estate broker, Caltrans cannot provide a referral.

Your Relocation Agent is familiar with the services provided by others in your
community and will provide information on other federal, state, and local
programs offering assistance to displaced persons. If you have special needs,
your Relocation Agent will make every effort to secure the services of those
agencies with trained personnel who have the expertise to help you.

If the highway project will require a considerable number of people to be
relocated, Caltrans will establish a temporary Relocation Field Office on or near
the project. Project relocation offices will be open during convenient hours and
evening hours if necessary.

In addition to these services, Caltrans is required to coordinate its relocation

activities with other agencies causing displacements to ensure that all persons
displaced receive fair and consistent relocation benefits.
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Remember - YOUR RELOCATION AGENT is there to offer advice and
assistance. Do not hesitate to ask questions. And be sure you fully understand
all of your rights and available benefits.

YOUR RIGHTS AS A DISPLACEE

It is important to remember that your relocation benefits will not have an
adverse affect on your:

e Social Security Eligibility
o Welfare Eligibility
e Income Taxes

In addition, the Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 and later acts and
amendments make discriminatory practices in the purchase and rental of most
residential units illegal if based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.

Caltrans' Non-Discrimination Policy ensures that all services and/or benefits will
be administered to the general public without regard to race, color, national
origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (42 USC
2000d. et seq.).

And you always have the Right to Appeal any decision by Caltrans regarding
your relocation benefits and eligibility.

Your Right of Appeal is guaranteed in the "Uniform Act" which states that any
person may file an appeal with the head of the responsible agency if that
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person believes that the agency has failed to properly determine the person's
eligibility or the amount of a payment authorized by the Act.

If you indicate your dissatisfaction, either verbally or in writing, Caltrans will
assist you in filing an appeal and explain the procedures to be followed. You
will be given a prompt and full opportunity to be heard. You have the right to be
represented by legal counsel or other representative in connection with the
appeal (but solely at your own expense).

Caltrans will consider all pertinent justifications and materials submitted by you
and other available information needed to ensure a fair review. Caltrans will
provide you with a written determination resulting from the appeal with an ex-
planation of the basis for the decision. If you are still dissatisfied with the relief
granted, Caltrans will advise you that you may seek judicial review.
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STATE QF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENE! R r

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

P.O. Box 942873, MS-49

SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001

PHONE (916) 654-5266

FAX (916) 654-6608

TTY 711

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

July 20, 2010

TITLE VI
POLICY STATEMENT

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

For information or guidance on how to file a complaint based on the grounds of race,
color, national origin, sex, disability, or age, please visit the following web page:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/bep/title_vi/t6_violated.htm.

Additionally, if you need this information in an alternate format, such as in Braille or

in a language other than English, please contact Charles Wahnon, Manager, Title VI
and Americans with Disabilities Act Program, California Department of Transportation,
1823 14™ Street, MS-79, Sacramento, CA 95811. Phone: (916) 324-1353 or toll free
1-866-810-6346 (voice), TTY 711, fax (916) 324-1869, or via email:
charles_wahnon@dot.ca.gov.

L sap it

Director

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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INTRODUCTION

The traffic data tables presented in this appendix were compiled from data in the Tier Il

Traffic Technical Report (VRPA Technologies 2009) with a Memorandum for

SR-11/Siempre Viva Road Design Variation (VRPA Technologies 2010), and a revision

that provides an analysis of the Preferred Alternative and corrections to errors that were

noted during the public review period (VRPA Technologies 2011). These tables present

the results of analysis summarized in Section 3.8, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian
| and Bicycle Facilities of the Final EIR/EIS.
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Table H-1

EXISTING FREEWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY

2009 Peak Hour | Total Total Truck 2009 280
Route Limits Two-way Volume No. of | Capacity | Percentage V/C LO
ADT (VEH/HR) | Lanes | (VEH/HR) (%) 3
SR- North of Otay Mesa
125 Road 9,800 485 4 4,000 5 0.13 A
I-5 to I1-805 55,000 2,723 4 4,000 15 0.78 C
SR- I-805 to Otay Mesa
905 Road 63,200 3,128 4 4,000 15 0.90 D
Siempre VivaRoad o | 44 5 1,921 4 4,000 15 055 | B
International Border
North of SR-905 117,000 5,792 8 8,000 10 0.80 D
I-5 SR-905 to 1-805 83,000 4,109 8 8,000 1 0.52 B
Via de San Ysidro to
International Border * 114,200 5,653 12 12,000 1 0.48 B
North of SR-905 127,000 6,287 8 8,000 10 0.86 D
1-805
SR-905 to I-5 69,400 3,435 8 8,000 1 0.43 B

Source: VRPA Technologies 2011
Notes:

' The capacity analysis shown in this table represents the physical capacity of the roadway, but traffic
operations near the international border are controlled by capacity constraints related to border

crossing operations.

VEH/HR = Vehicles per Hour
V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio (a measure of traffic demand expressed as volume compared to
traffic-carrying capacity). Volume to capacity calculation assumes each truck is equivalent to two

passenger cars.

LOS = Level of Service
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Table H-2
EXISTING ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY
2009
Route Limits Clasgifif:ation/ Two- 2009 .
Jurisdiction way VIC/LOS
ADT

Britannia Boulevard to La Media Road 6 Lane Prime/City 52,900 0.88/D

La Media Road to Piper Ranch Road 5 Lane Major/City? 43,600 097/E

Otay Mesa Piper Ranch Road to SR-125 6 Lane Major/City 38,200 0.76/C
Road SR-125 to Sanyo Avenue Rural Collector/County | 11,600 0.72/E
Sanyo Avenue to Enrico Fermi Drive | Rural Collector/County 8,700 0.54/D

Enrico Fermi Drive to Alta Road Rural Collector/County 7,000 0.43/C

Britannia Boulevard to La Media Road | 2 Lane Collector/City 6,800 0.45/B

Airway Road La Media Road to SR-905 2 Lane Collector/City 7,300 0.49/C
SR-905 to Enrico Fermi Drive Rural Collector/County 1,600 0.10/A

Britannia Boulevard to La Media Road | 2 Lane Collector/City 300 0.02/A

La Media Road to Otay Center Drive 6 Lane Major/City 11,700 0.20/A

Sie";g:dViva Otay Center Drive to SR-905 6 Lane Prime/City 10,200 0.17 /A
SR-905 to Paseo De Las Americas 4 Lane Major/City 21,600 0.54/C

Paseo De Las Americas to 4 Lane Major/City 4,500 0.11/A

Enrico Fermi Drive

Britannia Otay Mesa Road to Airway Road Collector/City 6,800 0.20/B
Boulevard Airway Road to Siempre Viva Road Collector/City 2,900 0.08/A
North of Otay Mesa Road 2 Lane Collector/City 5,900 0.39/B

La Media Road Otay Mesa Road to Airway Road 2 Lane Collector/City 8,900 0.59/C
Airway Road to Siempre Viva Road 2 Lane Collector/City 6,900 0.46/B

Pip(la:ZrOF;Snch North of Otay Mesa Road 2 Lane Collector/City 5,400 0.36/B
Sanyo Avenue Otay Mesa Road to Airway Road 2 Lane Collector/City 3,200 0.21/A
Otay Mesa Road to Airway Road Rural Collector/County 1,500 0.09/A

Enrigcr)i\ll:eermi Airway Road to Siempre Viva Road Collector/County 3,100 0.09/A
South of Siempre Viva Road Collector/County 3,000 0.09/A

| Source: VRPA Technologies 2011

Notes:

! Results shown in BOLD print exhibit undesirable levels of service (LOS) E or F.

2 This roadway with five travelled lanes was assumed to have a capacity in between a 4-lane Major and a 6-
lane Major roadway.

ADT = Average Daily Traffic

V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio (a measure of traffic demand expressed as volume compared to traffic-
carrying capacity). Volume to capacity calculation assumes each truck is equivalent to two passenger
cars.




Table H-3
EXISTING INTERSECTION CAPACITY
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Average
LOS Delay LOS* Average
Delay (sec)
(sec)

Otay Mesa Road and Britannia
Boulevard B 14.6 B 11.5
Otay Mesa Road and La Media Road C 26.9 D 44.4
Otay Mesa Road and Piper Ranch Road B 15.1 B 10.4
Otay Mesa Road and SR-125 SB Ramp A 8.4 A 9.2
Otay Mesa Road and SR-125 NB Ramp A 0.6 B 10.3
Otay Mesa Road and SR-905 B 11.6 C 32.5
Otay Mesa Road and Harvest Road? B 12.0 C 24.3
Otay Mesa Road and Sanyo Avenue® C 20.8 E 48.7
Otay Mesa Road and Enrico Fermi
Drive” C 15.2 C 15.0
Otay Mesa Road and Alta Road” E 44.4 B 12.9
Airway Road and Britannia Boulevard C 22.3 B 13.7
Airway Road and La Media Road C 16.2 E 39.2
Airway Road and SR-905 B 14.0 C 34.4
Airway Road and Sanyo Avenue A 8.6 A 8.4
Airway Road and Paseo De Las
Americas’ A 9.1 A 10.0
Airway Road and Enrico Fermi Drive A 6.3 A 6.3
Siempre Viva Road and Britannia
Boulevard A 8.3 B 12.8
Siempre Viva Road and La Media Road” A 9.4 A 9.4
Siempre Viva Road and Otay Center
Drive C 27.1 C 21.8
Siempre Viva Road and SR-905 SB
Ramps A 2.3 A 6.6
Siempre Viva Road and SR-905 NB
Ramps B 10.6 B 13.2
Siempre Viva Road and Paseo De Las

| | Americas C 22.2 D 52.4
Siempre Viva Road and Enrico Fermi
Drive B 17.3 B 15.6
Source: VRPA Technologies 2011
Notes:

! Results shown in BOLD print exhibit undesirable levels of service (LOS) E or F.
2 Unsignalized two-way stop controlled intersection. LOS and delay are shown for worst movement only.
| 3 Delay is defined as the additional travel time experienced by a driver at an intersection as compared to
a free-flowing condition, expressed in seconds and averaged for all vehicles that enter the intersection
in the peak hour.
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Table H-4
EXISTING AND FUTURE FREEWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY

No Build Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Route Limits / Total No. of Lanes Year
Vv/C/ VvIiC/ Vv/C/ VvIiC/ Vv/C/
ADT LOS! ADT LOS! ADT LOS! ADT Lo ADT LoS!
Existing 9,800 0.13/A 9.800 0.13/A 9,800 0.13/A 9,800 0.13/A 9,800 0.13/A
North of Lone Star Road / 4 2015 31,000 0.40/A 33,800 0.44/B 32,800 0.43/B 32,800 0.43/B 34,000 0.44/B
SR-125 2035 70,600 | 0.92/D 73,000 0.95/E 71,000 0.92/E 71,000 0.92/E 74,900 0.97/E

Existing | 9,800 | 0.13/A | 9,800 | 0.13/A | 9,800 0.13/A 9,800 0.13/A 9,300 0.13/A
Lone Star Road to Otay Mesa Road / 4 2015 31,000 | 0.40/A | 33,800 | 0.44/B | 32,800 0.43/B 32,800 0.43/B 34,000 0.44/B
2035 52,600 | 0.68/C | 55,400 | 0.72/C | 52 400 0.68/C 52,400 0.68/C 61,100 0.79/D

Existing 55,000 | 0.78/C | 55,000 | 0.78/C | 55,000 0.78/C 55,000 0.78/C 55,000 0.78/C
I-5t01-805/6 2015 66,900 | 0.63/C | 69,100 | 0.66/C | 69,500 0.66/C 69,600 0.66/C 70,100 0.67/C

2035 107,600 | 1.02/F | 108,800 | 1.03/F | 110,000 1.04/F 109,100 1.04/F 109,400 1.04/F
Existing 63,200 | 0.90/D | 63,200 | 0.90/D | 63,200 0.90/D 63,200 0.90/D 63,200 0.90/D

1-805 to Otay Mesa Road / 6 2015 | 76,900 | 0.73/C | 81,200 | 0.77/C | 82.200 | 0.78/C | 81.800 | 0.78/IC | 83.700 | 0.79/D

2035 | 163,400 | 1.55/F | 162,300 | 1.54/F | 164,300 | 156/F | 162,300 | 1.54/F | 163,700 | 1.55/F
o Britania Boulevarg |_EXiSting | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

?éay Mesa Road to Britannia Boulevar 2015 | 60,800 | 0.58/B | 65,400 | 0.62/C | 66,400 | 0.63/C | 66,000 | 0.63/C | 68,000 | 0.65/C

SR.905 2035 | 151,800 | 1.44/F | 152,000 | 1.44/F | 144,800 | 1.37/F | 141,800 | 1.35/F | 153,300 | 1.45/F
Existing | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Britannia Boulevard to La Media Road/ 2015 | 86,600 | 0.82/D | 62,400 | 0.59/8 | 66,400 | 0.63/C | 63,000 | 0.60/8 | 65200 | 0.62/B

6 2035 124,600 | 1.18/F | 127,600 | 1.21/F | 129,600 1.23/F 125,800 1.19/F 130,300 1.24/F

Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

SR-125/SR-11 to Siempre Viva Road / 6 2015 53,400 | 0.51/B | 45,400 0.43/B 46,400 0.44/B 47,200 0.45/B 49,000 0.46/B
2035 88,400 | 0.84/D | 72,000 | 0.68/C 74,000 0.70/C 80,800 0.77/C 94,000 0.89/D
Existing* | 38,800 | 0.55/B | 38,800 0.55/B 38,800 0.55/B 38,800 0.55/B 38,800 0.55/B

Siempre Viva Road to International

Border / 6 2015 49,400 | 0.47/B | 42,200 | 0.40/A | 42,200 0.40/A 42,200 0.40/A 42,200 0.40/A

2035 85,400 | 0.81/D 74,400 0.71/C 74,400 0.71/C 74,400 0.71/C 74,400 0.71/C

Source: VRPA Technologies 2011

*This segment of SR-905 is 4 lanes for the existing condition.

Notes:

! Results shown in BOLD print would exhibit undesirable levels of service (LOS) E or F.

ADT = Average Daily Traffic

V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio (a measure of traffic demand expressed as volume compared to traffic-carrying capacity). Volume to capacity calculation assumes each truck is
equivalent to two passenger cars.
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Table H-4 (cont.)
EXISTING AND FUTURE FREEWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY

Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange

No Build Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

Limits / Total No. of

Route Year
Lanes

ADT VIC / LOS! ADT V/C / LOS! ADT viC / LOS! ADT viC / LOS! ADT V/C / LOS!

Existing | 117,000 0.80/D 117,000 0.80/D 117,000 0.80/D 117,000 0.80/D 117,000 0.80/D

North of SR-905/ 8 2015 125,300 0.85/D 125,300 0.85/D 125,700 0.86/D 125,700 0.86/D 125,700 0.86/D

2035 162,900 1.11/F 162,900 1.11/F 163,900 1.12/F 163,900 1.12/F 162,900 1.11/F

Existing 83,000 0.52/B 83,000 0.52/B 83,000 0.52/B 83,000 0.52/B 83,000 0.52/B

I-5 SR-905to 1-805/ 8 2015 76,000 0.47/B 81,000 0.51/B 81,000 0.51/B 70,700 0.44/B 70,700 0.44/B
2035 83,100 0.52/B 83,600 0.52/B 83,600 0.52/B 83,600 0.52/B 83,600 0.52/B

Existing 114,200 0.48/B 114,200 0.48/B 114,200 0.48/B 114,200 0.48/B 114,200 0.48/B

I-805 to International 2015 | 130700 | 0.54/B | 112.100 | 047/8 | 112100 | 047/8 | 112100 | 047/B | 112,100 | _0.47/B

Border /12 2035 | 186,200 0.78/C 151,600 0.63/C 151,600 0.63/C 151,600 0.63/C 151,600 0.63/C

Existing | 127,000 | _ 0.86/D 127,000 | _ 0.86/D 127,000 | _ 0.86/D 127,000 | 0.86/D | 127,000 | _ 0.86/D

North of SR-905/ 8 2015 | 161,700 1.10/F 155,100 1.06/F 155,700 1.06/F 154,700 1.05/F 156,300 1.06/F

1805 2035 | 230,200 157/F 216,900 1.48/F 217,900 1.48/F 216,900 1.48/F 216,600 1.47/F
Existing | 69,400 0.43/B 69,400 0.43/B 69,400 0.43/B 69,400 0.43/B 69,400 0.43/B

SR-9051t0 1-5/8 2015 | 114,200 | 0.71/C 103,700 | 0.65/C 103,700 | 0.65/C 103,700 | 0.65/C | 103,800 |  0.65/C

2035 152,000 0.95/E 132,100 0.83/D 132,200 0.83/D 131,900 0.82/D 131,400 0.82/D

Source: VRPA Technologies 2011

Notes:

! Results shown in BOLD print exhibit undesirable levels of service (LOS) E or F.

ADT = Average Daily Traffic

V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio (a measure of traffic demand expressed as volume compared to traffic-carrying capacity). Volume to capacity calculation assumes each truck is
equivalent to two passenger cars.
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Table H-5

EXISTING AND FUTURE ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY

No Build Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
Route Limits Year Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
ADT I\_/ /OC:S{l ADT I\_/ (/)CS{ ADT t/é)csll ADT t/é)csll ADT t/éCsll
La Media to Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SR-125 2015 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2035 N/A N/A 21,600 0.54/C | 21,600 0.54/C 21,900 0.55/C N/A N/A
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SR-125 to Sunroad Boulevard 2015 2,400 0.06/A 1,700 0.04/A 2,000 0.05/A 2,000 0.05/A 2,000 0.05/A
2035 40,400 1.01/F 38,000 0.95/E 39,000 0.98/E 39,900 1.00/E 44,800 1.12/F
Sunroad Boulevard to Enrico Eermi Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drive 2015 2,200 0.06/A 2,500 0.07/A 3,000 0.08/A 2,000 0.05/A 2,000 0.05/A
Lone Star 2035 30,500 | 0.82/D 29,800 0.81/D | 29,100 0.79/C 32,700 0.88/D 38,200 1.03/F
Road Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Enrico Fermi Drive to Alta Road 2015 4,500 0.12/A 4,200 0.11/A 4,000 0.11/A 2,000 0.05/A 5,000 0.14/A
2035 18,400 | 0.50/B 17,800 0.48/B 17,800 0.48/B 16,700 0.45/B 20,000 0.54/B
Alta Road to Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Otay Mesa Road 2015 1,200 0.03/A 1,200 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A
2035 7,500 0.20/A 6,700 0.18/A 6,700 0.18/A 5,900 0.16/A 6,500 0.18/A
Otay Mesa Road to Siempre Viva Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Road 2015 1,100 0.03/A 1,100 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A
2035 3,700 0.10/A 5,100 0.14/A 5,100 0.14/A 3,800 0.10/A 4,300 0.12/A
. . Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zinser Piper Ranch Road to Lone Star
Road Road 2015 3,000 0.09/A 3,600 0.11/A 4,000 0.12/A 3,000 0.09/A 3,000 0.09/A
2035 21,100 | 0.62/B 19,000 0.56/B 19,000 0.56/B 20,700 0.61/B 24,800 0.73/C
Britannia Boulevard to La Media Existing | 52,900 | 0.88/D 52,900 0.88/D | 52,900 0.88/D 52,900 0.88/D 52,900 0.88/D
Road 2015 12,400 0.21/A 12,000 0.20/A 12,000 0.20/A 12,000 0.20/A 13,000 0.22/A
2035 38,500 | 0.64/C 36,900 0.62/C | 36,900 0.62/C 37,900 0.63/C 39,700 0.66/C
Existing | 43,600 | 0.97/E 43,600 0.97/E | 43,600 0.97/E 43,600 0.97/E 43,600 0.97/E
Otar\?lol\alléasa La Media Road to SR-125 2015 7,700 0.13/A 7,400 0.12/A 8,000 0.13/A 7,000 0.12/A 8,000 0.13/A
2035 45,300 | 0.76/C 41,300 0.69/C | 41,300 0.69/C 35,600 0.59/C 20,500 0.34/A
SR-125 1 Existing | 11,600 0.72/E 11,600 0.72/E 11,600 0.72/E 11,600 0.72/E 11,600 0.72/E
Van Center Bo-uleva?d (Sunroad) 2015 5,100 0.09/A 4,700 0.08/A 5,700 0.10/A 6,000 0.10/A 7,000 0.12/A
2035 17,600 | 0.29/A 16,900 0.42/A 17,900 0.45/A 20,600 0.52/A 20,500 0.34/A
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Table H-5 (cont.)

EXISTING AND FUTURE ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY

No Build Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
Route Limits Year Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
ADT LV(/DCS/l ADT I\_/ (/)Csll ADT LV(/DCS/l ADT LV(/DCS/l ADT LV(/DCS/l
Van Center Boulevard (Sunroad) to Existing | 8,700 0.54/D 8,700 0.54/D 8,700 0.54/D 8,700 0.54/D 8,700 0.54/D
Enrico Fermi Drive 2015 3,000 0.05/A 2,800 0.05/A 3,800 0.07/A 4,000 0.07/A 3,000 0.05/A
2035 12,600 | 0.22/A 11,100 0.19/A 12,100 0.21/A 12,800 0.22/A 17,200 0.30/B
Otay Mesa Existing | 7,000 0.43/C 7,000 0.43/C 7,000 0.43/C 7,000 0.43/C 7,000 0.43/C
Road Enrico Fermi Drive to Alta Road 2015 1,800 0.05/A 2,000 0.05/A 2,000 0.05/A 4,000 0.11/A 1,000 0.03/A
(cont.) 2035 12,200 | 0.33/A 9,900 0.27/A 9,900 0.27/A 10,200 0.28/A 7,800 0.21/A
| d Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
 phaBoadto 2015 | 400 | 0.0UA 400 | 0.0UA | 100 0.00/A 0 0.00/A 0 0.00/A
2035 1,500 0.04/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 4,000 0.11/A 2,400 0.06/A
Britannia Boulevard to La Media Existing | 6,800 0.45/B 6,800 0.45/B 6,800 0.45/B 6,800 0.45/B 6,800 0.45/B
Road 2015 9,300 0.23/A 9,200 0.23/A 9,000 0.23/A 9,000 0.23/A 9,000 0.23/A
2035 20,700 | 0.52/B 18,600 0.47/B 18,600 0.47/B 20,400 0.51/B 22,300 0.56/C
La Media Road to Sanyo Road Existing | 7,300 0.49/C 7,300 0.49/C 7,300 0.49/C 7,300 0.49/C 7,300 0.49/C
(Harvest) 2015 6,400 0.16/A 6,800 0.17/A 7,000 0.18/A 7,000 0.18/A 8,000 0.20/A
2035 19,400 | 0.49/B 17,000 0.43/B 17,000 0.43/B 18,100 0.45/B 25,400 0.64/C
Sanyo Road (Harvest) to Paseo De Existing 1,600 0.10/A 1,600 0.10/A 1,600 0.10/A 1,600 0.10/A 1,600 0.10/A
Las Americas 2015 900 0.02/A 700 0.02/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A
Airway 2035 4,900 0.12/A 9,900 0.25/A 9,900 0.25/A 11,200 0.28/A 8,600 0.22/A
Road Paseo De Las Americas to ENfico Existing 1,600 0.10/A 1,600 0.10/A 1,600 0.10/A 1,600 0.10/A 1,600 0.10/A
Fermi Drive 2015 700 0.02/A 1,400 0.04/A 1,000 0.03/A 2,000 0.05/A 2,000 0.05/A
2035 9,200 0.25/A 8,600 0.23/A 8,600 0.23/A 9,700 0.26/A 18,800 0.51/B
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Enrico Fermi Drive to Alta Road 2015 500 0.01/A 500 0.01/A 1,000 0.03/A 3,000 0.08/A 2,000 0.05/A
2035 10,700 | 0.29/A 9,300 0.25/A 9,300 0.25/A 7,600 0.21/A 10,800 0.29/A
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Alta Road to Siempre Viva Road 2015 1,200 0.03/A 1,200 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A
2035 8,200 0.22/A 5,700 0.15/A 5,700 0.15/A 16,600 0.45/B 5,400 0.15/A
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Table H-5 (cont.)

EXISTING AND FUTURE ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY

No Build Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
Route Limits Year Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

ADT I\_/ é)C:Sll ADT LV(/DCS/l ADT LV(/)CS/l ADT LV(/)CS/l ADT LV(/)%/l
Britannia Boulevard to La Media Existing 300 0.02/A 300 0.02/A 300 0.02/A 300 0.02/A 300 0.02/A
Road 2015 2,300 0.04/A 2,300 0.04/A 2,000 0.03/A 2,000 0.03/A 2,000 0.03/A
2035 16,800 | 0.28/A 16,100 0.27/A | 16,100 0.27/A 16,200 0.27/A 18,600 0.31/A
La Media Road to Otay Center Drive Existing | 11,700 | 0.20/A 11,700 0.20/A | 11,700 0.20/A 11,700 0.20/A 11,700 0.20/A
(Harvest) 2015 8,400 0.14/A 8,600 0.14/A 9,000 0.15/A 8,000 0.13/A 9,000 0.15/A
2035 18,900 | 0.32/A 18,200 0.30/A | 18,200 0.30/A 18,500 0.31/A 21,500 0.36/A
Otay Center Drive (Harvest) to Existing | 10,200 | 0.17/A 10,200 0.17/A | 10,200 0.17/A 10,200 0.17/A 10,200 0.17/A
SR-905 2015 12,100 | 0.20/A 10,900 0.18/A | 11,000 0.18/A 10,000 0.17/A 20,000 0.33/A
2035 18,100 | 0.30/A 17,800 0.30/A | 17,800 0.30/A 17,800 0.30/A 18,800 0.31/A
Existing | 21,600 | 0.54/C 21,600 0.54/C | 21,600 0.54/C 21,600 0.54/C 21,600 0.54/C
SR-905 to Paseo De Las Americas 2015 27,000 | 0.45/A 26,200 0.44/B | 27,200 0.45/B 29,000 0.48/B 30,000 0.50/B

2035 62,900 | 1.05/F 52,400 0.87/D | 54,400 0.91/D 60,500 1.01/F 78,500 1.31/F
_ Paseo De Las Americas to Enrico Existing | 4,500 0.11/A 4,500 0.11/A 4,500 0.11/A 4,500 0.11/A 4,500 0.11/A
S'emp"e Eermi Drive 2015 5,300 0.09/A 6,000 0.10/A 7,000 0.12/A 9,000 0.15/A 8,000 0.13/A
Viva Road 2035 25,800 | 0.43/B 19,300 0.32/A | 21,300 0.36/A 23,600 0.39/A 38,000 0.63/C

Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Enrico Fermi Drive to Alta Road 2015 1,700 | 0.05/A 1,700 0.05/A | 2,200 0.06/A 5,000 0.14/A 2,000 0.05/A
2035 16,500 | 0.45/B 11,500 0.31/A | 12,500 0.34/A 13,500 0.36/A 18,000 0.49/B

Alta Road to Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Airway Road 2015 1,200 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,500 0.04/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A
2035 400 0.01/A 10,700 0.29/A | 11,700 0.32/A 13,500 0.36/A 9,000 0.24/A

. Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Airway Road to

SR-112 2015 1,100 0.03/A 1,200 0.03/A 1,500 0.04/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A
2035 3,600 0.10/A 10,400 0.28/A | 11,400 0.31/A 3,600 0.10/A 4,300 0.12/A

SR-112 to Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lone Star Road 2015 1,000 0.03/A 1,200 0.03/A 500 0.01/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A
2035 3,600 0.10/A 5,800 0.16/A 4,800 0.13/A 3,600 0.10/A 4,300 0.12/A
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Table H-5 (cont.)

EXISTING AND FUTURE ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY

No Build Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
Route Limits Year Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
ADT I\_/ (/)CS{ ADT LV(/D(:S/l ADT I\_/ (/)CS{ ADT I\_/ é)csﬁ ADT I\_/ (/3%/1
Existing | 6,800 0.20/B 6,800 0.20/B 6,800 0.20/B 6,800 0.20/B 6,800 0.20/B
Otay Mesa Road to SR-905 2015 11,600 | 0.19/A 11,900 0.20/A 12,000 0.20/A 12,000 0.20/A 12,000 0.20/A
2035 17,900 | 0.30/A 18,200 0.30/A 18,200 0.30/A 18,200 0.31/A 19,400 0.32/A
Britannia SR-905 to Existing | 6,800 0.20/B 6,800 0.20/B 6,800 0.20/B 6,800 0.20/B 6,800 0.20/B
Boulevard Airway Road 2015 10,500 | 0.18/A 10,600 0.18/A 11,000 0.18/A 11,000 0.18/A 11,000 0.18/A
y
2035 22,600 | 0.38/A 22,500 0.38/A | 22,500 0.38/A 22,500 0.38/A 25,000 0.42/B
Existing | 2,900 0.08/A 2,900 0.08/A 2,900 0.08/A 2,900 0.08/A 2,900 0.08/A
Airway Road to Siempre Viva Road 2015 7,300 0.12/A 7,300 0.12/A 7,000 0.12/A 7,000 0.12/A 7,000 0.12/A
2035 16,000 | 0.27/A 15,900 0.27/A 15,900 0.27/A 15,900 0.27/A 17,700 0.30/A
Existing | 5,900 0.39/B 5,900 0.39/B 5,900 0.39/B 5,900 0.39/B 5,900 0.39/B
Lone Star Road to Otay Mesa Road 2015 13,600 | 0.23/A 13,000 0.22/A 13,000 0.22/A 14,000 0.23/A 14,000 0.23/A
2035 41,100 | 0.69/C 41,000 0.68/C | 41,000 0.68/C 40,700 0.68/C 42,600 0.71/C
Existing | 8,900 0.59/C 8,900 0.59/C 8,900 0.59/C 8,900 0.59/C 8,900 0.59/C
Otay Mesa Road to SR-905 2015 12,900 | 0.22/A 12,400 0.21/A 12,000 0.20/A 13,000 0.22/A 15,000 0.25/A
La Media 2035 37,200 | 0.62/C 35,900 0.60/C 35,900 0.60/C 38,300 0.64/C 45,000 0.75/C
Road SR-905 to Existing | 8,900 0.59/C 8,900 0.59/C 8,900 0.59/C 8,900 0.59/C 8,900 0.59/C
Airway Road 2015 6,300 0.16/A 6,300 0.16/A 6,000 0.15/A 7,000 0.18/A 7,000 0.18/A
2035 20,100 | 0.50/B 19,300 0.32/B 19,300 0.32/B 19,600 0.33/B 22,600 0.57/C
Existing | 6,900 0.46/B 6,900 0.46/B 6,900 0.46/B 6,900 0.46/B 6,900 0.46/B
Airway Road to Siempre Viva Road 2015 13,600 | 0.34/A 13,400 0.34/A 13,000 0.33/A 14,000 0.35/A 14,000 0.35/A
2035 21,000 | 0.53/C 20,600 0.52/B 20,600 0.52/B 20,700 0.52/B 21,400 0.54/C
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lone Star Road to Zinser Road 2015 2,300 0.07/A 2,200 0.06/A 2,000 0.06/A 3,000 0.09/A 3,000 0.09/A
2035 8,500 0.25/A 7,200 0.21/A 7,200 0.21/A 7,300 0.21/A 9,800 0.29/A
Piper Ranch Zinser Road to Existing | 5,400 0.36/B 5,400 0.36/B 5,400 0.36/B 5,400 0.36/B 5,400 0.36/B
2015 8,400 0.28/A 7,900 0.26/A 8,000 0.27/A 8,000 0.27/A 9,000 0.30/A
Road Otay Mesa Road
2035 17,400 | 0.58/C 16,500 0.55/C 16,500 0.55/C 18,200 0.61/C 19,700 0.66/C
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Otay Mesa Road to Airway Road 2015 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2035 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 14,000 0.47/C
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Table H-5 (cont.)

EXISTING AND FUTURE ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY

No Build Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
Route Limits Year Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
ADT I\_/ (/)Csll ADT LV(/DCS/l ADT I\_/ (/Dcsll ADT LV(/DCS/l ADT I\_/(/)Csll
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lone Star Road to Zinser Road 2015 300 0.01/A 300 0.01/A 100 0.00/A 0 0.00/A 0 0.00/A
Sunroad 2035 7,000 0.20/A 7,000 0.20/A 7,000 0.20/A 7,400 0.22/A 6,300 0.18/A
Boulevard Zinser Road to Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Otay Mesa Road 2015 3,300 0.10/A 3,900 0.11/A 4,000 0.12/A 3,000 0.08/A 5,000 0.15/A
2035 25,700 | 0.75/C 24,400 0.71/C 25,400 0.74/C 23,600 0.69/C 24,600 0.72/C
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Otay Mesa Road to Airway Road 2015 3,500 0.10/A 5,000 0.15/A 6,000 0.18/A 4,000 0.13/A 4,000 0.12/A
Sanyo 2035 16,200 | 0.54/C 17,900 0.45/B 17,900 0.45/B 22,400 0.56/B 24,600 0.82/D
Avenue Airway Road to Paseo De Las Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Americas 2015 9,900 0.33/A 5,800 0.19/A 6,000 0.20/A 6,000 0.20/A 6,000 0.20/A
2035 11,700 | 0.39/B 12,300 0.31/B 12,300 0.31/B 12,500 0.31/B 10,500 0.35/B
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lone Star Road to Otay Mesa Road 2015 5,000 | 0.14/A 5,200 0.14/A | 5,000 0.14/A 2,000 0.05/A 5,000 0.14/A
2035 20,400 | 0.55/A 24,400 0.66/B 24,400 0.66/B 19,000 0.51/B 9,000 0.24/A
Existing 1,500 0.09/A 1,500 0.09/A 1,500 0.09/A 1,500 0.09/A 1,500 0.09/A
Otay Mesa Road to SR-11° 2015 5,600 0.11/A 7,700 0.15/A 8,700 0.17/A 1,000 0.02/A 5,000 0.10/A
Enrico 2035 33,600 | 0.67/C 42,300 0.85/D 44,300 0.89/D 12,700 0.25/A 14,100 0.28/A
Fermi Drive SR-11% o Existing 3,100 0.09/A 3,100 0.09/A 3,100 0.09/A 3,100 0.09/A 3,100 0.09/A
Siempre Viva Road 2015 3,600 0.10/A 5,100 0.14/A 6,000 0.16/A 4,000 0.11/A 5,000 0.14/A
2035 14,200 | 0.38/A 16,800 0.45/B 17,800 0.48/B 5,300 0.14/A 7,300 0.20/A
Existing 3,000 0.09/A 3,000 0.09/A 3,000 0.09/A 3,000 0.09/A 3,000 0.09/A
South of Siempre Viva Road 2015 500 0.01/A 700 0.02/A 1,000 0.03/A 1,000 0.03/A 0 0.00/A
2035 1,400 0.04/A 1,900 0.05/A 1,900 0.05/A 2,100 0.06/A 2,300 0.06/A
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Table H-5 (cont.)
EXISTING AND FUTURE ROADWAY SEGMENT CAPACITY

No Build Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
Route Limits Year Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
ADT I\_/ (/)Csﬁ ADT LV(/D(:S/l ADT I\_/ (/3%/1 ADT LV(/D(:S/l ADT I\_/(/)Csll
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
North of Lone Star Road 2015 4,100 0.12/A 4,100 0.12/A 4,000 0.12/A 4,000 0.12/A 4,000 0.12/A
2035 11,800 | 0.35/A 11,800 0.35/A | 11,800 0.34/A 11,900 0.35/A 11,800 0.35/A
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lone Star Road to Otay Mesa Road 2015 300 0.01/A 300 0.01/A 100 0.00/A 3,000 0.08/A 0 0.00/A
Alta 2035 8,700 0.24/A 8,900 0.24/A 8,900 0.24/A 14,700 0.40/A 7,800 0.21/A
Road Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Otay Mesa Road to Airway Road 2015 600 0.02/A 600 0.02/A 1,000 0.03/A 6,000 0.16/A 0 0.00/A
2035 8,600 0.23/A 7,000 0.19/A 7,000 0.19/A 35,600 0.96/E 8,300 0.22/A
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Airway Road to Siempre Viva Road 2015 400 0.01/A 400 0.01/A 100 0.00/A 3,000 0.08/A 0 0.00/A
2035 500 0.01/A 1,300 0.04/A 1,300 0.04/A 12,300 0.33/A 1,900 0.05/A

Source: VRPA Technologies 2011

Notes:

' Results shown in BOLD print exhibit undesirable levels of service (LOS) E or F.

ADT = Average Daily Traffic

V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio (a measure of traffic demand expressed as volume compared to traffic-carrying capacity). Volume to capacity calculation assumes each truck is
equivalent to two passenger cars.
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Table H-6
EXISTING AND FUTURE INTERSECTION CAPACITY

No Build Alternative Preferr(_ed Two Intercr_\ange One Interchange No Interch_ange
Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Intersection Year AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
Delay"/ Delay'/ Delay'/ Delay'/ Delay"/ Delay'/ Delay'/ Delay'/ Delay'/ Delay"/
LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS?
Lone Star Road and Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Lo Modia Road 2015 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2035 24.7IC 16.9/B 24.0/C 20.5/C 23.4/C 21.0/C 25.3/C 15.4/B 25.8/C 215/C
Lone Star Road and Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
e ;aamg’; 2015 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2035 13.7/B 9.2/A 13.0/B 19.0/B 21.2IC 23.9/C 15.2/B 23.2/C 12.9/B 23.8/C
Lone Star Road and Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SR.125 NB Ramps 2015 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2035 13.0/B 9.0/A 11.6/B 10.9/B 11.8/B 10.5/B 15.7/B 13.0/B 12.4/B 13.2/B
Lone Star Road and Piper Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Ranch Road 2015 10.8/B 6.7/A 8,4/A 7.1A 13.5/B 8.4/A 11.8/B 8.8/A 11.2/B 8.8/A
2035 20.8/C 10.2/B 16.6/B 9.9/A 16.9/B 10.9/B 19.7/B 23.6/C 29.4/C 11.6/B
Lone Star Road and Sunroad |EStng N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Boulevard 2015 7.7IA 6.1/A 3.3/A 6.1/A 6.4/A 4.9/A 4.3/A 5.5/A 3.7/A 5.2/A
2035 7.1A 16.6/B 7.8/A 19.0/B 9.1/A 19.0/B 8.7/A 15.5/B 22.2IC 26.2IC
Lone Star Road and 7i Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
R%’;% tar Road and Zinser 2015 8.7/A 10.2/B 11.4/B 12.8/B 15.8/B 12.5/B 14.6/B 13.5/B 15.6/B 14.0/B
2035 10.6/B 13.9/B 12.2/B 14.6/B 13.8/B 15.4/B 13.4/B 41.7/D 19.7/B 15.3/B
Lone Star Road and Van Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Conter Boulevard 2015 6.9/A 7.7IA 7.4IA 7.6/A 6.5/A 6.7/A 5.5/A 6.8/A 6.6/A 7.0/A
2035 7.6/A 9.7/A 9.4/A 12.2/B 9.7/A 12.3/B 10.1/B 10.7/B 19.9/B 17.2/B
Lone Star Road and Enri Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
F(é?;i Ser‘i:/e oad and Enrico 2015 11.6/B 8.8/A 10.7/A 8.4/A 9.8/A 9.7/A 10.1/B 8.1/A 10.4/B 9.2/A
2035 13.3/B 9.1/A 17.0/B 10.9/B 15.0/B 10.5/B 13.7/B 13.0/B 16.7/B 16.8/B
Lone Star Road and Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Alta Road 2015 15.7/B 16.3/B 16.2/B 16.3/B 25.1/C 23.5/C 23.1/C 23.3/C 24.9/C 23.6/C
2035 21.8IC 29.7/C 21.1/C 28.3/C 21.8/C 28.1/C 23.4IC 28.4IC 21.9/C 26.7IC
Lone Star Road and Otay Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Mesa Road 2015 8.0/A 8.5/A 77IA 9.7IA 12.9/B 13.1/B 8.0/A 8.2/A 10.8/B 11.5/B
2035 10.5/B 13.3/B 8.2/A 11.1/B 8.7/A 9.2/A 12.7/B 21.6/C 10.8/B 11.0/B
Lone Star Road and Siempre | -EX45ng N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Vv Road 2015 11.3/B 13.8/B 11.2/B 12.8/B 14.5/B 21.2IC 15.1/B 16.7/B 15.4/B 17.1/B
2035 10.5/B 17.2/B 12.7/B 13.1/B 9.9/A 15.4/B 11.7/B 13.6/B 11.8/B 13.7/B
_ Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Zinser Road and 2/B 10.4/B 14.1/B 12.8/B 12.0/B 12.4/B 12.1/B 12.6/B
Piper Ranch Road 2015 10.5/B 10.4/B 10.2 . . . i . .
2035 14.1/8 15.4/B 12.9/8 14.5/B 12.8/B 13.6/B 14.9/8 13.5/B 14.4/B 12.6/B
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Table H-6 (cont.)
EXISTING AND FUTURE INTERSECTION CAPACITY

: : Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
No Build Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Intersection Year AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
Delay’/ Delay/ Delay’/ Delay"/ Delay’/ Delay’/ Delay"/ Delay’/ Delay"/ Delay/
LOS? LOS? LOS® LOS® LOS? LOS® LOS® LOS? LOS® LOS?
Zinser Road and Sunroad Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Boulevard 2015 16.3/B 19.0/B 15.6/B 17.5/B 22.5/C 24.7/C 23.4/C 25.3/C 21.1/C 25.1/C
2035 26.5/C 32.7IC 23.7/C 26.5/C 23.5/C 28.1/C 25.0/C 33.4/C 25.7/C 31.0/C
Otay Mesa Road and Britannia Existing 14.6/B 11.5/B 14.6/B 11.5/B 14.6/B 11.5/B 14.6/B 11.5/B 14.6/B 11.5/B
Boulevard 2015 12.1/B 13.1/B 12.0/B 13.3/B 15.4/B 15.3/B 16.5/B 16.6/B 17.8/B 17.5/B
2035 16.6/B 19.6/B 20.5/C 20.1/C 17.6/B 22.0/C 18.1/B 15.8/B 19.5/B 21.9/C
Otay Mesa Road and La Existing 26.9/C 44.4/D 26.9/C 44.4/D 26.9/C 44.4/D 26.9/C 44.4/D 26.9/C 44.4/D
Media Road 2015 21.9/C 18.8/B 23.2/C 18.9/B 22.7IC 21.6/C 24.0/C 21.3/C 25.0/C 21.0/C
2035 >80.0/F >80.0/F 71.9/E >80.0/F 74.1/E >80.0/F 69.0/E >80.0/F >80.0/F >80.0/F
Otay Mesa Road and Piper Existing 15.1/B 10.4/B 15.1/B 10.4/B 15.1/B 10.4/B 15.1/B 10.4/B 15.1/B 10.4/B
Ranch Road 2015 23.0/C 20.3/C 23.2/C 21.3/C 25.9/C 24.8/C 24.5/C 21.0/C 24.2/C 27.0/C
2035 32.7/C 29.3/C 30.4/C 26.9/C 27.3/C 25.9/C 31.5/C 26.5/C 39.3/C 36.9/D
Otay Mesa Road and SR-125 Existing 8.4/A 9.2/A 8.4/A 9.2/A 8.4/A 9.2/A 8.4/A 9.2/A 8.4/A 9.2/A
SB Off-ramp 2015 6.0/A 6.2/A 8.5/A 13.6/B 6.5/A 6.5/A 11.0/B 13.9/B 10.8/B 7.1/A
2035 7.5/A 8.2/A 10.0/B 8.8/A 9.3/A 8.7/A 9.2/A 8.2/A 11.0/B 11.8/B
Otay Mesa Road and SR-125 Existing 0.6/A 10.3/B 0.6/A 10.3/B 0.6/A 10.3/B 0.6/A 10.3/B 0.6/A 10.3/B
NB On-ramp 2015 2.3/IA 2.8/A 2.1/A 2.5/A 2.5/A 3.1/A 2.1/A 3.0/A 2.2/1A 2.6/A
2035 2.71A 5.0/A 2.1/A 3.3/A 2.5/A 3.9/A 2.31A 4.9/A 12.3/B 2.4/A
Otay Mesa Road and Harvest Existing 12.0/B 24.3/C 12.0/B 24.3/C 12.0/B 24.3/C 12.0/B 24.3/C 12.0/B 24.3/C
Road 2015 14.0/B 12.8/B 12.4/B 11.2/B 14.0/B 14.1/B 14.3/B 13.7/B 13.0/B 14.8/B
2035 22.6/C 20.1/C 19.7/B 19.2/B 19.4/B 17.7/B 19.9/B 20.4/C 21.5/C 17.9/B
Otay Mesa Road and Sanyo Existing 20.8/C 48.7/E 20.8/C 48.7/E 20.8/C 48.7/E 20.8/C 48.7/E 20.8/C 48.7/E
Avenue 2015 12.2/B 13.1/B 13.3/B 13.0/B 17.4/B 19.7/B 16.9/B 20.4/C 20.9/C 21.2/C
2035 18.9/B 23.2/C 21.9/C 24.4/C 22.9/C 25.7/C 23.7/C 23.4/C 21.4/C 28.2/C
Otay Mesa Road and Van Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Center Boulevard 2015 5.6/A 5.3/A 6.0/A 5.2/A 5.2/A 5.3/A 5.3/A 5.2/A 5.8/A 5.7/A
2035 8.5/A 6.9/A 7.9/A 9.0/A 7.71A 8.0/A 9.7/A 14.8/B 8.3/A 10.7/B
Otay Mesa Road and Enrico Existing 15.2/C 15.0/C 15.2/C 15.0/C 15.2/C 15.0/C 15.2/C 15.0/C 15.2/C 15.0/C
Fermi Drive 2015 13.6/B 16.6/B 13.5/B 16.5/B 16.1/B 20.9/C 18.6/B 21.7/C 17.6/B 21.9/C
2035 26.5/C 41.5/D 22.0/C 48.6/D 22.7/C 54.3/D 23.1/C 29.4/C 23.2/C 37.3/D
Otay Mesa Road and Alta Existing 44.4/E 12.9/B 44 4/E 12.9/B 44.4/E 12.9/B 44.4/E 12.9/B 44.4/E 12.9/B
Road 2015 11.8/B 11.5/B 11.8/B 11.4/B 22.4/C 21.2/C 16.3/B 17.3/B 25.2/C 23.9/C
2035 26.5/C 26.0/C 21.6/C 21.2/C 21.2/C 21.9/C 53.1/D 38.0/D 21.6/C 21.4/C
SR-905 WB Ramps and Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Britannia Boulevard 2015 7.2/1A 8.0/A 7.5/A 8.3/A 8.5/A 9.9/A 11.8/B 9.0/A 10.8/B 7.3/A
2035 8.2/A 13.4/B 7.1/A 12.7/B 8.5/A 12.8/B 10.4/B 16.2/B 12.2/B 13.6/B
SR-905 EB Ramps and Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Britannia Boulevard 2015 10.4/B 10.4/B 10.3/B 10.7/B 15.6/B 14.4/B 13.6/B 11.6/B 13.3/B 11.2/B
2035 13.8/B 17.4/B 11.3/B 15.2/B 14.5/B 15.0/B 13.2/B 17.7/B 11.8/B 15.8/B
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Table H-6 (cont.)
EXISTING AND FUTURE INTERSECTION CAPACITY

’ ’ Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
No Build Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
. AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Intersection Year
Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
Delay’/ Delay/ Delay’/ Delay"/ Delay’/ Delay’/ Delay"/ Delay’/ Delay"/ Delay/
LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS? LOS?
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TR0s wa Off-ramp and La 2015 7.9A B.0/A 5.6/A 5.7/A T1.4IA 9.9/A 75IA 7 4IA 6.5/A 7.9IA
2035 15.1/B 13.0/B 10.5/B 1258 10.2/B 12.7/B 10.3/B 12.2/B 17.9/C 65.9/E
SR.905 EB Ramps and La Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Modia Road P 2015 11.6/B 12.7/8 10.2/B 11.5/B 11.2/B 9.1/A 12.8/B 12.4/B 12.1/B 11.4/B
2035 15.0/B 21.0/IC 13.5/B 17.6/B 15.1/B 18.4/B 13.6/B 16.1/B 30.3/C 24.0IC
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Enrico Fermi Drive and SR-11%® | 2015 11.8/B 10.6/B N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2035 3.2/A 2.7IA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SR11 WB Ramps and Enrico|_EXisting N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
B Drive p 2015 N/A N/A 12.3/B 13.1/B 15.6/B 15.9/B N/A N/A N/A N/A
2035 N/A N/A 21.1/C 27.1/C 19.8/8 26.6/C N/A N/A N/A N/A
SRALEBR 4 Emi Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
B errmi Drive amps and Enrico 2015 N/A N/A 11.8/B 12.7/B 11.1/B 12.7/B N/A N/A N/A N/A
2035 N/A N/A 25.4]C 23.1/C 21.8/C 23.1/C N/A N/A N/A N/A
SR11 WB On-ramp and Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sermre Viva R oadp 2015 N/A N/A 1.9/A 5.4/A 5.1/A 6.3/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
p 2035 N/A N/A 4.1/A 5.7IA 5.4/A 4.4/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SR11 EB Off-ramp and Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sierpr Viva Roag 2015 N/A N/A 10.5/B 8.0/A 12.3/8 11.1/B N/A N/A N/A N/A
p 2035 N/A N/A 5.6/A 9.4/A 8.0/A 10.4/B N/A N/A N/A N/A
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
gs:dl WB Ramps and Alta 2015 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 15.4/8 14.9/8 N/A N/A
2035 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 18.3/B 24.7]C N/A N/A
Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
=R-L1EB Ramps and Alta 2015 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 11.3/8 10.9/8 N/A N/A
2035 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 15.7/B 20.9/C N/A N/A
Airway Road and Britannia Existing 22.3]C 13.7/B 22.3/C 13.7/B 22.3IC 13.7/B 22.3/C 13.7/B 22.3IC 13.7/B
ol e{’/ard 2015 24.4]C 18.2/B 24.5]C 18.2/B 27.7IC 22.1/C 27.7IC 22.1/C 27.7IC 22.1/C
2035 26.9/C 22.5/C 34.4IC 22.1/C 26.5/C 21.6/C 32.9/C 29.0/C 28.2/C 24.5/C
Airway Road and Existing 16.2/C 39.2/E 16.2/C 30.2/E 16.2/C 39.2/E 16.2/C 39.2/E 16.2/C 30.2/E
oM eydi  Road 2015 18.8/B 24.2]C 18.9/B 25.0/C 21.0/C 25.3/C 22.1/C 27.7IC 22.3/C 28.3/C
2035 39.7/D 44.5/D 38.3ID 40.3/D 40.3/D 39.2/D 42.4/D 42.8/D 43.5/D 41.7/D
A Road and Existing 8.6/A 8.4/A 8.6/A 8.4IA 8.6/A 8.4IA 8.6/A 8.4IA 8.6/A 8.4IA
Sg‘r’]"ag Avoe"’:mz” 2015 15.9/B 15.3/B 16.3/B 15.9/B 17.5/8 17.2/B 17.4/B 17.1/B 17.7/B 17.3/B
Y 2035 26.2/C 25.0/C 25.1/C 23.2/C 25.4]C 25.1/C 27.7IC 25.3/C 27.0/C 35.2/D
Arway Road and Existing 9.1/A 10.0/A 9.1/A 10.0/A 9.1/A 10.0/A 9.1/A 10.0/A 9.1/A 10.0/A
A g Do N ericas 2015 6.8/A 8.0/A 6.9/A 8.1/A 21.4/C 21.1/C 14.1/B 14.8/B 14.3/B 14.8/B
2035 16.2/B 15.9/B 15.2/B 15.5/B 15.0/B 14.4/B 18.1/B 16.7/B 16.4/B 19.4/B
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Table H-6 (cont.)
EXISTING AND FUTURE INTERSECTION CAPACITY

No Build Alternative Preferred Two Interchange One Interchange No Interchange
Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Intersection Year AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour
Delay'/ Delay'/ Delay'/ Delay'/ Delay"/ Delay'/ Delay'/ Delay"/ Delay'/ Delay'/
LOS® LOS® LOS® LOS® LOS® LOS® LOS® LOS® LOS® LOS®
Airway Road and Existing 6.3/A 6.3/A 6.3/A 6.3/A 6.3/A 6.3/A 6.3/A 6.3/A 6.3/A 6.3/A
Enrico Fermi Drive 2015 14.4/B 15.1/B 15.7/B 16.0/B 22.5/C 21.2/C 21.0/C 21.7/C 20.7/C 21.4/C
2035 27.0/C 24.9/C 24.0/C 31.0/C 23.4/C 34.1/C 25.6/C 30.8/C 29.2/C 35.4/D
Airway Road and Existing NA NA NA NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Alta Road 2015 13.9/B 14.1/B 13.8/B 14.0/B 32.9/C 28.3/C 22.1/C 20.5/C 28.1/C 26.4/C
2035 21.5/C 24.3/C 23.0/C 19.3/B 19.8/B 21.6/C 29.6/C 30.3/C 20.8/C 18.5/B
Siempre Viva Road and Existing 8.3/A 12.8/B 8.3/A 12.8/B 8.3/A 12.8/B 8.3/A 12.8/B 8.3/A 12.8/B
Britannia Boulevard 2015 16.0/B 15.0/B 16.0/B 15.0/B 19.9/B 18.3/B 19.9/B 18.3/B 19.9/B 18.3/B
2035 28.0/C 25.5/C 24.9/C 23.1/C 22.8/C 24.5/C 22.8/C 23.5/C 26.5/C 31.9/C
Siempre Viva Road and La Existing 9.4/A 9.4/A 9.4/A 9.4/A 9.4/A 9.4/A 9.4/A 9.4/A 9.4/A 9.4/A
Media Road 2015 14.9/B 15.3/B 15.2/B 15.0/B 22.2IC 21.3/C 21.9/C 21.4/C 21.9/C 21.6/C
2035 24.2/C 29.4/C 22.3/C 25.4/C 21.1/C 24.1/C 21.5/C 23.1/C 23.3/C 24.6/C
Siempre Viva Road and Otay Existing 27.1/C 21.8/C 27.1/C 21.8/C 27.1/C 21.8/C 27.1/C 21.8/C 27.1/C 21.8/C
Center Drive 2015 25.7IC 24.4/C 25.3/C 25.2IC 26.4/C 28.5/C 26.1/C 26.3/C 29.3/C 29.1/C
2035 26.9/C 26.6/C 26.6/C 30.9/C 26.5/C 31.6/C 28.9/C 29.9/C 36.3/D 40.8/D
Siempre Viva Road and SR- Existing 2.3/1A 6.6/A 2.3/1A 6.6/A 2.3/1A 6.6/A 2.3/1A 6.6/A 2.3/1A 6.6/A
905 SB Ramps 2015 7.5/A 7.5/A 7.3I1A 7.5/A 13.4/B 12.8/B 12.2/B 12.4/B 13.4/B 12.9/B
2035 8.9/A 11.3/B 7.1/A 9.2/A 8.2/A 9.5/A 13.5/B 14.1/B 12.0/B 42.3/D
Siempre Viva Road and SR- Existing 10.6/B 13.2/B 10.6/B 13.2/B 10.6/B 13.2/B 10.6/B 13.2/B 10.6/B 13.2/B
905 NB Ramps 2015 11.9/B 13.0/B 9.6/A 11.6/B 13.3/B 15.0/B 14.7/B 15.9/B 14.6/B 15.1/B
2035 44.6/D 50.1/D 25.2/C 26.6/C 27.4/C 29.6/C 31.1/C 37.3/D 62.1/E 72.3/E
Siempre Viva Road and Paseo Existing 72.2IE >80.0/F 72.2IE >80.0/F 72.2/E >80.0/F 72.2/E >80.0/F 72.2IE >80.0/F
De Las Americas 2015 21.3/C 24.1/C 22.4IC 23.5/C 25.9/C 25.9/C 22.2/C 27.4/C 28.1/C 28.4/C
2035 38.6/D 53.4/D 40.0/D 47.9/D 38.9/D 50.8/D 36.0/D 38.2/D 68.1/E >80.0/F
Siempre Viva Road and Enrico Existing 17.3/B 15.6/B 17.3/B 15.6/B 17.3/B 15.6/B 17.3/B 15.6/B 17.3/B 15.6/B
Fermi Drive 2015 17.8/B 16.7/B 19.4/B 19.0/B 31.4/C 24.2/C 29.9/C 28.4/C 24.9/C 22.9/C
2035 34.8/C 34.5/C 26.2/C 26.7/C 29.3/C 28.3/C 29.4/C 23.3/C 43.3/D 62.0/E
Siempre Viva Road and Alta Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Road 2015 14.6/B 14.1/B 14.6/B 14.2/B 22.3/C 20.9/C 25.7IC 23.3/C 24.8/C 24.0/C
2035 27.4/C 18.1/B 28.3/C 18.3/C 30.2/C 19.3/B 31.6/C 36.9/D 16.2/B 23.9/C
Siempre Viva Road and Existing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Airway Road 2015 15.9/B 15.6/B 15.9/B 15.4/B 25.0/C 24.9/C 27.9/C 25.6/C 27.9/C 25.6/C
2035 14.6/B 16.8/B 21.9/C 21.8/B 21.4/C 21.9/C 17.3/B 21.0/C 26.4/C 26.1/C
Notes:

1

vehicles that enter the intersection in the peak hour
2 Results shown in BOLD print exhibit undesirable levels of service (LOS) E or F.
% In the case of the No Build Alternative, this refers to the planned SR-905 off-ramp at Enrico Fermi Drive.

Delay is defined as the additional travel time experienced by a driver at an intersection as compared to a free flowing condition, expressed in seconds and averaged for all
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

(916) 653-6624  Fax: (916) 653-9824

calshpo@ohp.parks.ca.gov

www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

April 24, 2008

Mr. Martin D. Rosen
Department of Transportation
4050 Taylor Street

San Diego, CA 92110

RE: 11-SD-11 PM 0.0/2.7 EA 056300 Determination of Eligibility and Affect for the State
Route 11 Project, San Diego County, California

Dear Mr. Rosen:

Thank you for requesting my comments on the above cited finding. You are initiating this
consultation following provisions of the January 2004 Programmatic Agreement among the
Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California
State Historic Preservation Officer. My staff has reviewed the documentation you provided
and | would like to offer the following comments.

You have requested my concurrence regarding the National Register of Historic Places
eligibility evaluation made pursuant to Stipulation VIII.C.5 of the Programmatic Agreement. No
architectural properties are located within the undertakings area of potential affect. You have
evaluated the following sites pursuant to guidelines and context statement for the Otay Mesa
which my Office had previously concurred in their application. The following sites were so
evaluated: CA-SDI-8080, -11794, -12701/H, -13225, -15041, -15871, -8076/8079, -8082, -
8652, -8653, -10081, -11793, -11795, -11800, -12256, -12702, -12703, -12877, -12878, -
12881, -14726, -14727, -15872, -15873, -15874, -15875, -1794, -8014, and -18400. All of
these properties are lithic scatters (Otay Mesa Smears) which would not or have not yielded
important information about our prehistory. | concur with your determinations that the above
referenced archaeological sites are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
Since no other properties are within the undertakings area of potential effect, | also concur with
your determination of no historic properties affected by implementation of the above cited
undertaking.

If my staff can be of any further assistance, please contact Dwight Dutschke or Susan Stratton
at 916-653-6624.

Sincerely,
Fucad K Shattr e

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer






. * i
" STATe UF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY . GRAY DAVIS, Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.0. BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

(916) 653-6624  Fax: (916) 653-9824

calshpo@ohp.parks.ca.gov

November 22, 1999

Reply To: FHWA990930B

Mr. Jeffrey Lindley, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

Region Nine, California Division

980 Ninth Street, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814-2724

Subject: Proposed State Route 905 (File #11-SD-905, PM 5.2/1 2;0),
San Diego County. CA

Dear Mr. Lindley:

Thank you for consulting me pursuant to 36 CFR 800, implementing regulations
for Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) has requested my review of the Historic
Property Survey Report (HPSR) for the proposed State Route 905. Route 905
will generally run east/west, parallel to the International Border, from Interstate
805 on the west to the Otay Mesa Port of Entry on the east where it will connect
to proposed State Route 125 — South at a juncture several miles north of the
International Border Crossing.

Your letter requested my comments on your determination of the eligibility of.21
architectural properties, 16 archaeological sites, and 2 mapped historic locations
situated within the proposed project Area of Potential Effects (APE).

ARCHITECTURAL PROPERTIES
 Otay International Center/Otay Commercial Center
2455 Otay Center Drive
9475 Nicola Tesla
2510 Otay Center Drive
1520 Roll Drive
2390 Roll Drive
2490-2498 Roll Drive -
9850 Airway Road
2155 Paseo de Las Americans
9651 Airway Drive
2001 Sanyo Drive
1725 Dornach Drive

NOV 30 1999
FHWA-Szcramento
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1840 Dornach Drive
1710 Dornach Drive -
1855 Dornach Drive

San Diego Gas and Electric Substation (no street address)

Partially demolished concrete block buildings (no street address)

Concrete Block Buildings (no street address) '

Brown Field Business Park

' ' 2055 Dublin Road

7625 Panasonic Way
7825 Waterville Way
7664 Panasonic \Way
7510 Airway Road
7520 Airway Road

1950 Cactus Road

1940 Cactus Road

1916 Cactus Road

1812 Cactus Road

1724 Cactus Road

1708 Cactus Road

1704 Cactus Road

1690 Cactus Road

1670 Cactus Road

1703 Cactus Road

Mesa Business Park
6960 Camino Maquiladora
6950 Camino Maquiladora
6940 Camino Maquiladora
6930 Camino Magquiladora
6965 Camino Magquiladora
6975 Camino Maquiladora
6955 Camino Maquiladora
6935 Camino Maquiladora
2675 Pacific Rim
1663 Pacific Rim

6450 Heritage Circle

1625 Heritage Road

6275 Otay Mesa Road

Small series of sheds (no street address)

Staff review of the HPSR and its evaluation of these prop_)erties Ieads me to
concur with your determination that the following properties are more than 50
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years old and are not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP): 1940 Cactus Road, 1724 Cactus Road, 1704 Cactus Road, and
a series of agricultural sheds/outbuildings (APN 645-090-05). The rest of the
properties are less than 50 years old and are not exceptionally significant. |
agree that none of these are eligible for the NRHP.

MAPPED HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The locations of two historical resources were identified during map research
within the APE: P-37-015987 and P-37-015988. A building is shown at the
location now designated P-37-015987 on the 1903 30’ Cuyamaca USGS
quadrangle map. Field reconnaissarce of this mapped location revealed that the
site has been physically altered by placement of fill soil and/or grading to the
extent that little or no research potential is indicated. P-37-015988 is the location
of what was once the site of St. John's Lutheran Church and an associated
cemetery. The church was torn down in approximately 1940 and in 1970 the
human remains were relocated from the abandoned cemetery to the Glen Abbey
Memorial Park in Bonita, California.

Based on the information provided, | agree that neither location is eligible for
inclusion in the NRHP. With regard to P-37-015988, although it is believed that
all of the burials have been removed and reburied, | agree with the
recommendation in the HPSR that monitoring be conducted during construction
within the portion of the cemetery located within the APE in the event that burials
present in unmarked graves are encountered.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES

The HPSR indicates that the generalized sparse lithic scatter that covers Otay
Mesa was identified as not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and was not tested
for this project, in accordance with guidance provided in 1996 by the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The rationale for this is discussed in the
Otay Mesa Management Plan prepared for the Route 905 project, a decument
reviewed by the SHPO in 1996. The HPSR also indicates that CA-SDI-12337
was previously determined ineligible for the NRHP given the agricultural
disturbance it has experienced and its lack of an intact subsurface-deposit.

You are seeking my comments on your determination of the eligibility for the

additional 15 archaeological sites within the APE of the undertaking. The
archaeological properties include the following:

o Eligible
CA-SDI-11424
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e Ineligible
CA-SDI-6941, Locus G
CA-SDI-6941, Locus Y
CA-SDI!-7208
CA-SDI-7604
CA-SDI-10185, Locus C
- CA-SDI-10186, Locus B

FHWAQ9909308B
CA-SDI-10187 , CA-SDI-14087
CA-SDI-10245/10734 '
CA-SDI-11423
CA-SDI-12881
CA-SDI-12882

CA-SDI-14086/H

I concur with your determination that CA-SDI-11424 is eligible for the NRHP
under criterion D based on the presence of 1) an intact subsurface deposit with a
large quantity and wide range of cultural material; 2) material for radiocarbon
analysis; 3) intact prehistoric features; and 4) the potential for this site to answer
significant research questions contained in the HPSR.

You have indicated that CA-SDI-7604 underwent testing and data recovery in
conjunction with a prior project. Given the previous work, | agree that CA-SDI-

7604 is not eligible for the NRHP.

I concur that the following sites and the prehistoric component of CA-SDI-
14086/H are ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP because they were found not to
contain subsurface deposits, diagnostic artifacts, intact features, Native American
heritage concerns, or further research potential:

CA-SDI-6941, Locus G
CA-SDI-6941, Locus Y
CA-SDI-7208
CA-SDI-10185, Locus C
CA-SDI-10186, Locus B

CA-SDI-10187 CA-SDI-14087
CA-SDI-10245/10734

CA-SDI-11423

CA-SDI-12881

CA-SDI-12882

| also agree that the historic component of CA-SDI-14086/H is ineligible for the
NRHP due to lack of a subsurface deposit and the inability to place the trash
scatter into the Otay Mesa historical context.

In considéring the NRHP eligibility of any property, all the criteria defined by 36
CFR Part 60.4 need to be considered. In general, the HPSR and the reports
attached to it skipped to criterion D. In the future, please clearly address all of

the criteria for eligibility.

FINDING OF EFFECT

You have determined that implementation of the undertgking yvill have No
Adverse Effect on CA-SDI-11424. You have justified this finding by suggesting
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that effects of the undertaking-that would otherwise be adverse will not be
adverse if the following measures are implemented:

. Red_esign of the proposed roadway to avoid impacting the identified, intact,
significant subsurface deposits within site CA-SDI-11424.

« . Monitoring of construction activities within the vicinity of site CA-SDI-11424 by
a qualified archaeologist.

| have considered the foregoing recommendations and find that they are
sufficient to warrant my ccncurrence in your no adverse effect determination if
you agree to impose them as conditions on the undertaking [36 CFR § 800.5(b)].
You may indicate your agreement by executing the signature block below. My
receipt of a copy of this letter bearing your signature will constitute satisfactory
evidence of Section 106 compliance by the FHWA for this undertaking.

Your consideration of historic properties in the project planning process is
appreciated. Should you have any questions, please contact staff archaeologist

Charles Whatford by telephone at (916) 653 — 2716 or via email
cwhat@ohp.parks.ca.gov ‘

Sincerely,

Daniel Abeyta, Acting
State Historic Preservation Officer

AGREED: v//ﬁ,‘////%/// DATE /02/27/7?_

ety Lindiey -
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration







STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
1725 23" Street, Suite 100

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-7100

(916) 445-7000  Fax: (916) 445-7053

calshpo@parks.ca.gov

www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

April 07, 2011 In Reply Refer To: FHWAOQ081124E

Kim Smith

Department of Transportation
District 11

4050 Taylor Street, MS 242
San Diego, CA 92110

Re: Third Supplemental HPSR for the State Route 11 Project: Biological Mitigation Site;
Determination of Eligibility and No Adverse Effect Findings

Dear Ms. Smith:

Thank you for seeking my consultation regarding the above noted undertaking in
accordance with the Programmatic Agreement (PA) Among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation
Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it
Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California.
Pursuant to Stipulation VIII of the PA, the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) has determined the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and has completed
identification and evaluation of historic properties within the APE.

The undertaking consists of constructing a 2.7 mile freeway to connect a proposed Port
of Entry with a previously approved interchange. Caltrans is currently proposing to
enhance habitat at the Lonestar Biological Mitigation Site situated in Otay Mesa. This
biological mitigation includes the creation of vernal pools, mima mounts, and
maintenance trails, encompassing a total of approximately 160 acres.

You are requesting my concurrence, pursuant to Stipulation VIII.C.5 of the PA, on your
determination of eligibility, for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), of nine
(n=9) historic properties identified within the APE in addition to one component of a site
as a non-contributor. In addition to your letter of February 22, 2011, you have submitted
the following documents in support of this undertaking:

e Third Historic Property Survey Report: Lonestar Biological Mitigation Site (Koji
Tsunoda, Caltrans, February 2011)

eManagement Plan for Otay Mesa Prehistoric Resources (Dennis Gellegos et al.,
Gallegos and Associates, September 1998)

As documented in the report noted above, Caltrans has identified 12 archaeological
sites within the Area of Potential Effects, all of which are within the Area of Direct
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Impacts. One of those sites, CA-SDI-14250H, a sparse trash scatter, has been
determined exempt under Attachment 4 of the PA. Sites CA-SDI-11210, -11214,
-11215/11216, -17100, -17101, and -17102 are sparse lithic scatters. Based on
research, including testing of several large sparse lithic scatters on the Otay Mesa, the
scatters have been determined extremely unlikely to have subsurface components and
limited in their ability to answer research questions for the region. The Otay Mesa has
been characterized as a “smear” of sparse lithic scatters across the entire surface, with
differentiation coming from additional components in limited locations. Based on the
context presented in the Management Plan and descriptions in the HPSR, Caltrans has
determined all six sparse lithic scatters not eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places. Caltrans has also determined that the prehistoric components of CA-SDI-
11217/H, -11218/H, -11219/H, and -14210/H which all consist of lithic scatters as
described above are not eligible.

The historic components of CA-SDI-11217/H, -11218/H, and 11219/H consist of surface
refuse scatters associated with agriculture and homesteading in the vicinity. Backhoe
trenches were dug for the purposes of identifying subsurface components of these sites,
of which none were located. Caltrans has determined that the historic components of
these three sites are not eligible. The historic component of site CA-SDI-14210/H and
historic site CA-SDI-11221H will be protected through the establishment of an
Environmentally Sensitive Area, and as such have not been fully evaluated and will be
treated as eligible for the purposes of this undertaking. Native America consultation was
initiated with letters sent January 12, 2011. No comments have been received to date.

Caltrans has determined that a finding of No Adverse Effects with Standard Conditions
(ESA) is appropriate. Based on my review of your letter and supporting documentation, |
have the following comments:

1) I concur that sites CA-SDI-11210, -11214, -11215/11216, -11217/H, -11218/H, -
11219/H, -17100, -17101, and -17102 are not eligible for the NRHP.

2) 1 also concur that the prehistoric component of site CA-SDI-14210/H is a non-
contributor to the sites potential eligibility.

3) | concur in Caltrans efforts to avoid impacts to the historic component of CA-
SDI14210/H and all of site CA-SDI-11221H in an Environmentally Sensitive Area.

4) | therefore, concur in Caltrans finding of No Adverse Effects with Standard
Conditions (ESA).

Be advised that under certain circumstances, such as unanticipated discovery or a
change in project description, Caltrans may have additional future responsibilities for
this undertaking under 36 CFR Part 800. Thank you for seeking my comments and
considering historic properties as part of your project planning. If you require further
information, please contact Trevor Pratt of my staff, at phone 916-445-7017 or email
tpratt@parks.ca.gov.

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer


mailto:tpratt@parks.ca.gov

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

1725 23" Street, Suite 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-7100
(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053
calshpo@parks.ca.gov
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

September 14, 2011 In Reply Refer To: FHWA081124E

Kevin Hovey

Department of Transportation
District 11

4050 Taylor Street, MS 242
San Diego, CA 92110

Re: Fourth Supplemental HPSR for the State Route 11 Project: Biological Mitigation
Site; Determination of Eligibility and No Adverse Effect Findings

Dear Mr. Hovey:

Thank you for seeking my consultation regarding the above noted undertaking in
accordance with the Programmatic Agreement (PA) Among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation
Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it
Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California.
Pursuant to Stipulation VIII of the PA, the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) has determined the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and has completed
identification and evaluation of historic properties within the APE.

The undertaking consists of constructing a 2.7 mile freeway to connect a proposed Port
of Entry with a previously approved interchange. Caltrans is currently proposing to
enhance habitat at the Johnson Canyon Biological Mitigation Site situated in Otay
Mesa. This biological mitigation includes the planting of native vegetation and installing
barriers, encompassing a total of approximately 8.15 acres.

You are requesting my concurrence, pursuant to Stipulation VIII.C.5 of the PA, on your
determination that a newly identified portion of site CA-SDI-12337 that Caltrans has
access to is not a contributor to the site’s potential eligibility. The site was previously
determined not eligible with SHPO concurrence in 1995, however there is still an
unevaluated portion of the site to which Caltrans could not gain access. In addition to
your letter received July 5, 2011, you have submitted the following documents in
support of this undertaking:

eFourth Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report: Johnson Canyon Biological
Mitigation Site (Koji Tsunoda, Caltrans, June 2011)

e Third Historic Property Survey Report: Lonestar Biological Mitigation Site (Koji
Tsunoda, Caltrans, February 2011)
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eManagement Plan for Otay Mesa Prehistoric Resources (Dennis Gellegos et al.,
Gallegos and Associates, September 1998)

As documented in the report noted above, Caltrans has identified an extension to site
CA-SDI-12337, a lithic scatter with a few ground stone tools on the Otay Mesa. The new
portion of the site contains green metavolcanic flakes and cores; however, the
concentration is below three flakes per 100 square meters, which has been the
commonly applied threshold to distinguish between sites and background scatter on
Otay Mesa. The newly identified portion of the site is reported as within a heavily
disturbed context, as it has been repeatedly plowed and graded for farmland and roads.
Because the newly recorded portion is actually considered to be consistent with
background scatter of the Otay Mesa, Caltrans has determined that the newly-recorded
portion, to which they now have access, is not a contributor, as it would normally not be
recorded as part of a site, but background scatter.

Caltrans has determined that a finding of No Adverse Effects with Standard Conditions
(ESA) is appropriate. Based on my review of your letter and supporting documentation, |
have the following comments in addition to my previous concurrence and comments
dated April 7, 2011:

1) Please be aware that the Management Plan for Otay Mesa Prehistoric
Resources is not a program alternative, and only a guidance document akin to a
specialized prehistoric context with evaluation criteria, however this should be
used with caution as the Management Plan was written for CEQA, rather than
Section 106 of the NHPA. The Management Plan serves as a highly focused
prehistoric context.

2) | concur that the newly identified portion of the site is not a contributor to the
site’s potential eligibility, as the surface concentration meets the definition of the
background scatter found throughout the Otay Mesa.

3) 1 do concur in the FHWA plan to avoid adverse effects to site CA-SDI-10155H
through the implementation of an ESA.

4) Therefore, | concur with Caltrans’ finding of No Adverse Effects with Standard
Conditions-ESA.

Be advised that under certain circumstances, such as unanticipated discovery or a
change in project description, Caltrans may have additional future responsibilities for
this undertaking under 36 CFR Part 800. Thank you for seeking my comments and
considering historic properties as part of your project planning. If you require further
information, please contact Trevor Pratt of my staff, at phone 916-445-7017 or email
tpratt@parks.ca.gov.

Zﬁ%&mﬂf

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer
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County of San Dieqo

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
JOHN L. SNYDER

DIRECTOR 5555 OVERLAND AVE, SUITE 2188
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123-12895

(B58) 694-2212 FAX: (858) 268-0461
Web Site: sdcdpw.org

July 3, 2007

Mr. Tim Brownson

District Hydraulic Engineer

California Department of Transportation — District 11
4050 Taylor Street

San Diego, CA 92110

FLOODPLAIN IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED OTAY MESA EAST POE
AND SR-11

Dear Mr. Brownson:

We have reviewed your letter of May 14, 2007, requesting our endorsement of your
conclusion that there is no need for a Floodplain Impact Assessment of the proposed
Otay Mesa East POE and SR-11.

The subject proposed project as depicted on Exhibit 2A is partially located within the
FIRM No. 06073C2183F, which determined the area as Zone X outside the 500-year
floodplain. Therefore, we concurred with your conclusion that the subject proposed
project does not require a Floodplain Impact Assessment.

However, with regard to flood management in East Otay Mesa all developments are
subject to guidelines of the County’s East Otay Mesa Specific Plan Comprehensive
Flood Control Master Plan 1994. Essentially, developments within East Otay Mesa
area are required to provide local or regional detention basins.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (858)
694-3672 or by email Cid.Tesoro@sdcounty.gov.

Kids e The Environment e Safe and Livable Communities



Mr. Brownson
July 3, 2007
Page 2

Sincerely,

CID TESORO, Manager
Watershed Protection Program

CTlez

cc:  Hung Tran, Department of Public Works, MS 0384
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Worksheet A

Reasonable Allowance Calculation for Noise Abatement based on Critical Design Receiver

Base Allowance County: San Diego
Base Year 2008 $31,000 Route: SR-905
1) Absolute Noise Levels Check One Post Mile: 570+28/576+18
69 dBA or less: Add:  $2,000 $0 Project Exp Auth: EA 085780
70-74 dBA: Add:  $4,000 v $4,000 Program Code:
75-78 dBA: Add: $6,000 $0
More than 78 dBA: Add:  $8,000 $0
2) Build vs. Existing Noise Levels’ Check One Barrier Name or ID NB-1
Less than 3 dBA: Add:  $0 S $0 Barrier Height (Feet) 10
3-7 dBA: Add:  $2,000 $0 Critical Design Receiver R-10
8-11 dBA: Add: $4,000 $0 Number of benefitted 3
12 dBA or more: Add:  $6,000 $0 Residences (equivalent)
3) Achievable Noise Reduction Check One New Hwy Construction No
Less than 6 dBA: Add: $0 \ $0 Pre 1978 residences No
6-8 dBA: Add: $2,000 $0 - . 2
9-11 dBA: Add:  $4,000 go | | EXisting Noise Levels 74 dBA
12 dBA or more; Add:  $6,000 $0 .
4) New Construction Or Pre 1978 residences? Future Noise Levels 74 dBA
(Choose Yes or No) ch in Noise Level
YES on either one: Add: $10,000 $0 anges in Toise Leve 0 dBA
NO on both: Add:  $0 v $0 , ,
Reasonable Allowance Per Residence $35,000 Noise Level with Abatement 69 dBA
Unmodified Barrier Allowance $105,000 Barrier Insertion Loss 5 dBA
Adjusted reasonable allowance for Benefitted Residence $35,000
Adjusted Unmodified Barrier Allowance $105,000 Continue to Worksheet B

Adjusted reasonable allowance for Residence and Barrier must be rounded up to the nearest $1,000

! Build vs. Build-out SR-905 (under construction) Noise Levels

2 Build-out SR-905 Noise Levels
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, ‘California 92011

In Reply Refer To:

FWS-SDG-1803.2
OCT 6 2006

Ms. Deborah Leonard

Helix Environmental Inc.

7578 El Cajon Boulevard, Suite 200

La Mesa, California 91941

Subject:  Request for Candidate, Proposed, Threatened, or Endangered Species for the
Proposed State Route 11 and East Otay Mesa Port-of-Entry Project, San
Diego County, California

Dear Ms. Leonard:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the information provided in your letter
dated September 12, 2006, and received at our office on September 13, 2006, to assess
the potential presence of federally listed threatened, endangered, or proposed species at
the proposed project site. We do not have site specific information for your project area
however, to assist you in evaluating whether or not the proposed project may affect listed
species, we are providing the attached list of federally listed species that may occur in the
general project area. Please note that only general biological information is available for
the project area and this may not be a comprehensive list. You should contact the
California Department of Fish and Game for State-listed and other sensitive species that
may occur in the area of the proposed project. Please note that State-listed species are
protected under the provisions of the California Endangered Species Act. We
recommend that you seek assistance from a biologist familiar with the project site, and
experienced in assessing the potential for direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to
species and their habitats likely to result from the proposed activity.

If it is determined that the proposed project may affect a listed or proposed species, or
designated or proposed critical habitat, consultation (or conference for proposed species)
with the Service pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as
amended, should be initiated. Informal consultation may be used to exchange
information and resolve conflicts with respect to listed species prior to a written request
for formal consultation.

TAKE PRIDE" , 4
INAMERICASSS



Ms. Leonard (FWS-SDG-1803.2)

Should you have any questions regarding the species on the enclosed list or yoiJr

responsibilities under the Act, please call Kurt Roblek of my staff at (760) 431-9440,

Sincerely
ﬂ?aw( ey Sy

extension 308.

Therese O’Rburke

Assistant Field Supervisor

Cc:  Susanne Glasgow, Caltrans District 11

- Steve Healow, FHWA
Susan Wynn, USFWS

" Federally Listed Species Which Occur or May Occur
Within the Project Site of the Proposed
State Route 11 and East Otay Port-of-Entry Project

Common Name Scientific Name Status
PLANTS
San Diego thornmint Acanthomintha ilicifolia T
Otay tarplant Deinandra conjugens T,CH
San Diego button celery Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii E
willowy monardella Monardella linoides ssp. viminea E
Otay Mesa mint Pogogyne nudiuscula E
BIRDS ,
southwestern willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus E,CH
coastal California gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica T, CH
least Bell’s vireo Vireo bellii pusillus E, CH
INVERTEBRATES
San Diego fairy shrimp Branchinecta sandiegonensis E,CH
Quino checkerspot butterfly Euphydryas editha quino E, CH
Riverside fairy shrimp Streptocephalus wootoni E,CH
AMPHIBIANS
arroyo toad Bufo californicus E,CH
E: Endangered T: Threatened CH: Critical Habitat
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Appendix C

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 scH#2008111038

Project Title: State Route (SR-) 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE) -Tier Il

Lead Agency: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Contact Person: Sandra Lavender
Mailing Address: 4050 Taylor Street, MS-242 Phone: (619) 688-3135
City: San Diego Zip: 92110 County: San Diego
Project Location: County:San Diego City/Nearest Community: San Diego
Cross Streets: From Britannia Blvd. east to new POE at US/Mexico Border Zip Code: 92154
Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): ~116 ©91 194 N, 32 256 74 "W Total Acres: 464 - 490
Assessor's Parcel No.: Various Section: 34 -36 Twp.: 185 & 19s Range: 1W & 1E  Base: OtayMesa
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: SR-125, SR-905 Waterways: Un-named blue-line streams
Airports: Brown Field Railways: None Schools: San Ysidro School Dist.

Document Type:

CEQA: [] NoP Draft EIR NEPA: [ NoOI Other: Joint Document
[] Early Cons [J Supplement/Subsequent EIR ] EA [] Final Document
| Neg Dec (Prior SCH No.) Draft EIS [] Other:

[] MitNegDec  Other: [] FONSI

Local Action Type:

[] General Plan Update [ Specific Plan ] Rezone ] Annexation

[] General Plan Amendment [ ] Master Plan [] Prezone [] Redevelopment

[J General Plan Element [] Planned Unit Development [ ] Use Permit [0 Coastal Permit

[] Community Plan [ site Plan [ Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) O Other:

Development Type:

[] Residential: Units Acres

[] Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees Transportation: Type New toll highway/POE/CVEF
[[] Commercial:Sq.ft. Acres Employees | Mining: Mineral

[] Industrial: ~ Sq.ft. Acres Employees ] Power: Type MW

[] Educational: [] Waste Treatment: Type MGD

[] Recreational: [] Hazardous Waste: Type

[] Water Facilities: Type MGD [ oOther:

Project Issues Discussed in Document:

Aesthetic/Visual Fiscal Recreation/Parks Vegetation

Agricultural Land Flood Plain/Flooding Schools/Universities Water Quality

Air Quality [] Forest Land/Fire Hazard [] Septic Systems Water Supply/Groundwater
Archeological/Historical Geologic/Seismic Sewer Capacity Wetland/Riparian
Biological Resources ] Minerals Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading Growth Inducement

] Coastal Zone Noise Solid Waste Land Use
Drainage/Absorption [] Population/Housing Balance [v] Toxic/Hazardous Cumulative Effects
Economic/Jobs Public Services/Facilities Traffic/Circulation Other:Paleontology

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
County: Mixed Industrial/Light Ind./Technology Business. City of SD: Industrial Parks/Light Ind./Specialized Commercial

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary)

See attached.

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exists for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or
previous draft document) please fill in.
Revised 2008



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X".
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S".

X Air Resources Board X Office of Emergency Services

______ Boating & Waterways, Department of _X_ Office of Historic Preservation

X_ California Highway Patrol ______ Office of Public School Construction
_____ Caltrans District # __ Parks & Recreation, Department of
__ Caltrans Division of Aeronautics _____ Pesticide Regulation, Department of
____ Caltrans Planning X Public Utilities Commission

______ Central Valley Flood Protection Board X_ Regional WQCB # 9_

___ Coachella Valley Mtns. Conservancy Resources Agency

____ Coastal Commission S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Comm.
_____ Colorado River Board __ San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers & Mtns. Conservancy
_____ Conservation, Department of San Joaquin River Conservancy

__ Corrections, Department of Santa Monica Mtns. Conservancy

____ Delta Protection Commission _____ State Lands Commission

_____ Education, Department of ______ SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

X_ Energy Commission X_ SWRCB: Water Quality

_X_ Fish & Game Region # 5_ ______ SWRCB: Water Rights

X_ Food & Agriculture, Department of _____ Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

_ Forestry and Fire Protection, Department of X__ Toxic Substances Control, Department of
X General Services, Department of Water Resources, Department of

_X_ Health Services, Department of

_____ Housing & Community Development _____ Other:

L Integrated Waste Management Board _____ Other:

X_ Native American Heritage Commission

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date December 3, 2010 Ending Date February 1, 2011

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm: Applicant: CA Department of Transportation

Address: Address: 4050 Taylor Street, MS-242
City/State/Zip: City/State/Zip: San Diego, CA 92110

Contact: Phone: (619) 688-3135

Phone:

Signature of Lead Agency Representative: Date:

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code.

Revised 2008



Notice of Completion
State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry

Project Description

The proposed action represents Tier Il of a two-phase process. Phase | (EIR certified in 2009)
previously evaluated alternative locations for the future implementation of State Route (SR-) 11
and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE), and selected the Western Alternative. The subject
Tier Il EIR analyzes the proposed design alternatives for the new SR-11 toll highway, the POE
and an associated Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF), including SR-11
connectors to SR-905 and associated modifications to SR-905.

Tier Il primary objectives include increasing regional inspection capacities for commercial/
personal vehicles and pedestrians; reducing northbound vehicle/pedestrian queues and wait
times; accommodating projected increases in international commercial trade and personal
vehicle border traffic; contributing to reduced congestion at border crossings and along regional
transportation infrastructure; and, accommodating commercial goods movement and cross-
border travel.

Three build alternatives and five variations for the SR-11 corridor are evaluated in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS), along with the No
Build Alternative. The three SR-11 alternatives include the Two Interchange Alternative
(interchanges at Enrico Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Boulevard), One Interchange Alternative
(interchange at Alta Road), and No Interchange Alternative, while the variations involve a no-toll
option, a modified median design, two design options for the SR-905/SR-125/SR-11
Interchange, and a design option for the Siempre Viva Road Interchange. The POE and CVEF
design and location would be the same under all the SR-11 alternatives and design variations.






STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11

4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS-242

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

PHONE (619) 688-0100 Flex your power!
FAX (619) 688-4277 Be energy efficient!
TTY 711

December 1, 2010 SCH# 2008111038

11-SD-11, PM 0.0/2.8
11-SD-905, PM R8.4/10.1
EA 056310 (1100000023)

County of San Diego

Clerks Office

County Administration Center
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 260
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear County Clerk,

Subject: Notice of Availability of the State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Tier II Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), has prepared this Tier [I Draft Environmental impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS), which examines the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives
and variations being considered for the proposed project located in East Otay Mesa in

San Diego County, California. The DEIR/EIS describes why the project is being proposed,

what alternatives are considered, how the existing environment could be affected by the project,

the potential impacts of each of the alternatives and variations, and the proposed avoidance,

minimization, and/or mitigation measures.

Caltrans has enclosed a copy of the Notice of Availability of the DEIR/PEIS for filing by the
County Clerks Office.

If you have any questions, please contact Sandra Lavender at (619) 688-3135. Your interest in
this important transportation improvement project is truly appreciated.

eputy District Director
Environmental Division E cas| ok
ot I IL[E [

avid Butler, Recorder/(?ounty Clerk

o DEC 07 2010
B‘Y . P s1e

DEPUTY

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



David Butler, Recorder/County Clerk

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION DEPUTY sted . LU 2014

Federal Highway Administration

Notice of Availability for the Tier Il Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the State Route 11 and Otay Mesa
East Port of Entry Project, San Diego County, California.

| AGENCY: Department of Transportation - Federal Highway Administration
ACTION: Notice of Availability

SUMMARY: The Federal Highway Adrﬁinistration (FHWA) in cooperation with the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has prepared a Tier |l Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR), which
examines the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives and variations being
considered for the proposed project located in East Otay Mesa, in San Diego Counfty,
California. The Draft EIS/EIR describes the reason the project is being proposed, the
alternatives being considered, the potential impacts of each of the alternatives and

variations on the existing environment, and the proposed avoidance, minimization,

and/or mitigation measures.

The proposed facilities are being studied under a two-tier process. Under Phase |, a
Program Environmental Impact Report/Phase | Environmental Impact Statement
(PEIR/PEIS) was prepared and approved/certified in August 2008. The proposed
project would constitute Tier Ii of planning and environmental clearance for the
development of a new Port of Entry (POE) in the San Diego/Tijuana region; along with
development of associated State Route 11 (SR-11), which would connect the new

POE to the existing and planned roadway system in the area; and a new Commercial



Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF) for the California Highway Patrol’s inspection of

trucks entering California from Mexico.

Three project build alternatives and five variations for the pfoject are evaluated in the
Draft EIR/EIS, along with the No Build Alternative. The three SR-11 alternatives are
identified as the Two Interchange, One Interchange and No Interchange éltarnatives,
while the variations involve a no-toll variation, a modified median design, two design
variations for the SR-905/SR-125/SR-11 Intefchange, and a design variation for the
Siempre Viva Road lnferchange.— The POE and CVEF designs and locations wduld be
the same under all the build alternatives and Variations. Potential benefits from the Tier
Il project would include provision of additional border crossing capacity to meet current
and projected demand for the movement of people and goods between the United
States and Mexico, as well as the reduction of wait times and other inefficiencies

associated with border crossings.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Questions or comments concerning the
Draft EIR/EIS should be directed to: Sandra Lavender, Environmental Division,
California Department of Transportation, District 11, 4050 Taylor Street, MS-242, San
Diego, CA 92110, (619) 688-3135. Comments should be submitted no later than
February 1, 2011.

The Draft EIR/EIS is available for public review and comment from Friday, December 3,
2010 to Tuesday, February 1, 2011. The Draft EIR/EIS, and all referenced technical
reports, are available for review in hardcopy format at the following locations:

Caltrans District Office Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce
4050 Taylor Street 9163 Siempre Viva Road, Suite I-2
San Diego CA 92100 San Diego, CA 92154

San Diego County Library — Imperial San Diego County Library — Bonita-
Beach Branch Sunnyside Branch

810 Imperial Beach Blvd. 4375 Bonita Road



Imperial Beach, CA 91932 Bonita, CA, 91902

San Diego County Library — Otay Mesa-
Nestor Branch

3003 Coronado Avenue

San Diego, CA 92154

The Draft EIR/EIS is also available for review on the Internet at the following link:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/envir

A public meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, January 19, 2011 at the Ocean View
Hills Elementary School located at 4919 Del Sol Boulevard, San Diego, CA 92154.
The meeting will be held from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. Caltrans staff will be on hand to
provide information and to answer questions regarding the project. A certified court
reporter will be available to take public comments for the record, or if preferred,
comments may be submitted in writing. Caltrans will respond to substantive comments

in the Final EIR/EIS.

If you cannot attend, please submit your written comments to the following address:

Sandra Lavender

Environmental Analysis, Branch A

California Department of Transportation, District 11
4050 Taylor Street, MS 242

San Diego, CA 92110

Individuals who require special accommodations (American Sign Language interpreter,
accessible seating, documentation is alternate formats, etc.) are requested to contact
the Public Information Office at 619-688-6670 at least 10 days prior to the scheduled
_hearing date. TDD users may contact the California Relay Service TDD line at 1-800-
735-2929 or Voice Line at 1-800-735-2922.

ﬁaw | /{24 2010

Bill Forrester / 'Date
Director, Structures
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD
STATE ROUTE 11/OTAY MESA EAST PORT OF ENTRY PROJECT (TIER 1I)

Environmental Generalist File: 11-SD-11, 11-SD-905, SR-125
Sandra Lavender PM: 0.0/2.8, R8.4/10.1, 0.5
Phone: 619-688-3135 EA: 056310

Date: March 2012
Project ID: 1100000023

DESIGN KICK OFF Project Management (PM) Beginning of Phase |
ENVIRONMENTAL PS&E . Plans, Specifications and
REVIEW MEETING PM/ Environmental Estimates (PS&E) circulation

PRE-CONSTRUCTION PM/ Resident Engineer (RE) Contract Award

MEETING

PRE-JOB MEETING PM/ RE Pre-construction
MID-CONSTRUCTION .
MEETING PM/ RE Construction
DESIGN FEATURES .
MEMORANDUM PM/ RE Post Construction
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NOTE: See Visual/Aesthetics section for measures that would
mitigate for both visual and community impacts.

UTILITIES/EMERGENCY SERVICES

Caltrans and GSA would coordinate with the responsible utilities
companies regarding any necessary relocation of the existing fuel
line that crosses the northeast corner of the POE/CVEF and the
30-inch diameter gas pipeline in the southern portion of the POE
site

RE/Contractor/ Design

Project Approval/
Environmental Documentation
(PA/ED)/Pre-construction

Caltrans would coordinate with Calpeak (and other responsible
utilities companies) regarding any necessary relocation of the
existing 69kV power line and associated power poles located on
the eastern edge of the SR-905/SR-125/SR-11 Interchange

RE/Construction/
Environmental

Design/Pre-
construction/Construction

Interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green RE

waste and adequate recycling containers would be provided Contractor Construction
within public areas Design

Most construction and demolition waste (including but not limited

to soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal and cardboard) would | RE/Contractor Construction
be reused or recycled when feasible

Disruption to emergency response service on local roads would

be minimized through implementation of a construction traffic RE/ Contractor Construction

control plan to provide for passage of emergency vehicles. Details
would be developed during final design

Disruption of the U.S. Border Patrol activities would be minimized
by cooperation with the agency to facilitate its activities while still
realizing the project purpose and need

RE/ Contractor/ Customs and
Border Protection (CBP)

Pre-construction/Construction

TRAFFIC — CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

A TMP has been developed to implement best management
practices during project construction to minimize interruptions to
traffic patterns, and to promote safety and security.

RE/ Contractor

Construction

A Public Awareness Campaign to educate the public about
potential construction plans and scheduling

RE/ Contractor/ Public
Information Officer

Pre-construction

Motorist Information Strategies, such as signs and radio
announcements in English and Spanish and information on the
Caltrans Highway Information Network (CHIN), a 24-hour
information hotline and website, to divert traffic volume from the
construction site

RE/ Contractor/ Public
Information Officer

Pre-construction/ Construction

Incident Management, including a Construction Zone Enhanced
Enforcement Program (COZEEP) that would station CHP Officers
and Traffic Management Team units at construction sites to
facilitate safer construction and traffic conditions and respond
quickly to incidents

RE/ Contractor

Construction

Construction Strategies of selectively closing freeway main lanes,
ramps and connectors without creating substantial delays to
motorists and providing temporary lane shifts to facilitate
construction of freeway-to-freeway connectors

RE/ Contractor

Pre-construction/ Construction

Contingency Plans for instances in which the timely opening of
lanes is deemed unachievable

RE/ Contractor

Pre-construction/ Construction
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TRAFFIC — CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS (cont.)

Alternate Route Strategies that would temporarily divert traffic to
allow construction activities while maintaining sufficient traffic flow
along SR-905 (if open) and reasonable access to businesses

RE/ Contractor

Pre-construction/ Construction

During heavy periods of hauling of dirt, construction materials,
and debris, utilize designated truck routes with flagmen and/or
temporary signalization/ signage as appropriate, and coordinate
with the responsible local jurisdiction(s) regarding construction-
related trucking arrangements

RE/ Contractor

Construction

Consider scheduling heavy trucking periods during non-peak
traffic hours, if necessary to avoid further impacting freeway/
roadway segments and intersections that tend to operate at
undesirable levels of service during peak hours

RE/ Contractor

Pre-construction/ Construction

All parking associated with project construction would be
contained within the project limits of disturbance or another
secured location that would not conflict with existing public
parking

RE/ Contractor

Pre-construction

At least one access would be maintained to all existing
businesses during project construction, and keep adjacent
businesses informed of periods of interruption of any usual access|
route/driveway

RE/ Contractor/ Public
Information Officer

Pre-construction/ Construction

VISUAL/AESTHETICS

A landscape concept plan should be developed in consultation
with the District 11 Landscape Architect, local community planning
groups, City staff, County staff, and the Caltrans Project
Development Team. The SR-11 Landscape Concept Plan would

Landscape Architecture/

incorporate the measures listed below to reduce visual impacts. Design/ Maintenance/ PA/ED
The Landscape Concept Plan would identify highway planting and| Biology/ Helix Environmental
non-living (mulches, rock blankets and other materials) landscape
features that define the visual environment and articulate the
landscape theme for SR-11.
The project should receive drought tolerant, low maintenance
landscaping that is compatible with the appearance of the RE/ Contractor/ . .
. . - B : Landscape Architecture/ Construction
adjacent vegetative community and sustainable horticultural Biology
practices. All planted areas should receive irrigation.
In areas of the project characterized by ornamental landscaping, | RE/ Contractor/
roadway Landscaping that includes trees, shrubs, and Landscape Architecture/ Construction
groundcover should be installed. Biology
In less developed areas within the limits of disturbance (eastern
portion), landscaping with trees and shrubs would be planted and RE/ Contractor/
mulch should be spread in planting areas. Native areas should Landscape Architecture/ Construction

include temporary irrigation systems (for at least five growing
seasons) to aid in plant establishment and supplement deficient

natural precipitation.

Biology
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VISUAL/AESTHETICS (cont.)

Architectural features, textures and colors should be used to
mitigate the appearance of retaining wall surfaces and deter
graffiti. Walls should incorporate architectural features such as
pilasters and caps to provide shadow lines, provide relief from
monolithic appearance, and reduce their apparent scale. The
architectural surface treatment should follow a highway-wide
theme as identified in the SR-11 Landscape Concept Plan
(developed in consultation with Caltrans District 11 Landscape
Architecture) and utilize/adapt architectural features of the
adjacent SR-905 project for continuity.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Construction

In areas where retaining walls must be placed in close proximity
to and above the traveled way, space should be reserved
between the wall and the safety barrier to include a planting
pocket up to six feet wide, with the concurrence of Caltrans
District 11 Landscape Architecture and where feasible.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Construction

Where site conditions permit, retaining walls over 15 feet in height
should be divided into two separate structures sufficiently offset
from one another to create a flat landscape planting area between
the two.

RE/ Contractor/
Design/ Landscape
Architecture

Construction

Retaining walls should be located at mid-slope wherever possible
to provide adequate area for landscape screening between the
wall and the highway.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Construction

Retaining walls that follow the contours of the topography and
maintain a constant elevation at the top of wall should be used
where appropriate. This type of wall should be visually compatible
with surrounding terrain and provide room at the base for a
landscape screening buffer.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Construction

Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) walls that utilize a stacking
tray design such as Evergreen walls should be used in place of
Caltrans standard design crib walls wherever possible to provide
a landscaped surface that would blend in with the surrounding
landscape.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Construction

Structure design should be enhanced with architectural features
and be consistent with design themes developed and identified in
the SR-11 Landscape Concept Plan. Pedestrian lighting, widened
sidewalks (five and one half feet to eight feet width), bicycle lanes,
and other urban amenities on local street portions of structures
should be provided to be consistent with local community values
and goals, with the concurrence of Caltrans District 11 Landscape
Architecture.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Construction

Slope paving at undercrossings and overcrossings should be
enhanced with texture to deter graffiti. Paving texture and color
should be consistent with materials used on SR-905.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Pre-construction

Any solid, screening fences used on structures should be carefully|
coordinated with bridge aesthetics and architectural elements,
with the concurrence of Caltrans District 11 Landscape
Architecture and where feasible.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Construction
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VISUAL/AESTHETICS (cont.)

Concrete median barriers, if used, should be sized appropriately
to address safety concerns related to truck usage of inside lanes.
Barriers should be colored and textured if so designated in the
overall SR-11 Landscape Concept Plan.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Construction

Slopes should be graded 2:1 or flatter to support highway planting
and/or non-living landscape materials such as rock mulches as
appropriate. Grading should utilize techniques such as slope
rounding, slope sculpting, and variable gradients to approximate
the appearance of natural topography. Per Caltrans policy,
embankment slopes steeper than 4:1 would require an approved
design exception.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Construction

Lighting and mileage/directional signs should be designed and
coordinated comprehensively and as a complete package, either
as free-standing elements or in conjunction with over/under-
crossing structures and architectural features to create a unified
design theme and clear driver information.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Landscape Architecture

Pre-construction

Existing highway lighting and signage design themes indentified

RE/ Contractor/ Design/

for SR-905 should be continued. Landscape Architecture Construction
Pedestrian lighting on all overcrossings should be uniform and RE/ Contractor/ Design/ Construction
conform to the SR-11 design theme. Landscape Architecture

Soffit lighting should be provided on all undercrossings with RE/ Contractor/ Design/ Construction
pedestrian facilities. Landscape Architecture

Electrical and signal equipment at ramp termini should be placed | RE/ Contractor/ Design/ c .
e . h . onstruction
in visually unobtrusive locations. Landscape Architecture

Where possible, access control fencing should be placed in

visually unobtrusive locations of interchanges and bridges (e.g., RE/ Contractor/ Design/ Construction
near the edge of the R/W). It should be coated with black vinyl Landscape Architecture

where appropriate.

Retaining walls near R/W boundaries should be placed in such a

way that they become access control, and an additional access .

control fence would not be needed. The “dead” spaces that occur RE/ Contractor/ Design/ Construction

between walls and fences should be avoided if at all possible by
combining walls with fences.

Landscape Architecture

Concrete interceptor ditches should not be placed at the toe of
slopes adjacent to pedestrian use areas. Alternatives such as
subterranean drainage placed below finish grade or a planted
geo-reinforced drainage surface should also be used with the
concurrence of Caltrans District 11 Landscape Architecture and
where feasible.

RE/ Contractor/ Design/
Hydraulics/ Landscape
Architecture

Design/ Construction

Concrete drainage devices located in non-landscaped areas

RE/ Contractor/ Design/

should be colored (integral color concrete or by staining) to match| Hydraulics/ Landscape Construction

the surrounding soil color. Architecture

Soft surface alternatives to concrete ditches and rock slope RE/ Corjtractor/ Design/ .
Hydraulics/ Landscape Construction

protection should be utilized wherever possible.

Architecture
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VISUAL/AESTHETICS (cont.)

Detention basins and bio-swales in landscaped areas should be
planted with visually and functionally compatible native or
ornamental ground cover as appropriate, and shaped to mimic

RE/ Contractor/ Design/

; 3 Hydraulics/ Landscape Construction
natural ponds and/or vernal pools in the area where feasible. Architecture
Final design of detention basins would be determined in
consultation with Caltrans District 11 Landscape Architecture.
New power poles finishes would be treated to fit in with viewshed .
- RE/ Contractor/ Design/
elements and reduce glare and reflection from the base steel Hyvdraulics/ Landscane Construction
finish with the concurrence of Caltrans District 11 Landscape yer: p
b Architecture
Architecture.
CULTURAL RESOURCES
Historical archaeological sites CA_SDI_10155H Locus A and
portions of Locus B (as discussed in the 4th Supplemental
HPSR), CA_SDI _11221H, and the historic component of RE/ Contractor/ Cultural
CA_SDI_14210/H will be protected by the establishment of ESAs.| Resources / Archaeological Construction
ESAs will be depicted on all project plans and completely avoided | Monitor
by project activities. ESA fences will be installed prior to any
construction activities.
If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-
. LS ) ) Y RE/ Contractor/ Cultural
moving activity W|th|n and gfound the |mm¢d|ate discovery area Resources / Archaeological Construction
will be diverted until a qualified archaeologist can assess the ;
s ) Monitor
nature and significance of the find.
If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 states that further disturbances and activities shall
cease in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie remains,
and the County Coroner shall be contacted. Pursuant to PRC
Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native RE/ Contractor / Cultural
American, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Resources / Archaeological Construction

Commission (NAHC) who will then notify the Most Likely
Descendent (MLD). At this time, the person who discovered the
remains will contact the District Environmental Branch so that they|
may work with the MLD on the respectful treatment and
disposition of the remains. Further provisions of PRC 5097.98 are
to be followed as applicable.

Monitor

HYDROLOGY AND FLOODPLAIN

The appropriate drainage facilities such as inlets, pipes,
channels/ditches, basins and cross drains would be utilized for the|
project.

Design/ Hydraulics

Design/Construction

Final drainage facilities will be determined during the project
design phase, as part of detailed hydrology/hydraulic reports to be
prepared based on final project design. Specifically, such
analyses encompass appropriate design, sizing, and location of
proposed storm drain facilities, as well as continued consultation
with applicable federal, state, and local agencies regarding issues
including watershed development, storm drain design/capacity,

and regulatory conformance.

Design/ Hydraulics

Design/Construction
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WATER QUALITY

Caltrans District 11 will require the construction contractor to
comply with the provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance
Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No.
CAS000002), and any subsequent permit, as they relate to
construction activities for the project. This will include
submission of the Permit Registration Documents, including a
Notice of Intent (NOI), risk assessment, site map, Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), annual fee, and signed
certification statement to the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB) at least 14 days prior to the start of
construction. The SWPPP will meet the requirements of the
Construction General Permit and will identify potential pollutant
sources associated with construction activities; identify non-
storm water discharges; develop a water quality monitoring and
sampling plan; and identify, implement, and maintain best
management practices (BMPs) to reduce or eliminate pollutants
associated with the construction site. The BMPs identified in the
SWPPP will be implemented during project construction. A
Notice of Termination (NOT) will be submitted to the SWRCB on
the completion of construction and the stabilization of the site.
SWRCB Resolution No. 2001-046 requiring sampling and
analysis will also be implemented during project construction.

RE/ Contractor

Construction

Caltrans District 11 will require the construction contractor to
comply with the provisions of the General Waste Discharge
Requirements for Discharges from Groundwater Extraction and
Similar Discharges to Surface Waters within the San Diego
Region Except for San Diego Bay, Order No. R9-2008-0002,
NPDES No. CAG919002, as they relate to discharge of non-
storm-water dewatering wastes for the project.

RE/ Contractor

Construction
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WATER QUALITY (cont.)

Caltrans District 11 will require the construction contractor to
follow the procedures outlined in the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) Storm Water Quality Handbooks,
Project Planning and Design Guide (July 2010 or subsequent
issuance) for implementing Design Pollution Prevention and
Treatment BMPs for the project. This will include coordination
with the San Diego RWQCB with respect to the feasibility,
maintenance, and monitoring of Treatment BMPs as set forth in
Caltrans Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP,
May 2003 or subsequent issuance). Caltrans District 11 will also
require the construction contractor to comply with other
provisions identified in the NPDES Permit, Statewide Storm
Water Permit, and Waste Discharge Requirements for the State
of California, Department of Transportation (Order No. 99-06-
DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003 or subsequent issuance).

RE/ Contractor

Construction

GEOLOGY/SOILS/SEISMIC/ TOPOGRAPHY

Potential impacts related to seismic ground acceleration could
be addressed or avoided through efforts such as: (1)
conformance with applicable seismic parameters from sources
including Caltrans standards and the IBC/CBC (including
seismic zone, subsurface profile types, seismic and near-source
coefficients for acceleration and velocity, and the seismic
source); (2) use of properly engineered fill; (3) appropriate
foundation, footing, and pavement design; (4) use of properly
rein-forced concrete and masonry; and (5) appropriate structure
and utility design.

Design

Design/ Construction

Potential liqguefaction and seismic settlement effects could be
addressed or avoided through efforts such as: (1) conformance
with applicable seismic parameters from sources including
Caltrans standards and the IBC/CBC; (2) removal and re-
compaction and/or replacement of materials susceptible to
liquefaction or seismic settlement with engineered fill; (3) in-place
soil and/or structural modifications such as compaction grouting,
soil mixing, dynamic compaction, or driving piles below liquefiable
layers; and (4) use of sub-drains in appropriate areas to avoid
saturation of surficial materials.

Design

Design/ Construction
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GEOLOGY/SOILS/SEISMIC/ TOPOGRAPHY (cont.)

Potential impacts related to landslides and slope/excavation
instability hazards could be addressed or avoided through
efforts such as: (1) removal /replacement of landslide-prone
materials (e.g., claystone or bentonite) in applicable areas;

(2) use of stabilizing facilities such as buttresses or stability fills
in applicable areas; (3) limitation of individual manufactured
slope grades and/or heights per geotechnical recommendations;
(4) use of native and/or drought-tolerant landscaping,
erosion/sedimentation controls, irrigation management, and
appropriate drainage facilities on manufactured slopes; and

(5) conformance with applicable Caltrans, OSHA and Cal/OSHA
standards for temporary (construction-related) excavations, such
as limiting grades and incorporating appropriate shoring or other
stabilizing features.

Design

Design/ Construction

Potential impacts related to the instability of retaining walls and
over or undercrossing structures (or other pertinent facilities)
could be addressed/avoided through efforts such as: (1) use of
appropriate footing and foundation design per geotechnical
recommendations and Caltrans or other appropriate standards
(e.g., IBC/CBC); (2) use of stabilizing techniques such as soil
nail, tieback and/or MSE walls in applicable areas; (3)
conformance with appropriate geotechnical recommendations
and Caltrans or other regulatory/industry standards regarding
wall design and loading (e.g., IBC/CBC); and (4) provision of
appropriate drainage controls to prevent ponding, undermining
and/or surficial saturation.

Design

Design/ Construction

Expansive characteristics in surficial materials could be
addressed or avoided through efforts such as: (1) removal and
re-compaction and/or replacement of unsuitable soils with
engineered fill; (2) selective placement and/or capping of
expansive soils; (3) use of sub-drains and moisture conditioning
in applicable areas of expansive soils to avoid saturation; and
(4) soil mixing and use of specially designed foundations or
slabs in areas of expansive deposits.

Design

Design/ Construction

Potential impacts associated with corrosive soils could be
addressed or avoided through efforts such as: (1) removal of
unsuitable deposits and replacement with non-corrosive fill, (2)
use of corrosion-resistant construction materials and (3)
installation of cathodic protection devices.

Design

Design/ Construction

Potential impacts related to oversize materials could be
addressed or avoided through efforts such as: (1) removal and
off-site disposal of oversize materials unsuitable for use in on-site
fills; (2) selective burial of oversize materials in deeper fills; or (3)
crushing of oversize materials to an appropriate size for use in on-
site fill.

Design

Design/ Construction
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PALEONTOLOGY

Once specific design layouts for proposed project elements and
alternatives are available, details of the areas where mitigation is
specifically required would be called out in a final PMP.

Design/ Cultural Resources

Design/ Pre-construction

A qualified paleontologist would attend the project pre-
construction meeting to consult with the grading and excavation
contractors concerning excavation schedules, paleontological field
techniques, and safety issues. A qualified paleontologist is
defined as an individual with an M.S. or Ph.D. in paleontology or
geology who is familiar with paleontological procedures and
techniques, who is knowledgeable in the geology and
paleontology of San Diego County, California, and who has
worked as a paleontological mitigation project supervisor in the
region for at least one year.

RE/ Contractor/ Cultural
Resources / Paleontological
Monitor

Pre-construction/ Construction

A paleontological monitor would be on site on a full-time basis
during the original cutting of previously undisturbed deposits of
high sensitivity paleontological resources (i.e., the Otay
Formation) to inspect exposures for contained fossils. A
paleontological monitor is defined as an individual who has
experience in the collection and salvage of fossil materials. The
paleontological monitor would work under the direction of a
qualified paleontologist. As grading progresses, the qualified
paleontologist and paleontological monitor would have the
authority to reduce the scope of the monitoring program to an
appropriate level if it is determined that the potential for impacts to
paleontological resources is lower than anticipated.

RE/ Contractor/ Cultural
Resources/ Paleontological
Monitor

Construction

When fossils are discovered, the paleontologist (or
paleontological monitor) would recover them appropriately. In
most cases, fossil salvage can be completed in a relatively short
period of time, although some fossil specimens (such as a
complete large mammal skeleton) may require a more extended
salvage period. In these instances, the paleontologist (or
paleontological monitor) would be allowed to temporarily direct,
divert, or halt grading to allow recovery of fossil remains in a
timely manner. Because of the potential for the recovering of
small fossil remains, such as isolated mammal teeth, it may also
be necessary to set up a screen washing operation on the site.

Paleontologist

Construction

During the monitoring and recovery phases of the PMP, the
qualified paleontologist and/or paleontological monitor would also
routinely collect stratigraphic data such as lithology, the vertical
and lateral extent of strata, the nature of upper and lower
contacts, and the taphonomic character of exposed strata (i.e.,
the study of decaying organisms over time and how they become
fossilized). Collection of such data is critical for providing a

stratigraphic context for any recovered fossils.

Paleontologist

Construction
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PALEONTOLOGY (cont.)

Fossil remains collected during monitoring and salvage would be
cleaned (removed of extraneous enclosing sedimentary rock
material), repaired (consolidation of fragile fossils and gluing
together broken pieces), sorted (separating fossils of the different
species), and catalogued (scientific identification of species,
assignment of inventory tracking numbers, and recordation of
these numbers in a computerized collection database) as part of
the mitigation process.

RE/ Contractor/ Cultural
Resources/ Paleontological
Monitor

Construction

Prepared fossils, along with copies of all pertinent field notes,
photos, and maps, would be deposited (as a donation) in a
scientific institution with permanent paleontological collections
such as the SDNHM. Donation of the fossils would be
accompanied by financial support for preparation, curation and
initial specimen storage, if this work has not already been
completed.

RE/ Contractor/ Cultural
Resources/ Paleontological
Monitor

Construction

A final summary report would be completed that outlines the
results of the mitigation program. This report would include
discussions of the methods used, stratigraphic section(s) exposed
and documented, fossils collected, and significance of recovered
fossils.

Cultural Resources/
Paleontological Monitor

Construction

HAZARDOUS WASTE

At the vehicle auction yard in the east portion of the study area
(Parcel No. 648-070-13), soil sampling documented the presence
of soil impacted with concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons
that would represent non-hazardous waste. Soil generated within
the upper 1.5 to 2 feet at this site from subsurface disturbance
activities including grading, excavation or utility trenching may
constitute a non-hazardous waste per associated regulatory
guidelines, and would be managed, profiled, transported, and/or
disposed of accordingly. This may include obtaining regulatory
authority for on- or off-site reuse of impacted soil (e.g., as fill), or
off-site disposal at an appropriate facility.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.
Engineering

Construction

Additional assessment would be conducted prior to property
acquisition of industrial sites in the eastern study area that would
be impacted by the proposed project and were not accessible
during the project ISA investigations. These assessments would,
at a minimum, include site reconnaissance to document
evidence of potential hazardous waste/material generation, use
and/or storage, as well as related hazardous and non-hazardous
environmental concerns and associated remedial/regulatory
requirements.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.
Engineering

Pre-construction

Field soil sampling and laboratory testing would be conducted to
evaluate the potential occurrence of contaminants where soil
staining or staining on distressed pavement was observed
followed by proper handling and disposal.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.
Engineering

Pre-construction
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HAZARDOUS WASTE (cont.)

For agriculturally-related contaminants, soil generated within the
upper 0.5 foot in this area from subsurface disturbance activities
including grading, excavation or utility trenching may constitute a
waste per associated regulatory guidelines, and would be
managed, profiled, transported, and/or disposed of accordingly.
This would involve chemical classification prior to reuse or
disposal based on the analytical testing results of associated
samples, and may require (depending on test results) obtaining
regulatory authority for on- or off-site reuse of impacted soil (e.g.,
as fill), or offsite disposal at an appropriate facility.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.

Engineering

Pre-construction

For areas of hazardous or non-hazardous waste environmental
concern identified within the project construction footprint, a site
Community Health and Safety Plan would be prepared prior to
project initiation to document appropriate measures to manage
potential health and safety hazards to project workers and the
general public.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.

Engineering

Pre-construction

A Soil Management Plan (SMP) would be prepared to address the|
potential for encountering areas of potential environmental
concern during associated grading, excavation, or other
subsurface disturbance. The project SMP would identify specific
measures to address efforts including monitoring, handling,
stockpiling, characterization, on-site reuse, export, and disposal
protocols for excavated soil.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.

Engineering

Pre-construction

Appropriate references regarding the potential to encounter
contaminated soil and/or groundwater would be included in
construction contract specifications so that the contractor(s) can
incorporate related requirements into their scope of work.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.

Engineering

Pre-construction

Municipal (household) trash, construction debris deposits, soil
stockpiles, and other pertinent materials would be removed from
all proposed development areas and disposed of in accordance
with applicable regulations.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.

Engineering

Pre-construction

If conditions suggestive of soil contamination (e.g., discoloration
or odor generation) or other potential environmental issues are
encountered during project construction, additional assessment
would be conducted by a qualified environmental professional. If
contamination or other applicable conditions are encountered,
additional environmental investigation and/or mitigation may be
required by applicable regulatory agencies.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.

Engineering

Construction

Surveys would be conducted prior to project-related disturbance
in applicable areas to identify structures, infrastructure, or other
facilities that may contain hazardous materials including LBP,
ACMs, treated wood, PCBs, and/or other regulated substances.
These surveys would be conducted by qualified/certified
personnel.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.

Engineering

Pre-construction

Sampling of painted surfaces (e.g., guardrails, piping, pavement
striping, and street infrastructure) for LBP would be conducted

prior to any project-related disturbance.

RE/ Contractor/ Env.

Engineering

Pre-construction
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Action

Taken
. . Responsible Timing/ to Task Environmental
TR SN T DEsErpie Branch/Staff Phase Comply | Completed REMEMS Compliance
with
Task
HAZARDOUS WASTE (cont.)
Sampling of appropriate facilities (e.g., pipeline insulation) would
be conducted for ACMs prior to project-related disturbance. If
ACMs are determined to be present, a licensed abatement RE/ Contractor/ Env. .
; . . . Pre-construction

contractor would be retained to remove and properly dispose of Engineering
pertinent materials prior to commencing associated construction
operations.
Potentially hazardous wastes generated during project-related
construction activities would be disposed of and/or recycled at RE/ Contractor/ Env. .

; e ) ] . . Construction
appropriate facilities in conformance with associated regulatory Engineering
reguirements.
AIR QUALITY
The project would comply with Caltrans Standard Specifications
(2006) Section 10: Dust Control or Caltrans Standard RE/ Contractor Construction
Specifications (2010) Section 14-9.03: Dust Control.
Minimize land disturbance RE/ Contractor Construction
Use_ v_vaterlng tru_cks to minimize dust; Watgrlng should be RE/ Contractor Construction
sufficient to confine dust plumes to the project work areas.
Suspend grading a_m_d earth moving when wind gusts exceed 25 RE/ Contractor Construction
mph unless the soil is wet enough to prevent dust plumes.
Stabilize the surface of inactive stockpiles. RE/ Contractor Construction
Limit vehicular paths on unpaved surfaces and stabilize any .
temporary roads. RE/ Contractor Construction
Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities. RE/ Contractor Construction
Street sweeping should be conducted where sediment is tracked
from the job site onto paved roads, and should be performed .
. ) L ; L ) . RE/ Contractor Construction
immediately after soil-disturbing activities occur or off-site tracking
of material is observed.
Re\_/egetate dlstL_ered Iand,_ including vehicular paths crer_:lt_e_d RE/ Contractor Construction
during construction, to avoid future off-road vehicular activities.
Locate construction equipment and truck staging and
maintenance areas as far as feasible and nominally downwind of .

- ) . RE/ Contractor Construction

schools, active recreation areas, and other areas of high
population density to minimize exposure to diesel particulates.
fL(J;(:iE\év—emlssmn on-site mobile construction equipment where RE/Construction Construction
Maintain equipment in tune per manufacturer's specifications. RE/Construction Construction
Retard diesel engine injection timing by two to four degrees
unless not recommended by manufacturer (due to lower RE/Construction Construction
emission output in-place).
Use reformulated, low-emission diesel fuel. RE/Construction Construction
Substitute eIeptnc and gasolme-_powered equipment for diesel- RE/Construction Construction
powered equipment where feasible.
Use catalytic converters on gasoline-powered equipment. RE/Construction Construction
Do not leave mactlve construction equipment idling for RE/Construction Construction
prolonged periods.
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Task and Brief Description

Responsible
Branch/Staff

Timing/
Phase

Action
Taken
to
Comply
with
Task

Task
Completed

Remarks

Environmental
Compliance

NOISE

All equipment should have sound-control devices that are no
less effective than those provided on the original equipment. No
equipment should have an unmuffled exhaust.

RE/ Contractor

Pre-construction/ Construction

As directed by Caltrans, the contractor should implement
appropriate additional noise minimizing measures, such as
changing the location of stationary construction equipment,
turning off idling equipment, rescheduling construction activity,
notifying adjacent residents in advance of construction work,
and installing acoustic barriers around stationary construction
noise sources.

RE/ Contractor

Pre-construction/ Construction

ENERGY

Implement feasible energy conservation measures, as listed
below.

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Otay Mesa East POE/CVEF

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Orientation of buildings on an east-west axis and facing south,
to reduce thermal heat load, if feasible

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Layout of exterior lighting to be spaced appropriately so that
lighting zones do not overlap

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Incorporation of daylight sensors to automatically shut off night
lighting

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Incorporation of shading overhangs on the southern building
facades

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Use of high albedo pavements and roofing for greater heat
reflection, to reduce surface temperatures and associated heat
island effects during warm periods

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Use of thermal mass in the building design to reduce night-time
cooling (e.g., walls constructed of rammed earth, adobe, clay or
mud brick, stone, logs, insulated concrete or specially cured
concrete), if feasible

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Use of solar panels on the roofs of on-site structures to generate
solar energy to power the POE and potentially also contribute
energy to the electricity grid, if feasible

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Incorporation of energy-efficient exterior and interior lighting,
including LED lighting

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Use of energy-efficient appliances, computers, copiers and other|
equipment

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Provision of light sensors in occupied spaces (with manual
override), to automatically shut off lights when no motion/activity
is detected or at certain times of the day

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Incorporation of variable speed and frequency pumping systems
with premium efficiency motors and drives

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Use of high performance glazing on windows

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Provision of building automation and building management
system (BMS) controls for lighting, heating and cooling space

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Incorporation of eco-feedback devices such as smart meters

accessible via local intranet

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction
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ENERGY (cont.)

Otay Mesa East POE/CVEF (cont.)

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Design buildings to energy efficient

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Install efficient lighting control systems. Partition or segment
lighting for separate uses within the facility for energy efficiency.

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Site and design buildings to take advantage of daylight

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Use landscaping and sun screens on west and south exterior
building walls to reduce energy use, where practical

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Install light-colored “cool” roofs and cool pavements

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Install solar panels on roofs of buildings and inspection bays
where feasible

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Use combined heat and power in appropriate applications for
building HVAC systems

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Reuse and recycle construction waste (including but not limited
to soil, vegetation, lumber, metal, and cardboard) where feasible

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and
green waste and adequate recycling containers located in public
areas

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Design the POE to be transit, pedestrian, bicycle friendly, by
maximizing the safety and efficiency of the facilities and
processes serving these border crossers

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Incorporate low water use landscaping to save energy
associated with water production and delivery

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

SR-11

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Install solar-powered street lighting

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste
(including but not limited to soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber,
metal and cardboard) where feasible

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Institute a low-carbon fuel vehicle incentive program, such as
toll free access to the project facilities

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Incorporate bicycle-friendly intersections at interchange ramps

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Incorporate low water use landscaping

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Develop a construction phasing plan to identify the sequence
of construction and help minimize traffic delays

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Control traffic delays to the extent feasible during periods of
many simultaneous construction operations

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction

Implement a comprehensive TMP to further minimize delays
during construction. The TMP is designed to increase driver
awareness, ease congestion, and minimize delay during
construction.

Design/RE/ Construction

Design/ Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES

General

Sensitive habitat within and adjacent to the footprint of the
construction site shall be designated an ESA and depicted as
such on project maps. Sensitive vegetation types (e.g., vernal
pools and their associated watersheds) or plant locations (e.g.,
San Diego button celery) will be marked and protected during
weeding operations by temporary fencing (e.g., orange plastic
snow fencing) or another appropriate method to prevent
encroachment or unnecessary disturbance to the sites. Prior to
and during construction, barriers will be established in key
areas to deter public entry into the sites. Additionally, fencing
will be provided to restrict access to sensitive habitat.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

The project grading/construction limits (including construction
staging areas and access routes) shall be clearly delineated
with orange construction fencing and silt barriers to ensure that
construction activity remains within the defined limits of work.
Fencing will be installed in a manner that does not impact
habitats to be avoided. The project proponents will submit to
the USFWS and USACE for approval, at least 30 days prior to
initiating project impacts, the final plans for initial clearing and
grubbing of sensitive habitat and project construction. These
final plans will include photographs that show the fenced limits
of impact and all areas to be impacted or avoided.

RE/ Contractor/ Qualified
Biologist

Pre- construction/ Construction

A qualified biologist will be made available for both the pre-
construction and construction phases of the proposed project
work to review grading plans, address protection of sensitive
biological resources, and monitor ongoing work. The biologist
shall be familiar with the habitats, plants, and wildlife of Otay
Mesa, and maintain communications with the RE, to ensure
that issues relating to biological resources are appropriately
and lawfully managed.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

A monitoring biologist approved by the USFWS and USACE
will be on the project site during clearing and grubbing of
habitat that occurs within 200 feet of the grading limits. The
monitoring biologist will conduct weekly site visits during rough
grading to ensure that the grading limits have been respected.
The biologist will be knowledgeable of local wildlife and
vegetation resources including the Quino checkerspot butterfly
and vernal pool species. The biologist's name, address,
telephone number, and work schedule on the project shall be
submitted to the USFWS and USACE at least 7 days prior to
initiating project impacts.

RE/ Contractor/ Qualified
Biologist

Pre-construction/ Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

General (cont.)

Temporary stabilization will be undertaken in areas where
grading has been completed, particularly cut and fill slopes.
Techniques, such as hydroseeding, and the application of duff
or bonded fiber matrix will be implemented to provide interim
erosion control. For any erosion control seed mix, the seed
vendor will furnish certification that the seed has been tested
for purity by a certified seed laboratory.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

Before entering or leaving the construction site, equipment will
be inspected for evidence of invasive species or seeds. Should
any plants or seeds be detected, the equipment will be washed
to ensure no invasive species will be brought into or removed
from the site.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

Revegetation with native plant species shall occur as early as
possible following grading (where applicable), and be
accompanied with periodic monitoring and maintenance to
ensure adequate coverage, and prevent erosion and siltation
into adjacent biologically sensitive areas.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

All plants used in the landscaping areas will comply with
Federal, State, and County laws requiring inspection for
infestations. The vendor will provide certification of inspection
from the County of San Diego Agriculture. The plants will also
be inspected by the Project Landscape Inspector before
accepting delivery.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist/
Landscape Inspector

Pre-construction/Construction

A minimum 6-foot high fence would follow the length of the
alignment on both sides to preclude human access into the
adjacent habitat and prevent wildlife from traversing the
freeway or POE.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

General (cont.)

The Construction Manager will keep the monitoring biologist
up-to-date with current plans for each phase. A pre-
construction meeting will be conducted with the monitoring
biologist, vernal pool restoration biologist, and construction
supervisors prior to all earthwork. The USFWS and the
USACE will be invited to the pre-construction meeting with 14
days advance notice. The contractors will be informed that the
fenced areas are “no-entry” areas for the duration of
construction. Each employee (including temporary,
contractors, and subcontractors) will participate in a
training/awareness program that will be presented by the
vernal pool restoration and monitoring biologist(s), prior to
working on the proposed project. At a minimum, the program
will include the following topics:

a) The purpose for resource protection;

b) A description of Quino checkerspot butterfly, San
Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp, and
their habitats;

¢) The conditions of the USACE permits and the
conservation measures described in the USFWS
Biological Opinion that should be implemented
during project construction to conserve Quino
checkerspot butterflies, San Diego fairy shrimp,
and Riverside fairy shrimp including strictly limiting
activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction
materials to the fenced project footprint to avoid
sensitive resource areas in the field (i.e., avoided
areas delineated on maps or on the project site by
fencing);

d) Project features designed to reduce impacts to
these species and promote their
persistence/survival within the project area;

e) The protocol to resolve conflicts that may arise at
any time during the construction process;

f)  The general provisions of the Act, the need to
adhere to the provisions of the Act, and the
penalties associated with violating the Act; and

g) A fact sheet that includes color photographs of the
listed species, which will be shown to the
employees. Following the education program, the
fact sheet will be posted in the contractor and
Resident Engineer’s office, where they will remain
through the duration of the project. The project
proponents and the biologist(s) will be responsible
for ensuring that employees are aware of the
listed species.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

General (cont.)

The changing of oil, refueling, dispensing of coolant,
maintenance of equipment, staging, and other actions that
could result in a release of a hazardous substance shall be
restricted to designated areas that are a minimum of 100 feet
from any Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) Such
designated areas will be surrounded with berms, sandbags, or
other barriers to further prevent the accidental spill of fuel, oil,
or chemicals. Any accidental spills will be immediately
contained, cleaned up, and properly disposed. NOTE: this
measure would also mitigate for a wetland impact.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

Storage and staging areas will be placed as far from sensitive
habitat as possible and kept free from trash and other waste.
Staging areas for construction work will be located within
previously disturbed sites and not adjacent or within sensitive
habitat.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

Employees will strictly limit their activities, vehicles, equipment,
and construction materials to within the fenced project
footprint.

RE/ Contractor/ Qualified
Biologist

Pre-construction/ Construction

Construction dust impacts will be offset through
implementation of the Caltrans Standard Specifications,
including Section 7-1.01F Air Pollution Control, Section 10
Dust Control, Section 17 Watering, and Section 18 Dust
Palliative. The project biologist will also periodically monitor the
work area to ensure that construction-related activities do not
generate excessive amounts of dust or cause other
disturbances. Erosion control measures will be regularly
checked by Caltrans inspectors, the biologist, and RE.

Caltrans Inspectors/
RE/Qualified Biologist

Construction

The monitoring biologist will periodically monitor adjacent
habitats for excessive amounts of dust and will recommend
remedial measures to address dust control if necessary. The
monitoring biologist will implement a contractor training
program to ensure compliance with permit conditions. Any
non-compliance issues will be reported to the USFWS and
USACE within 24 hours.

RE/ Contractor/ Qualified
Biologist

Pre-construction/ Construction

During any nighttime construction, all project lighting (e.g.,
staging areas, equipment storage sites, roadway) will be
directed onto the roadway or construction site and away from
sensitive habitat. Light glare shields may also be used to
reduce the extent of illumination into adjoining areas.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

General (cont.)

Runoff generated by the proposed project will be channeled to
detention basins as a means of preventing contaminated
discharge from potentially entering nearby, sensitive habitat.
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to address erosion and
excess sedimentation will be incorporated into the project
plans. Measures that could be implemented include silt
fencing, gravel bags, hay bales, fiber rolls, native plantings,
retaining walls, or other slope stabilization techniques, and
protection/velocity dissipation at drainage outlet points.
Vegetation filters, such as swales or biostrips, may also be
used to remove sediment and other contaminants from runoff
prior to off-site flow.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

BMPs employed during construction will follow the applicable
Caltrans guidelines and will be detailed in the project’'s Storm
Water Management Plan (SWMP), Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and Water Pollution Control
Program (WPCP). Specific plans will be reviewed by a
biologist and modified, if necessary, prior to implementation.
The biologist will have the ability to suggest changes to reduce
the probability of erosion and siltation or spills of chemicals or
fuels that could potentially affect sensitive habitat areas,
including (but not limited to) vernal pool basins and
watersheds, and rare plant populations.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

Species identified on the California Invasive Plant Council’s list
of Exotic Pest Plants of Greatest Ecological Concern in
California will not be incorporated into the planting scheme for
locations within or directly adjacent to the SR-11 and Otay
Mesa East Port of Entry Project. A biologist shall review the
seed and plant palette for the planting area, as well as other
sites along the alignment, before application in the field.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

Plants that require intensive irrigation, fertilizers, or pesticides
should not be used in landscaping adjacent to preserve areas.
Water runoff from landscaped areas should be directed away
from the biological conservation easement areas and
contained and/or treated within the development footprint.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

General (cont.)

Any planting stock to be brought onto the project site for
landscape or habitat creation/restoration/enhancement will be
first inspected by a qualified pest inspector to ensure it is free
of pest species that could invade natural areas, including but
not limited to, Argentine ants (Iridomyrmex humil), fire ants
(Solenopsis invicta), and other insect pests. Any planting
stock found to be infested with such pests will not be allowed
on the project site or within 300 feet of natural habitats unless
documentation is provided to the USFWFS that these pests
already occur in natural areas around the project site. The
stock will be quarantined, treated, or disposed of according to
best management principles by qualified experts in a manner
that precludes invasions into natural habitats.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

Caltrans will ensure that all temporary irrigation will be for the
shortest duration possible, and that no permanent irrigation will
be used for landscape or habitat creation/restoration/
enhancement.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

If work occurs beyond the fenced or demarcated limits of
impact, all work will cease until the problem has been
remedied to the satisfaction of the USFWS and USACE.
Additional conservation shall be provided at a minimum 5:1
ratio for any habitat impacts that occur beyond the approved
fence. Temporary construction fencing will be removed upon
project completion.

RE/ Contractor/ Qualified
Biologist

Construction

The monitoring biologist shall submit a final report to the
USFWS and USACE within 60 days of project completion that
includes: as-built construction drawings with an overlay of
pools that were impacted or preserved, photographs of the
preserved pools, and other relevant information documenting
that authorized impacts were not exceeded and that general
compliance with the project as described in the Biological
Opinion, including the conservation measures, was achieved.

RE/ Contractor/ Qualified
Biologist

Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

General (cont.)

FHWA and Caltrans will be responsible for recording a perpetual
biological conservation easement or other conservation
mechanism acceptable to the USFWS over the areas preserved,
restored, and/or enhanced by the project within the Lonestar
Ridge West conservation parcel and their two additional
conservation parcels located within the greater Lonestar Ridge
property. The conservation mechanism will specify that no
easements or activities (e.g., fuel modification zones, public
trails, drainage facilities, walls, maintenance access roads) that
will result in soil disturbance and/or vegetation removal will be
allowed within the biological conservation easement areas.
Caltrans anticipates that they will not be able to place the
conservation easements or other conservation mechanisms, or
transfer management endowments for their Lonestar Ridge
conservation parcels prior to initiating project impacts; however,
annual reports will be provided on their status until the
conservation mechanisms have been placed and the
endowment funds have been transferred.

Biology/ Stewardship

PA/ ED Pre-
construction/Construction

Caltrans will implement a perpetual long-term management,
maintenance and monitoring plan (e.g., Habitat Management
Plan or County Resource Management Plan) for its biological
conservation easement areas. The plan should include, but
not be limited to, the following: method of protecting the
resources in perpetuity (e.g., conservation easement);
monitoring schedule; measures to prevent human and exotic
species encroachment; funding mechanism; and contingency
measures should problems occur. In addition the plan will
include the proposed land manager’'s name, qualifications,
business address, and contact information. Caltrans will also
establish a non-wasting endowment in an amount approved by
the USFWS and the USACE based on a Property Analysis
Record (PAR; Center for Natural Lands Management ©1998)
or similar cost estimation method to secure the ongoing
funding for the perpetual long-term management,
maintenance, and monitoring of the biological conservation
easement area by an agency, non-profit organization, or other
entity approved by the USFWS and the USACE. Caltrans will
submit a draft plan including a description of perpetual
management, maintenance, and monitoring actions and the
PAR or other cost estimation results for the non-wasting
endowment to the USFWS and the USACE for approval.
Caltrans will then submit the final plan to the USFWS and the
USACE and transfer the funds for the non-wasting endowment
to a non-profit conservation entity within 60 days of receiving
approval of the draft plan. It is anticipated that a plan will not
be prepared prior to initiating project impacts; however, annual
reports will be provided on their status until a final plan has
been provided.

Biology/ Stewardship

PA/ ED Pre-
construction/Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

General (cont.)

Caltrans will install permanent protective fencing along any
interface with developed areas, and/or use other measures
approved by the USFWS and the USACE, to deter human and
pet incursion into the biological conservation easement areas.
Fencing will have no gates (accept to allow access for
maintenance and monitoring of the biological conservation
easement areas). Signage for the biological conservation
easement areas will be posted and maintained at conspicuous
locations. Plans for fencing and/or other preventative
measures will be submitted to the USFWS and the USACE for
approval at least 60 days prior to initiating project impacts.
Fencing, as approved by the USFWS and the USACE, will be
installed within 60 days of execution of the conservation
easement.

Biology/ Stewardship

PA/ ED Pre-
construction/Construction

Native Grassland

Proposed mitigation for the permanent impact to 0.2 acre of
native grassland is through the enhancement with native
grassland where non-native grassland presently occurs at a 2:1
ratio. Restoration of native grassland would occur through the
dethatching of non-native grassland and subsequent planting of
native grasses on the western Lonestar parcel. A mitigation plan
for restoration of this community would be prepared that
identifies the location for restoration, responsible parties,
methods of implementation, maintenance and monitoring
requirements, final success criteria, and contingency measures.

Biology/ Stewardship

PA/ ED Pre-construction

Non-Native Grassland

Proposed mitigation for permanent impacts of up to 199.4 acres
of non-native grassland (i.e. if the Two Interchange Alternative
with the Siempre Viva Road Full Interchange Variation is
selected) is through preservation of non-native grassland at a
1:1 ratio. Since the grassland in the R/W is considered occupied
by the burrowing owl, the mitigation land should also be
burrowing owl habitat. Preservation of non-native grassland on
the Lonestar parcels is proposed to satisfy this mitigation. It is
acknowledged that the Lonestar parcels support approximately
170 acres of non-native grassland, and that additional grassland
may be required if an alternative other than the Preferred
Alternative is selected. In this event, Caltrans will consult with
the resource agencies to devise an acceptable strategy to
compensate for any shortage in the required mitigation.

Biology/ Stewardship

PA/ ED Pre-construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

Grassland Restoration

Proposed mitigation for permanent impacts to 3.20 acres of
grassland restoration is through enhancement of native
grassland at a 1:1 ratio. A mitigation plan for restoration of this
community would be prepared that identifies the location for
restoration, responsible parties, methods of implementation,
maintenance and monitoring requirements, final success criteria,
and contingency measures.

Biology/ Stewardship

PA/ ED Pre-construction

WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS

Sensitive habitat within and adjacent to the footprint of the
construction site shall be designated an ESA and depicted as
such on project maps. Sensitive vegetation types (e.g., vernal
pools and their associated watersheds) or plant locations (e.g.,
San Diego button celery) will be marked and protected during
weeding operations by temporary fencing (e.g., orange plastic
snow fencing) or another appropriate method to prevent
encroachment or unnecessary disturbance to the sites. Prior to
and during construction, barriers will be established in key
areas to deter public entry into the sites. Additionally, fencing
will be provided to restrict access to sensitive habitat.

RE/Contractor/
Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction

The proposed mitigation ratio for mule fat scrub-disturbed is
2:1 and the proposed mitigation ratio for impacts to USACE
non-wetland WUS/CDFG streambed is 1:1. Therefore, the
proposed compensatory mitigation for the Preferred Alternative
is 1.10 acres, the proposed compensatory mitigation for the
Two Interchange Alternative is 1.11 acres, the proposed
compensatory mitigation for the One Interchange Alternative is
1.12 acres, and the proposed compensatory mitigation for the
No Interchange Alternative is 1.10 acres.

Proposed compensatory mitigation is via the restoration and
preservation of USACE non-wetland WUS/CDFG streambed at
Johnson Canyon, a drainage that extends onto one of the
Lonestar parcels and supports jurisdictional features. A
jurisdictional delineation would be necessary to determine the
extent of USACE/CDFG jurisdiction on the Lonestar parcel.
Proposed compensatory mitigation would consist of removal of
non-native vegetation (primarily tamarisk) and implementation
of native vegetation planting and seeding for up to
approximately 4,999 linear feet of Johnson Canyon.

Biology/ Stewardship

PA/ ED Pre-construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

PLANT SPECIES

Salvaging and transplantation of sensitive plant species,
including small-flowered morning glory, variegated dudleya and
San Diego barrel cactus, and planting of seed or container stock
of decumbent goldenbush at the Lonestar Ridge West parcel
would be conducted to the maximum extent practicable. A
qualified biologist or restoration ecologist would oversee any
seed collection, plant removal, or transplantation to ensure
proper management of the salvaged materials.

Biology

Pre-construction

ANIMAL SPECIES

All brushing, grading, and clearing of vegetation would take
place outside of the bird breeding season (February 1 through
August 31) to avoid impacting nesting birds and violating the
MBTA. If construction activities occur during the breeding
season, a pre-construction survey would be conducted to
ensure that no nesting birds are present within the proposed
work area. Should a nest site be located, then appropriate
measures may include (but are not limited to) monitoring during
grading and construction to ensure no impacts to the nest site,
designating the location as an environmentally sensitive area,
and delaying or restricting project activities until nesting and
fledging is complete.

RE/ Contractor/ Biology

Pre-construction/Construction

For burrowing owls, a pre-construction survey to identify active
burrows within the R/W and 250 feet beyond the R/W (where
potential burrows could be) would be conducted no more than
30 days prior to initiation of construction.

RE/ Contractor/ Biology

Pre-construction

To minimize impacts to nesting burrowing owls, no disturbance
would occur within 250 feet of any active burrow (including to
any that occur outside the R/W) during the burrowing owl
breeding season (February 1 through August 31) or until a
qualified biologist determines that a burrow is no longer active.

RE/ Contractor/ Biology

Pre-construction

For each active burrow to be directly impacted outside the
burrowing owl breeding season, a qualified biologist would
implement passive relocation measures (installation of one-way
doors) in accordance with CDFG regulations. Once all owls
have vacated the burrows (after approximately 48 hours), a
qualified biologist would oversee the excavation and filling of the
burrows.

RE/ Contractor/ Biology

Pre-construction

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

During construction of the proposed project, construction BMPs,
installation of construction fencing, and monitoring construction
limits would be conducted to avoid and/or minimize direct
impacts to threatened and endangered species outside the
proposed project impacts and R/W.

RE/Qualified Biologist

Pre-construction/Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

Impacts to designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy shimp
will be mitigated by the enhancement and preservation of
primary constituent elements within 155 acres of designated
critical habitat within the Lonestar Ridge West conservation
parcel. A total of 14 vernal pool basins (0.6 acre) will be
enhanced and 111 vernal pool basins (3.6 acres) will be
created/restored. These basins will be surrounded by
approximately 27.3 acres of watershed (an average ratio of
approximately 6.5 acres of watershed for every acre of vernal
pool). No less than 4.2 acres of vernal pool basins will be
created/restored with at least 27.3 acres of associated vernal
pool watershed and upland that will be restored to support the
vernal pool basins.

Qualified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction

Impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly will be mitigated by the
enhancement and preservation of habitat suitable for this
species, including the establishment of a minimum of 17 focused
planting areas that are dominated by Quino checkerspot
butterfly host and nectar resource plants, within 87 acres of
critical habitat on the Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel.
The goal of this conservation measure is to preserve or salvage
stands of the native flora important to Quino checkerspot
butterfly (host plants and adult nectar sources), seed the site
with native host plants and nectar plants, and control nonnative
plant species growth and reproduction so that non-native
species do not out-compete native flora.

Quialified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction

A final restoration plan for the conservation site shall be
submitted to the USFWS and USACE for approval, at least 60
days prior to initiating project impacts. Impacts will not occur on
the project site until the USFWS and the USACE have approved
the final restoration plan for the associated project. The final
restoration plan will be based on the Lonestar Ridge West
Habitat Restoration Plan (Caltrans 2011). In addition to the
measures proposed in the draft plan, the final plan will include
the following information:

a) Implementation of the final plan will be conducted
under the direction of a biologist with at least 3
years of vernal pool restoration experience (i.e., a
vernal pool restoration specialist); the biologist will
be approved by the USFWS and the USACE;

b) The restoration area contains extant vernal pools
and the Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels
are immediately adjacent to the Caltrans SR-125
vernal pool restoration site. To avoid impacts to
extant vernal pools, all measures required in the
following row will be implemented at the restoration
site and thus specified in the restoration plan;

Qualified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

)

d)

e)

9)

The project’s restoration/enhancement activities will
commence the first summer-fall season prior to, or
concurrently with, the start of vegetation clearing of
the project site;

All final specifications and topographic-based
grading, planting, and watering plans will have 0.5-
foot contours and show typical cross-sections for
the vernal pools, watersheds, and surrounding
uplands (including adjacent mima mounds) at the
restoration/enhancement sites. The basis for this
fine-scale resolution is the shallow depth (i.e.,
several inches) of the vernal pools that will be
restored/enhanced. The grading plans will also
show overflow pathways that hydrologically
connected the restored pools in a way that mimics
natural vernal pool complex topography/hydrology;
A fine-scale, detailed hydraulic analysis that shows
each extant vernal pools to be enhanced; proposed
restored vernal pool and its watershed, and
hydrologic connection between the pools, as well
as the watershed of the extant vernal pools to be
enhanced. The watersheds of the restored pools
will not extend into the watersheds of the extant
vernal pools to be enhanced,;

Discussion and a table on the exact activities that
will occur at each restored or enhanced vernal pool.
The discussion and table will also include the initial
conditions of the pools and the as- built conditions
including basin size, average depth, ponding
duration, existing native and nonnative cover, and
presence of listed species;

All enhancement activities in the pools occupied by
listed vernal pool species that require soil
manipulation (e.g., removal/recontouring of tire ruts
or road fills, recontouring of pool slopes) will be
done by hand and/or small machinery (e.g., Bobcat)|
to reduce impacts to the existing pool resources.
Soil manipulation will be limited to areas adjacent to
the existing pool and will be the minimum area
necessary to accomplish pool enhancement.
Topsoil will only be salvaged from the portions of
the pools subject to soil movement. The areas of
existing habitat, which are to remain unaffected by
enhancement activities, will be specified and
protected by temporary barriers prior to

implementation;

Qualified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

h)

A map depicting the locations of the control pools1
within each reference site and a table detailing
basin size, average depth, ponding duration, native
cover, nonnative cover, and presence of listed
species for each pool will be incorporated into the
annual reports during the 5-year maintenance and
monitoring period(s) for each project;

As a last resort and after approval by the USFWS
and the USACE, additional inoculum from off-site
donor vernal pools in the Otay Mesa area may be
used to supplement the inoculum collected at the
project impact site. The final plan will identify any
proposed donor pools and include documentation
that they are free of versatile fairy shrimp
(Branchinecta lindahli). A rough estimate of San
Diego and/or Riverside fairy shrimp genetic
similarity using mtDNA sequencing should be
conducted before introducing inoculum collected off
site into occupied pools. No more than 10 percent
of the basin area of any additional, non-impacted
donor pool will be used for collection of inoculum.
Collection of inoculum from Agency-approved
donor pools will be consistent with the conservation
requirements in the following row;

Inoculum and planting will not be installed until the
USFWS and the USACE approve the habitat
restoration site grading through evidence of
ponding noted below. All planting will be installed
in a way that mimics natural plant distribution and
not in rows. Inoculum will not be introduced into the
restored or enhanced pools until after they have
been demonstrated to retain water for the
appropriate amount of time to support San Diego
(i.e., at least 12-30 days) or Riverside fairy shrimp
(i.e., 30-60 days) and have been surveyed for
versatile fairy shrimp to the satisfaction of the
USFWS and the USACE. If versatile fairy shrimp
and San Diego and/or Riverside fairy shrimp are
detected in the restored or enhanced pools, no
additional action will be required. If versatile fairy
shrimp are present but no San Diego and/or

Qualified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction

! caltrans will work together with the project proponents of the Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park projects addressed in the same Biological Opinion to identify a common set of

control pools that will be used by all three restoration efforts in order to minimize any potential impacts from monitoring the control pools.

11-SD-11
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

k)

Riverside fairy shrimp are detected, off-site
inoculum will not be introduced until measures
approved by the USFWS and the USACE are
implemented in attempt to remove the versatile fairy
shrimp from the pools. Inoculum from the Lonestar
Ridge Conservation Area may be allowed, subject
to confirmation from the USFWS and the USACE.
Inoculum will be placed in a manner that preserves,
to the maximum extent possible, the orientation of
the San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp cysts
within the surface layer of soil (e.g., collected
inoculum will be shallowly distributed within the
pond so that cysts have the potential to be brought
into solution upon inundation). No inoculum
collected off site will be placed in occupied pools
unless it is determined through mtDNA sequencing
that they are genetically similar;

Plant palettes (species, size, and number/acre) and
seed mix (species and pounds/acre) will be
included in the restoration/enhancement plan. The
plant palette will include native species specifically
associated with the onsite habitat type(s). If native
plant species (no cultivars) cannot be obtained
within Otay Mesa, an alternate site will be used only|
upon approval by the USFWS and the USACE.
The source and proof of local origin of all plant
material and seed will be provided to the USFWS
and the USACE;

Native plants and animals will be established within
the restored/enhanced pools, their watersheds and
surrounding uplands. This establishment can be
accomplished by redistributing topsoil containing
seeds, spores, bulbs, eggs, and other propagules
from affected pools and adjacent vernal pool and
upland habitats; by the translocation of propagules of
individual species from offsite habitats; and by the
use of commercially available native plant species
and/or any vernal pool inoculum or plant material
from an offsite source approved by the USFWS and
the USACE. Topsoil and plant materials from the
native habitats to be affected on site will be applied to
the watersheds of the enhanced and restored pools
to the maximum extent practicable. Nonnative
invasive weed control will be implemented within the
restoration areas to protect and enhance habitat
remaining on site;

Qualified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

m) Any artificial watering of the restored/enhanced pool
watersheds will be done in a manner that prevents
water from entering into the pools. Any water to be
used will be identified and documented to be free of
contaminants that could affect the water quality of the
pools and harm San Diego fairy shrimp. Upland plant
species will need to demonstrate independence from
artificial water sources for at least 2 years in order to
meet the success criteria;

n) All weeding within and immediately adjacent to the
restored/enhanced pools will be performed by hand.
No herbicide will be used within the restored/enhanced
pools. Herbicide may be used in the uplands adjacent
to pools only as approved by the USFWS and the
USACE (e.g., using the “glove” method?). All workers
conducting weed removal activities will be educated to
distinguish between native and nonnative species so
that local native plants are not inadvertently killed by
weed removal activities;

0) A final implementation schedule that indicates when all
vernal pool impacts and vernal pool
restoration/enhancement grading and planting will begin
and end. Any temporal loss of vernal pools caused by
delays in restoration will be offset by additional habitat
preservation and/or restoration as determined in
coordination with the USFWS and the USACE, unless
the delays were caused by unforeseeable circumstances
or were beyond the reasonable control of the project
proponent;

p) A minimum commitment to 5 years of monitoring of
vernal pool and upland habitat restoration/enhancement
areas post completed installation. The final success
criteria methodology will include quantitative
hydrological, vegetation transects, viable cyst, hatched
San Diego fairy shrimp, and gravid female
measurements; complete flora and fauna inventories;
and photographic documentation. To minimize impacts
to the soil surface of the vernal pool during restoration,
enhancement, and monitoring activities, cobbles will be
oriented within the restored vernal pools to serve as
stepping stones;

Qualified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction

2
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The “glove” method refers to using absorbent-type gloves that are soaked in herbicide, which is then applied to weed species by hand. When carefully done, this method allows for very
effective weed control along the margins of the pools, with a low risk of affecting the native flora and fauna because the gloves allow for very accurate placement of the herbicide.
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

g) Restoration success, as determined by the final
success criteria, for San Diego fairy shrimp and
Riverside fairy shrimp will be determined by measuring
the ponding of water and density of viable cysts,
presence of hatched San Diego and Riverside fairy
shrimp, and gravid females within the restored pools.
Water measurements will be taken in the restored
pools to determine the depth, duration and quality (e.g.,
pH, temperature, total dissolved solids, salinity) of
ponding. Dry samples will be taken from a subset of
restored and control pools known to support fairy
shrimp in the fall of each year to determine the density
of viable cysts in the soils. The sampling will consist of
three core samples (approximately 1.5 - 2 cubic inches
in volume) taken in the deepest portion of each
sampled pool. The samples will be analyzed by a —
USFWS-approved biologist to determine the genus and
density of cysts collected. Wet samples will also be
taken in the restored pools to estimate the number of
hatched San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp and
gravid females. Final success criteria will be set such
that the pools must pond for a period of time similarly to
reference vernal pools during an average rainfall year
and at an appropriate depth and quality to support San
Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp. The average viable
cyst, hatched fairy shrimp, and gravid female data from
the restored pools must show that the populations are
stable or increasing, relative to the control pools. If
both the restored and control pool shrimp populations
decline in any given year, then it will be assumed that
there are other outside, seasonal effects driving the
change, as opposed to specific factors at the
restoration site. Otherwise, the restored pool
population numbers should either be stable or show an
increasing trend from reference pools for at least 3 wet
seasons before a determination of success can be
made Vernal pools selected as reference or control
pools for evaluating restoration success will be
identified and described in the restoration plan as per
Item (h) of this row. Alternate methods of determining
success will only be used if approved by the USFWS
and the USACE;

. SR-11 and Port of Entry success criteria
include the establishment of 1.30 acres and
0.22 acre of basin area that will support the
San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy

PA/ED Pre-construction/

Qualified Biologist Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

N

s)

shrimp, respectively. In addition, 54 pools will

support San Diego button-celery.
Monitoring and success criteria for vernal pool and
upland restoration/enhancement areas for the Quino
checkerspot butterfly will include; species richness and
cover criteria for all 5 years of monitoring, zero percent
cover for weed species categorized as High or
Moderate in the California Invasive Plant Council's
(Cal-IPC) Invasive Plant Inventory (excluding common
non-native grassland species present prior to
restoration/enhancement), and relative cover of all
other weed species is no more than 15 percent
coverage for other nonnative invasive weed species
for all 5 years of the 5-year monitoring period.
Restored/created pools will have less than 1 percent
absolute cover of exotic plant species. Container plant
survival will be 70 percent of the initial plantings for the
first 5 years. At the first and second anniversary of
plant installation, all dead plants will be replaced
unless their function has been replaced by natural
recruitment. The method used for monitoring will be
described and a map of proposed sampling locations
will be included. Photo points will be used for
qualitative monitoring and stratified-random sampling
will be used for all quantitative surveys;
A commitment by Caltrans agreeing that
restoration/enhancement of the vernal pools and
uplands will be deemed complete once the final
success criteria are met and only after written sign-off
by the USFWS and the USACE. Specifically, if a
performance criterion is not met for any of the
restored/enhanced vernal pools or upland habitat in
any year, or if the final success criteria are not met,
Caltrans will prepare an analysis of the cause(s) of
failure and, if deemed necessary by the USFWS and
the USACE, propose remedial actions for approval. If
any of the restored/enhanced vernal pools or upland
habitat have not met a performance criterion during the
initial 5-year period, the maintenance and monitoring
obligations will continue until the USFWS and the
USACE deem the restoration/ enhancement
successful, or contingency measures are
implemented. Restoration/ enhancement will not be
deemed successful until at least 1 year after any
contingency measures related specifically to success

Qualified Biologist

PAJ/ED Pre-construction/
Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

Y

criteria are implemented, as determined by the
USFWS and the USACE; and

Annual reports will be submitted to the USFWS and
the USACE by January 31 of each year. Those
reports will assess both the attainment of yearly
success criteria and progress toward the final success
criteria. The reports will also summarize the project’s
compliance with the conservation measures committed
to as part of the project, terms and conditions included
in the Biological Opinion.

Qualified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction

a)

b)

<)

d)

e)

Restoration grading activities at the Lonestar Ridge East and
West conservation parcels will be timed to avoid wet weather to
minimize potential impacts (e.qg., siltation) to the extant vernal
pools unless the area to be graded is at an elevation below the
pools. To achieve this goal, each project proponent will comply
with the following measures, which also will be specified in the
restoration plan:

Grading will occur only when the soil is dry to the
touch at the surface and 1 inch below. A visual check
for color differences (i.e., darker soil indicating
moisture) in the soil between the surface and 1 inch
below indicates the soil is dry;

After a rain of greater than 0.2 inch, grading will occur
only after the soil surface has dried sufficiently as
described above, and no sooner than 2 days

(48 hours) after the rain event ends;

Grading will commence only when no rain is forecast
during the anticipated grading period;

To prevent erosion and siltation from storm water
runoff due to unexpected rains, Best Management
Practices (i.e., silt fences) will be implemented as
needed during grading;

If rain occurs during grading, work will stop and
resume only after soils are dry, as described above;
and

Grading will be done in a manner to prevent run-off
from entering extant vernal pools.

Qualified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

Caltrans will staff a restoration biologist with a minimum 3 years
of previous experience with implementing successful upland and
wetland restoration projects® with an emphasis on coastal sage
scrub, native perennial grassland, and vernal pool restoration.
The restoration biologist must also have 5 years of local field
experience with vernal pool vegetation, hydrology, and soils, as
well as Quino checkerspot habitat. The restoration biologist will
be responsible for implementation of the vernal pool and Quino
checkerspot butterfly restoration work as well as overseeing
compliance with protective measures for listed species on the
restoration site and will be approved by the USFWS and the
USACE. The project proponents will submit the restoration
biologist's name, address, telephone number, and work
schedule on the project to the USFWS and the USACE at least
30 days prior to initiating project impacts. The restoration
biologist will perform the following duties:

a) Allow salvage of live plants and collection of
inoculum for transplant to pools, watersheds, and
surrounding uplands to be restored/enhanced as
practicable and approved by the USFWS;

b) Be on the restoration site during work and/or
grading adjacent to vernal pools and unvegetated
pools supporting listed vernal pool species to be
preserved to ensure compliance with all
conservation measures;

c) Oversee installation of and inspect the fencing and
erosion control measures within or up-slope of
vernal pool restoration/enhancement and/or
preservation areas a minimum of once per week
and daily during all rain events to ensure that any
breaks in the fence or erosion control measures are,
repaired immediately;

d) Periodically monitor the work area to ensure that
work activities do not generate excessive amounts
of dust;

e) Train all contractors and construction personnel on
the biological resources associated with this project
and ensure that training is implemented by
construction personnel. At a minimum, training will
include: 1) the purpose for resource protection;

2) a description of the listed vernal pool species,
Quino checkerspot butterfly, and their habitat(s);

3 the conservation measures given in the

Quialified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction

® A successful restoration project is a restoration project that has achieved its success criteria and been accepted by the resource agencies after at least a 5-year monitoring period.
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (cont.)

biological opinion that should be implemented
during project construction to avoid and/or minimize
impacts to listed species, including strictly limiting
activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction
materials to the fenced project footprint to avoid
sensitive resource areas in the field (i.e., avoided
areas delineated on maps or on the project site by
fencing); 4) environmentally responsible
construction practices; 5) the protocol to resolve
conflicts that may arise at any time during the
construction process; and

f)  Halt work, if necessary, for any project activities
that are not in compliance with the conservation
measures committed to as part of the project and
specified in this biological opinion. The restoration
biologist will report any non-compliance issues to
the USFWS and the USACE within 24 hours of its
occurrence and confer with the USFWS and the
USACE to ensure the proper implementation of
species and habitat protection measures

Quialified Biologist

PA/ED Pre-construction/
Construction

INVASIVE PLANTS

In compliance with EO 13112 on invasive species and
subsequent guidance from the FHWA, the landscaping and
erosion control included for the proposed project would not use
species on the state’s noxious weed list (USDA NRCS 2009) or
species listed as invasive in the California Invasive Plant
Inventory Database (California Invasive Plant Council 2006).

Biology

Pre-construction

Inspection of construction areas would be made by a biological
monitor for invasive species according to a prescribed schedule
during construction. A typical schedule would involve weekly
inspections after the first rains, and throughout the rainy season
of the construction period. Outside the rainy season, inspection
for invasive species would occur monthly.

Biology

Pre-
Construction/Construction

Precautions would be required to prevent the spread of
invasive species into new areas, including the cleaning of
construction equipment to help prevent the spread of invasive
plant species material, and eradication strategies
recommended by the biological monitor.

RE/ Contractor/ Biologist

Pre-construction/
Construction
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NATURAL COMMUNITIES (cont.)

INVASIVE PLANTS (cont.)

Upon completion of grading, all areas of temporary disturbance
would be revegetated with native species or ornamental
landscaping to limit colonization by invasive species. A qualified
biologist would review the landscape concept plans to ensure
that no invasive species (as listed on the state’s noxious weed
list or in the California Invasive Plant Inventory Database) are
included. This list includes such species as pepper trees,
pampas grass, fountain grass, ice plant, myoporum, black
locust, capeweed, tree-of-heaven, periwinkle, sweet alyssum,
English ivy, French broom, Scotch broom, and Spanish broom.
A copy of the complete list can be obtained from Cal-IPC’s web
site at http://www.cal-ipc.org.

RE/ Contractor/ Biology

Construction

Indirect Impacts During Construction

The project grading/construction limits (including construction
staging areas and access routes) shall be clearly delineated with
orange construction fencing and silt barriers to ensure that

RE/ Contractor/ Biology

Pre- construction/

construction activity remains within the defined limits of work. Construction
Fencing will be installed in a manner that does not impact

habitats to be avoided.

Pets shall be prohibited at the construction site. RE/ Contractor Construction

A qualified biologist shall attend a pre-construction meeting and
inspect the delineated areas prior to the initiation of vegetation
clearing/grading and during regularly scheduled construction
monitoring visits.

RE/ Contractor/ Biology

Pre-construction/
Construction

The construction-related water quality measures listed in
Section 3.12.4 would also serve to mitigate potential impacts
related to discharge of silt and construction-related
contaminants into adjacent natural communities.

RE/ Contractor

Pre-construction/
Construction

Construction BMPs, installation of construction fencing, and
monitoring construction limits would be conducted to avoid
and/or minimize direct impacts to special status plant species
outside the proposed project R/W.

RE/ Contractor/ Biology

Pre-construction/
Construction

PROJECT PERSONNEL - CONTACT INFORMATION

PROJECT MANAGER: JACQUELINE APPLETON-DEANE 619-491-3080

DESIGN MANAGER: NICOLA BERNARD 619-688-6708

STEWARDSHIP & ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES: KIM T. SMITH 619-688-0220 or MICHAEL GALLOWAY 619-688-0189

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRUCTION LIAISON: LAUREN KEMP 619-688-0114
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT: STEVE ALVAREZ 619-688-2542 or DAVID STRICKLAND 619-688-6426

CULTURAL RESOURCES/PALEONTOLOGY: KOJI TSUNODA 619-688-6107 or KAREN CRAFTS 619-688-6013
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CEQA Environmental Checklist
11-SD-11 and 11-SD-905 0.0/2.8 and R8.4/10.1 056310

Dist.-Co.-Rte. P.M/P.M. E.A.

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be affected by the
proposed project. In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the projects indicate no
impacts. A NO IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination. Where there is a need for
clarifying discussion, the discussion is included either following the applicable section of the checklist or is
within the body of the environmental document itself. The words "significant" and "significance" used
throughout the following checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts. The questions in this form
are intended to encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of
significance.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

1. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

O 0O OX
X X OO
0 0O X O
O 0O o

1. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining
whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project;
and the forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the
project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared |:| |:| |X| |:|
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract? |:| |:| I:' |X|

0-1



¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

111. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non- attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

1V. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game
or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
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¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in 815064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42?

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
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iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school?
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent
to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
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g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure
of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited
to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?

XI11. NOISE: Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

XI11. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES:

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any
of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks?

Other public facilities?
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XV. RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment?

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety
risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects?
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¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?

XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable™ means that
the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

c¢) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?
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WETLANDS ONLY PRACTICABLE
ALTERNATIVE FINDINGS




STATE ROUTE 11 AND OTAY MESA EAST PORT OF ENTRY
WETLANDS ONLY PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE FINDINGS

Introduction

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) propose the construction of the following facilities in San Diego County (County): a new toll
highway, State Route (SR-) 11, with connectors to SR-905 and associated modifications to SR-905; the
new Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE); and a Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF).
These facilities combined make up the proposed project.

The project has been under study for over a decade, beginning with the identification and evaluation of
the environmental constraints (focused on biological and cultural resources, and hazardous materials)
associated with the alternatives identified in the Project Study Report (PSR; Caltrans 2000). Since
2005 the project has undergone a two-tier environmental compliance process. Over the course of these
studies, a number of alternative locations and designs were evaluated.

The environmental constraints evaluation of the PSR alternatives addressed three separate
locations for the SR-11 corridor and POE site (Eastern, Central and Western), and an alternative
to provide access to the East Otay Mesa Port-of-Entry (POE) through use/expansion of local
roadways in lieu of constructing SR-11. Under the first tier of the environmental compliance process
(referred to as Phase I) a Program Environmental Impact Report/Phase | Environmental Impact Statement
(PEIR/PEIS; Caltrans 2008) was prepared and approved/certified in 2008; this document addressed SR-
11 and the POE at a programmatic level and identified the preferred location of the facilities. The current
Tier 1l EIR/EIS addresses several design and operational alternatives within the corridor location that was
selected in Phase | and identifies a preferred alternative design. The Tier Il project includes
implementation of SR-11, the Otay Mesa East POE, and the CVEF, as well as associated improvements
to SR-905.

Alternatives Eliminated in the PSR or Phase | PEIR/PEIS

Eastern Alternative

It was determined in the preliminary environmental analysis of the PSR alternatives that this
alignment would result in more substantial impacts to sensitive Diegan coastal sage scrub, listed
species and other sensitive species, higher quality wetlands and waters of the U.S., potential
vernal pools, and cultural resources than the Western and Central alignments, and this alternative
was eliminated early in the analysis. Based on the potential for “substantially greater impacts to
sensitive biological resources” than the Western or Central alternatives, as well as greater right-
of-way (R/W) and construction costs, the Eastern Alternative was eliminated from further
consideration (and was not evaluated in the Phase | PEIR/PEIS). This alternative would result in
greater impacts to wetlands than the preferred alternative (which is located within the Western
Alternative alignment, as outlined below), and pursuant to Executive Order 11990, would not
represent a practicable alternative to avoid wetland impacts.
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Local Road Alternative

The PSR determined that the Local Road Alternative would have provided substantially less
mobility than a freeway for interregional cross-border traffic, and may have been inadequate to
accommodate the anticipated volume of truck traffic, particularly at intersections (with
associated effects to local traffic circulation and business access). It was therefore determined
that none of the identified variations of the Local Road Alternative would meet the basic long-
term purpose and need of the SR-11 and Otay Mesa East POE program, and this alternative was
eliminated from further consideration in the PSR. Accordingly, while this alternative could
potentially result in fewer wetland impacts than the Preferred Alternative, it would not represent
a “practicable alternative” to the proposed project, pursuant to Executive Order 11990.

Central Alternative

The Central Alternative would have committed nearly 25 more acres of currently undeveloped
land to transportation-related uses, and would have impacted a greater area of sensitive wetlands
than the Western Alternative (upon which the preferred alternative is based). The Central
Alternative would also have required more earthwork and would have had a higher construction
cost than the Western Alternative. Because of considerations including the anticipated additional
impacts related to sensitive biological resources and grading requirements, the Central
Alternative was eliminated from further consideration during the Phase | EIR/EIS analysis.
Accordingly, the Central Alternative would not represent a practicable alternative to avoid
wetland impacts, pursuant to Executive Order 11990.

Alternative Conclusions in the Phase | PEIR/PEIS

The Phase | PEIR/PEIS identified the Western Alternative as the preferred project corridor,
based on the above alternative evaluations and a number of additional considerations including
the following: (1) it fulfills the project purpose and need; (2) it has the least potential impact to
sensitive biological resources (including wetlands and associated species such as the federally
listed as endangered San Diego fairy shrimp) and would result in less overall damage to the
biological environment than the other Phase | alternatives (i.e. it was identified as the
biologically preferred alternative); (3) it was supported by several state and federal resource
agencies during the PEIR/PEIS public comment process; and (4) it would commit approximately
25 fewer acres of currently undeveloped land to transportation-related uses than the Central
Alternative. As a result, the Western Alternative was carried forward in the second tier of
environmental analysis, for detailed evaluation of design/operational alternatives within the
Western Alternative corridor. The alternative scenarios addressed in the Tier 1l EIR/EIS are
discussed below.

Alternatives Evaluated in the Tier Il EIR/EIS

Based on the PSR and Phase | EIR/EIS analyses, the Tier Il EIR/EIS provides a detailed
assessment of potential impacts related to the following project design/operational alternatives
located within the Western Alternative alignment that was selected in Phase I: (1) the Preferred,
Two Interchange, One Interchange, and No Interchange alternatives, which all included several
design/operational variations; and (2) the No Build Alternative. In addition, the Tier Il EIR/EIS
evaluated several alternatives to the Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF) and
associated access roads; as well as a Transportation System Management/Transportation
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Demand Management (TSM/TDM) Only Alternative. The CVEF and TSM/TDM Only
alternatives were not carried forward for impact analysis in the Tier Il EIR/EIS for the reasons
described below. This discussion is followed by a summary of the alternatives evaluated in
detail in the Tier Il EIR/EIS (i.e., the Preferred, Two Interchange, One Interchange, No
Interchange, and No Build alternatives), with respect to wetlands and related biological resource
impacts.

CVEEF Alternatives

Three alternative scenarios were identified for the proposed CVEF, based on criteria including
California Highway Patrol requirements, project schedule, travel times, environmental factors
and cost. These alternatives all involved the use of the existing CVEF at the Otay Mesa POE
and the provision of access for commercial vehicles from the proposed Otay Mesa East POE via
secured and/or public roadways. Two of the noted options also included limited inspection
facilities at a proposed new Otay Mesa East CVEF site. The CVEF alternatives were evaluated
through a Caltrans value analysis engineering study and were summarized by AECOM in 20009,
with all three of these alternatives eliminated from further evaluation in the Tier 1l EIR/EIS.
Specifically, the CVEF alternatives were eliminated for reasons including the fact that all three
would involve biological impacts beyond those identified for the Preferred Alternative, including
impacts to wetlands, vernal pools/basins, and/or associated sensitive species such as fairy
shrimp. As a result, the CVEF alternatives would not represent practicable alternatives to avoid
wetland impacts, pursuant to Executive Order 11990.

TSM/TDM Only Alternative

This alternative involved the use of TSM/TDM measures as a “stand alone” alternative to the
proposed SR-11, POE and CVEF facilities. TSM strategies consist of actions that enhance the
efficiency of existing roadways without requiring additional through lanes, via measures such as
the use of ramp metering and auxiliary lanes. TDM focuses on regional strategies for reducing
the number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled, as well as increasing vehicle occupancy,
through efforts such as providing car-pool/high occupancy vehicle lanes, or multi-modal/transit
facilities. The Tier Il EIR/EIS concluded that, while the implementation of TSM/TDM measures
can provide some congestion relief by increasing transportation efficiency and reducing trips,
they are not sufficient, in and of themselves, to effectively address existing or future
transportation capacity issues in the San Diego-Tijuana border region. Based on these
conditions, as well as the fact that many TSM/TDM measures are currently (or proposed to be)
implemented at existing and proposed POE facilities (including the proposed project), the
TSM/TDM Only Alternative was determined not to be a viable option to the proposed project
and was not carried forward for impact analysis in the Tier Il EIR/EIS. Accordingly, while this
alternative could potentially result in fewer wetland impacts than the Preferred Alternative, it
would not represent a “practicable alternative” to the proposed project, pursuant to Executive
Order 11990.

Build Alternatives

As previously noted, four build alternatives (Preferred Alternative, Two Interchange, One
Interchange and No Interchange) are evaluated in detail in the Tier 1l EIR/EIS, with all four
encompassing a number of design/operational variations. Based on agency and public input
received during the Draft EIR/EIS public review process, the Preferred Alternative was
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identified as a refinement of the Two Interchange Alternative, with a number of associated
variations and design modifications.  Specifically, the Preferred Alternative includes
modifications to the eastern POE boundary to reduce impacts to non-wetland sensitive habitats
and species, changes to the POE layout to reflect the most current design concept information,
modifications and additions to conceptual plans for utility relocations and drainage facilities,
revisions to the SR-905/SR-125/SR-11 Interchange, and modifications to accommodate an
additional connection to the Siempre Viva Road Interchange. The modifications and overall
design of the Preferred Alternative would reduce the extent and/or level of impact for a number
of issues, including overall disturbance area, sensitive plant and animal species, raptor foraging
habitat, and critical habitat for listed species (including San Diego fairy shrimp). Identified
impacts to wetlands, however, would be identical for all four of the build alternatives within the
Western Alternative alignment. That is, the previous alternative analyses conducted in the PSR
and Phase | PEIR/PEIS engineering/environmental phases, were specifically intended to identify
the most practicable project location that would avoid or minimize project-related impacts to
wetlands and other sensitive biological resources, which culminated in the identification of the
Western Alternative as the Preferred Alternative alignment. The project design within the
Western Alternative alignment was then refined to further minimize impacts to wetlands and
Waters of the U.S. Accordingly, no additional avoidance or reduction of wetland impacts is
feasible for the Western Alternative alignment. Given equal impacts to wetlands and Waters of
the U.S. for any of the design/operational alternatives studied in the Tier 1l EIR/EIS, it has been
determined that the most practicable alternative would be the Preferred Alternative presented in
the Final EIR/EIS and that the Draft EIR/EIS Two Interchange, One Interchange, and No
Interchange alternatives would not represent practicable alternatives to avoid wetland impacts,
pursuant to Executive Order 11990.

No Build Alternative

As described in the Tier Il EIR/EIS, the No Build Alternative would not entail construction of
any of the project components described under the build alternatives, including SR-11 (and
associated interchanges, under/overcrossings, connectors, SR-905 modifications, and toll-related
facilities), the Otay Mesa East POE (including the potential future transit center site), and the
CVEF site. Accordingly, while this alternative would avoid all wetland impacts identified for
the Preferred Alternative, it would not represent a “practicable alternative” to the proposed
project, pursuant to Executive Order 11990.

Summary

The environmental review process conducted for the proposed project involved a phased/tiered
evaluation, wherein a series of analyses were conducted to avoid or minimize impacts to the
maximum extent feasible for sensitive resources, including wetlands. The culmination of this
process was the identification of the Preferred Alternative, which along with the other build
alternatives located within the Western Alternative alignment, avoids or minimizes impacts to
wetlands to the maximum extent feasible while still meeting the identified project objectives.

Based on the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable alternative to the

proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed action (Preferred Alternative) includes
all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from such use.

P-4
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US.Department California Division 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

of Tansportation Sacramento, CA 95814

Federal Highway May 24, 2011 (916) 498-5001
Administration

In Reply Refer To:

HDA-CA

EA: 056310

Laurie Berman, District Director
California Department of Transportation
District 11 :

4050 Taylor Street, M.S. 242

San Diego, CA 92110

Attention: Ms. Olga Estrada »
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief

Dear Ms. Estrada:

SUBJECT: FHWA Project Level Conformity Determination for the SR-11 and the Otay Mesa
East Port of Entry Project

On April 22, 2011, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) submitted to the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) a request for a project level conformity determination
for the SR-11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project in San Diego County. The project is
in an area that is designated Nonattainment for Ozone and Maintenance for Carbon Monoxide
(CO).

The project level conformity analysis submitted by Caltrans indicates that the transportation
conformity requirements of 40 C.F.R. Part 93 have been met. The project is included in the San
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
the 2010 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). The latest conformity
determinations for the RTP and RTIP were approved by FHWA and the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) on December 14, 2010. The design concept and scope of the preferred
alternative have not changed significantly from those assumed in the regional emissions analysis.

As required by 40 C.F.R. 93.116 and 93.123, the localized CO analysis are included in the
documentation. The CO hotspot analysis was conducted using the Transportation Project-Level
Carbon Monoxide Protocol. The analysis demonstrates that the project will not create any new
violation of the standards or increase the severity or number of existing violations.

Based on the information provided, FHWA finds that the Conformity Determination for the SR-
11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project in San Diego County conforms to the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part 93.
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If you have any questions pertaining to this conformity finding, please contact Stew Sonnenberg,
FHWA Air Quality Specialist, at (916) 498-5889 or by email at Stew.Sonnenberg@dot.gov.

Robert F. Tally Jr.
Acting Division Administrator
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Associate Environmental Planner
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Section 1. Introduction and Project Description

This Air Quality Conformity Analysis contains the information that is required by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) to make an air quality conformity determination for the State Route 11 (SR-11)
and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (POE) Project pursuant to Section 6005 of the Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). This analysis has been
prepared to be consistent with FHWA’s June 21, 2007 guidance on Project-Level Conformity
Determinations and National Environment Policy Act (NEPA) Assumption and Conformity Analysis
Documentation checklist.

1.1. Project Description

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the FHWA, propose the construction of the
following facilities in San Diego County (County): a new toll highway, SR-11, with connectors to State
Route 905 (SR-905) and associated modifications to SR-905; the new Otay Mesa East POE; and a
Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF). The project analyzed in this document (referenced
herein as the “proposed project” or “project”) includes these three major elements in the general
location shown on Figure 1, Regional Location Mép.

SR-11is included in the SANDAG 2030 Revenue Constrained Regional Transportation Plan (RTP; SANDAG
2007a); the 2010 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP; SANDAG 2010), which covers
Fiscal Years 2010 through 2014; and the SAFETEA-LU* List of High Priority Projects in San Diego. Itis
shown conceptually on the circulation elements of the East Otay Mesa Specific Plan (EOMSP) and the
County of San Diego (County) General Plan as well as the Otay Mesa Community Plan (OMCP) and the
City of San Diego (City) General Plan. The Otay Mesa East POE is also shown on the County’s land use
plan for Subarea 1 of the EOMSP, and in the RTP. The February 2011 amendment to the 2010 RTIP
reflects the proposed project’s modifications to SR-905 between the SR-905/SR-125/SR-11 Interchange
and Britannia Boulevard, as necessary to accommodate the connection of SR-905 with SR-11.

Proposed SR-11 would extend generally east and south for approximately 2.1 miles from the east side of
the approved SR-905/SR-125 Interchange (near Harvest Road), terminating at the proposed Otay Mesa
East POE/CVEF site at the United States (U.S.) - Mexico international border. Extending west from
approximately Harvest Road, the project would include approximately 2.1 miles of connectors linking
SR-11 to SR-905, and associated modifications to SR-905. The majority of SR-11 and the entire
POE/CVEF site would be located within the County, in the EOMSP community planning area, while the
westernmost portion of proposed SR-11, its connectors, and associated modifications to SR-905 would
occur primarily within state right-of-way (R/W) and would be located within the City, in the OMCP area.
The proposed facilities are being studied under a two-tier process. Under the first tier (referred to as
Phase 1) a Program Environmental Impact Report/Phase | Environmental Impact Statement (PEIR/PEIS)
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Figure 1: Regional Location Map
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was prepared and approved/certified in 2008; this document addressed SR-11 and the POE at a
programmatic level and identified the preferred location of the facilities. As a result of the Phase |
environmental process, a conditional Presidential Permit for the project was granted by the U.S. State
Department in November 2008. The proposed project would constitute the second tier of planning and
environmental clearance for the development of a new POE in the San Diego/Tijuana region, along with
development of associated SR-11 that would connect the new POE to the existing and planned roadway
system in the area, and a new CVEF for California Highway Patrol (CHP) inspection of trucks entering
California from Mexico. This Tier Il Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS) addresses several design and operational alternatives for the POE, SR-11 and the CVEF. The
purpose of the Tier Il project is to:

¢ Increase inspection processing capacities for commercial and personal vehicles anc pedestrians
in the San Diego/Tijuana region

e Reduce northbound vehicle and pedestrian queues and wait times to cross the border at other
POEs in the region

e Accommodate projected increases in international trade and personal cross-border travel in the
region in a safe and secure manner

¢ Contribute to reductions in congestion at existing POEs

e Accommodate commercial goods movement and cross-border travel to and from the Otay Mesa
East POE

The new POE is needed because the capacities of the existing POEs in the region are currently being
exceeded, causing excessive border wait times for those engaged in commercial and personal vehicle
trips. Trade and travel in this area are forecasted to continue to grow, and border delays are expected
to increase correspondingly. Transportation and land use planning agencies on both sides of the border
have identified the longer-term need for a third border crossing and associated transportation facilities
in the San Diego/Tijuana area. While various proposed improvements to the existing POEs can enhance
the flow of goods and people, growth is outstripping capacity at the existing facilities. On the Mexican
side of the border, the two existing POEs are particularly constrained from expansion due to
surrounding dense development. Even with maximum renovation at the regional POEs, congestion
levels would continue to increase. Local, regional and bi-national land use studies (cited in Chapter 1.0)
have identified the eastern side of Otay Mesa as the preferred general location for a new POE, and a
corresponding POE site has been identified on the Mexico side of the border. With implementation of
the POE, SR-11 becomes a critical facility to connect the POE with the regional highway system north of
the border via SR-905 and SR-125, and to adequately handle the increased commercial and passenger
vehicle traffic associated with a POE. Similarly, the proposed POE necessitates access to an existing or
new CVEF for the CHP to conduct safety/weight inspections on incoming trucks.
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The preferred alternative would include a full interchange at Enrico Fermi and a half interchange at
Siempre Viva (Southbound off ramp from SR-11 to Siempre Viva and Northbound on ramp from Siempre
Viva to SR-11), a 22 foot width median beginning at Sanyo Avenue, and widening to a 62-foot median
width leading up to the POE, with the southbound SR-125 to eastbound SR-11 connector.

Under consideration, would be to provide Northbound trucks the option to take SR-11 or exit the system
utilizing the Siempre Viva off-ramp once they exit the CHP truck inspection facility. The decision to
move forward with this addition would be contingent on the approval of the different agencies involved
in the decision making process for operations of the CVEF and the POE.

SR-11 would be constructed as a 2.1-mile, four-lane toll highway, with two lanes in each direction plus
auxiliary lanes and connectors. It would extend east from the vicinity of Harvest Road (at the future SR-
905/SR-125 Interchange) for approximately 1.5 miles, before curving to the southeast near Alta Road
and continuing for approximately 0.6 mile to connect with the proposed POE/CVEF site. To link SR-11 to
SR-905, it would also be necessary to modify the approved design of the eastern portion of SR-905 that
is currently under construction. Proposed SR-11 would be located midway between Otay Mesa Road
and Airway Road for most of its length, and would cross four existing or planned local surface streets:
Sanyo Avenue, Enrico Fermi Drive, Alta Road, and Siempre Viva Road.

The proposed Otay Mesa East POE would accommodate northbound and southbound commercial and
passenger traffic, as well as pedestrians and bicycles. The POE site would be accessed from the north
by SR-11, via the previously described system of vehicle lanes and ramps. From the south, entry would
be through the proposed Otay Il POE on the Mexican side of the border. Southbound traffic leaving the
proposed Otay Il POE in Mexico would then enter the non-tolled segment of the Tijuana-Tecate Toll
Road. This traffic would also have access to the Tijuana-Rosarito corridor prior to reaching the first toll
booth, thus providing binational regional mobility through the new POE.

The proposed overall POE footprint would include space to accommodate a potential future transit
center adjacent to the POE. The potential future transit facility is not part of the proposed project and
would be designed and constructed by others. The intent of reserving space for a transit center is to
ensure that opportunities to implement transit service to the POE, such as BRT, would not be precluded
by future development in the project site vicinity. It is currently anticipated that a future transit center
would encompass an approximately two-acre rectangular site in the vicinity of the western POE
boundary; however sufficient space is available to accommodate up to a five acre transit center site if
necessary.

A new CVEF would also be constructed adjacent to the proposed Otay Mesa East POE. The proposed
site for the new CVEF would include approximately 23.3 acres and would be located east of SR-11 along
the northern POE boundary. After receiving clearance to enter the U.S. at the POE site, northbound
commercial vehicles would be routed into the CVEF facility for safety/weight inspections by the CHP
prior to being released onto the regional roadway system. The CHP has not completed a preliminary
design for the CVEF, but a conceptual design has been prepared assuming the new CVEF would be
similar to the existing CVEF at the Otay Mesa POE.

Project construction is scheduled to begin in 2013. A two year construction period is proposed, with the
project scheduled to be open to traffic in 2015.
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1.2. Air Quality Regulatory Framework

Table 1 shows that the proposed project is located in an area that is Federal nonattainment for Ozone
(O3) — 8-Hour and maintenance for Ozone (O3) — 1-Hour and Carbon Monoxide (CO). This analysis
focuses on these criteria pollutant(s).

Table 1. Project Area Attainment Status

Criteria Pollutant Federal Attainment Status

Ozone (O3) — 1-Hour Maintenance

Ozone (Oz) — 8-Hour Nonattainment

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO) Attainment

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Maintenance

Particulate Matter (PM1q) Attainment

Particulate Matter (PMz.5) Attainment

Lead (Pb) Attainment

The project is located in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB), which encompasses San Diego County. As
shown in Table 1, the SDAB is classified as “basic” nonattainment for Ozone (03); basic is the least severe
of the six degrees of O3 nonattainment. The SDAB also classified as a federal “maintenance” area for
carbon monoxide (CO) following its 1998 redesignation as a CO attainment area.

The SDAB is currently classified as a state “serious” Oz nonattainment area and a state nonattainment
area for PMy and PM,s.

Section 1.3 Public Review Comments Related to Air Quality
Conformity

The Tier Il Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) for this
project was circulated for public review on December 3, 2010 for 60 days. No comments were received
relating to air quality conformity.

Section 2. Regional Conformity

The SR- 11 and the Otay Mesa East POE was included in the regional emissions analysis conducted by
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) for the conforming RTP, adopted on November 30,
2007 (SANDAG 2007a), as well as the 2010 RTIP, through Amendment 2 (SANDAG 2010). The project is
listed on page 39 of the 2010 RTIP, and on page 2 of Amendment 2 to the 2010 RTIP. The project is
identified as CAL66, SR-11 from Border of Mexico east of SR-905/0tay Mesa Border Crossing to Future
SR-125/SR-905 junction (EA NO: 05631; PPNO: 0999).
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The project’s design concept and scope have not changed significantly from what was analyzed in the
2030 RTP, however, a slight difference does exists with regard to the description of the project limits
that are presently being proposed. In order to accommodate the connection of SR-11 with SR-905 and
avoid conflicts with the SR-905/La Media Road Interchange, lanes would be added between the SR-
905/SR-125/SR-11 Interchange and Britannia Boulevard. This change is reflected in the February 2011
amendment to the 2010 RTIP, and as a result the project is consistent with the RTIP and the associated
regional conformity analysis. This analysis found that the plan and, therefore, the individual projects
contained in the plan, are conforming projects, and will have air quality impacts consistent with those
identified in the state implementation plans (SIPs) for achieving the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). FHWA determined the RTP to conform to the SIP on November 17, 2008.
Additional documentation related to the regional emissions analysis is contained in Appendix B.

The project’s open to the public year is consistent with (within the same regional emission analysis
period as) the construction completion date identified in the federal TIP and/or RTP. The federal TIP
gives priority to eligible Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) identified in the SIP and provides
sufficient funds to provide for their implementation. FHWA determined the TIP to conform to the SIP on
November 17, 2008. Documentation related to the public and interagency consultation process
conducted to develop the TIP is contained in Appendix B.

Section 3. Project-Level Conformity

3.1. Carbon Monoxide Hot-Spot Analysis

The California Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol® (CO Protocol) was used to analyze CO impacts
for the SR-11/0tay Mesa East POE. The hot-spot analysis covered the most congested intersections
affected by the project. The ambient air quality effects of traffic emissions were evaluated
guantitatively according to the CO Protocol.

The SDAB was redesignated as a CO attainment/maintenance area subsequent to the passage of the
1990 federal CAA amendments. Continued attainment has been verified with the Air Pollution Control
District (APCD). In areas meeting those cbnditions, in accordance with the Protocol, only projects that
are likely to worsen air quality necessitate further analysis. Projects that worsen air quality are defined
as those that substantially increase the percentage of vehicles in cold start mode, defined as an increase
in the number of vehicles operating in cold start mode of two percent or more; those that substantially
increase traffic volumes, defined as an increase in volume in excess of five percent; and those that
worsen traffic flow, defined for intersections as increasing average delay at signalized intersections
operating at LOS E or F. The proposed project is not exempt from further analysis because the project
would degrade some analyzed intersections to LOS E or F in the horizon year (2030). It is assumed that

' CAL3QHCR can also be used, with EMFAC emission factors, per EPA’s modeling guidance in place of the CO
Protocol.
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the traffic conditions for the 2035 Horizon Year analyzed in the Tier Il Traffic Technical Report (Traffic
Report; VRPA 2010a) would be representative of 2030 conditions that are applied in the CO hot spot
model; this would result in a “worst case” analysis because it likely assumes a higher traffic volume than
would occur in 2030. The year 2030 was used to evaluate air quality impacts because the RTP addresses
buildout for transportation in the SDAB for the year 2030. To be consistent with the RTP, it is
appropriate to use the year 2030 to evaluate the potential for air quality impacts.

A summary of the forecast LOS for project-affected intersections (i.e., those intersections operating at
LOS E or F for any project alternative) is provided in Section 3.8, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian
and Bicycle Facilities of the Draft EIR/EIS. As required by the Protocol, a detailed CO concentration
analysis was conducted using EMFAC2007 and CALINE4 models for the following intersections using
2030 conditions under the No Build Alternative and all build alternatives:

e Otay Mesa Road/La Media Road

e La Media Road/SR-905 WB off-ramp

e Siempre Viva Road/SR-905 NB ramps

e Siempre Viva Road/Paseo de las Americas
e Siempre Viva Road/Enrico Fermi Drive

Figure 2 shows the receptor locations. According to the Traffic Report, while other intersections in the
area may also operate at LOS E or F, they would operate more efficiently with the proposed project than
without (i.e., less delay time at intersections), which would represent a decrease in the potential for
harmful build-up of CO at project intersections.

The eight-hour average maximum CO concentration was calculated by applying a persistence factor of
0.7 to the predicted one-hour average maximum CO concentrations obtained from each modeled run.
The background concentrations were then added to the predicted concentrations to calculate the
modeled maximum CO concentrations, which were then compared to the CAAQS and NAAQS in order to
determine if the project would result in any exceedances.

The CO analysis indicated that the proposed project future traffic conditions would not result in an
exceedance of the CO standards (Table 2).
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Table 2

CO CONCENTRATIONS 2030
(1-Hour and 8-Hour Concentrations plus background, ppm)

Intersection No Build Two One No
Alternative | Interchange | Interchange | Interchange
Alternative Alternative Alternative
AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM
1-Hour CO Concentrations (background = 5.7 ppm)
Otay Mesa Road and La 6.5 6.6 6.5 6.6 6.7 6.5 6.6 6.7
Media Road
SR-905 La Media Road WB | 6.4 6.5 6.4 6.5 6.4 6.5 6.5 6.6
Off Ramp
Siempre Viva Road and SR-| 6.8 6.9 6.7 6.8 6.8 6.9 6.9 7.0
905 NB Ramps
Siempre Viva Road and 6.6 6.7 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.6 6.8 6.9
Paseo de las Americas
Siempre Viva Road and 6.3 6.3 6.2 6.3 6.2 6.3 6.5 6.5
Enrico Fermi Drive
Federal standard 35
State standard 20
8-Hour Concentrations’ (background = 3.51 ppm)
Otay Mesa Road and La 407 | 414 | 407 | 414 | 421 | 407 | 414 421
Media Road
SR-905 La Media Road WB | 4.00 | 4.07 | 400 | 407 | 400 | 407 | 407 414
Off Ramp
Siempre Viva Road and SR-| 4.28 | 4.35 | 421 | 428 | 428 | 435 | 435  4.42
905 NB Ramps
Siempre Viva Road and 414 | 421 | 407 | 407 | 407 | 414 | 428 | 4.35
Paseo de las Americas g
Siempre Viva Road and 3.93 | 393 | 3.86 | 3.93 | 3.86 | 3.93 | 4.07 | 4.07
Enrico Fermi Drive
Federal standard 9
State standard 9.0

' 8-hour concentrations are extrapolated based on a 0.7 persistence factor.
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The federal and state one-hour CO standards are 35 parts per million (ppm) and 20 ppm, respectively,
and the federal and state eight-hour CO standards are 9 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively. As shown in
Table 2, the proposed project’s future traffic conditions would not lead to any exceedances of these
standards during the AM or PM peak periods at any of the analyzed intersections under any of the
project alternatives. All other intersections in the project area are predicted to experience less delay
time and improved operating conditions with the project alternatives, compared with the No Build
Alternative. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in or contribute to any significant local air
quality impacts due to future operations. The ambient air quality effects of traffic emissions were
evaluated using the modeling procedures described in Appendix B of the CO Protocol and Appendix C of
this document. The assumptions used in the hot-spot analysis are consistent with those used in the
regional emissions analysis. The modeling results shown in Appendix C indicate that total CO
concentrations would not cause or contribute to any new localized violations of the federa! 1-hour or 8-
hour CO ambient standards.

The NEPA document for this project does not identify specific mitigation, minimization, or avoidance
measures for CO. A written commitment to implement such control measures is therefore not required.

Impacts during construction are temporary and would not cause a significant long-term impact to the
ambient air quality. Construction of the project will be completed well within a 5-year period. The
project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plans (the San
Diego County RAQS and SIP). The project would be below the significance thresholds established for
FHWA-approved projects by the Transportation Conformity Rule as set forth in 40 CFR Part 93.
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Figure 2: CO Hotspot Analysis Locations and Air Quality Monitoring Stations
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3.2. Construction-Related Hot-Spot Emissions

Construction of the SR-11, the CVEF and the POE are expected to take place in one phase, over a two to
three year time period, commencing in December 2013, therefore, construction-related emissions were
not considered in the conformity analysis. Construction emissions need not be considered for
conformity purposes where the construction period is less than 5 years.
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Appendix A. Public Review Comments and
Responses Related to Air Quality
Conformity

The project’s draft environmental NEPA document (State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry
Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement, November 2011)
was circulated for a 60 day public review period on December 3, 2010. No comments related to
conformity were received during the circulation period for the Draft Environmental Document.
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Appendix B. Additional Documentation Related to
Regional Conformity

Regional Emissions Analysis Conducted for Conforming RTP

The regional emissions analysis found that regional emissions will not exceed the SIP’s emission budgets
for mobile sources in the build year, a horizon year at least 20 years from when conformity analysis
started, and additional years meeting conformity regulation requirements for periodic analysis. The
regional emissions analysis was based on the latest population and employment projections for San
Diego County that was adopted by the SANDAG at the time the conformity analysis was started on May
17, 2006. These assumptions are less than five years old. The modeling was conducted using current
and future population, employment, traffic, and congestion estimates. The traffic data, including the
fleet mix data, were based on the most recently available vehicle registration data included in the
EMFAC2007 and the CALINE4 emission models. The EMFAC2007 and the CALINE4 emission models,
developed by the California Air Resources Board, are the most recent emissions models approved for
use in California by the USEPA.

Public and Interagency Consultation Process for TIP

The federal TIP was developed in accordance with SANDAG policies for community input and
interagency consultation procedures. These procedures ensure that the public has adequate
opportunity to be informed of the federal TIP development process and encourages public participation
and comment.

On June 22, 2007, the SANDAG Board of Directors authorized the distribution of the Draft 2030 RTP and
the draft conformity analysis for the public review and comments. A public hearing was held on
September 14, 2007, and the public comment period closed on September 17, 2007. As a result of the
comments received from the public and other organizations, SANDAG made revisions to the 2030
Revenue Constrained Plan, which is part of the Final 2030 RTP. The air quality conformity analysis was
revised to reflect changes to the Revenue Constrained Plan and was released on October 9, 2007 for a
30-day public comment period. SANDAG did not receive any public comments on the revisad air quality
conformity analysis of the 2030 RTP Revenue Constrained Plan. The comment period ended on
November 7, 2007. The public was provided the opportunity to submit comments at the San Diego
Regional Conformity Working Group meetings, the Transportation Committee meetings, and to the
SANDAG Board of Directors. The proposed project is consistent with the 2030 RTP: 2007, which was
found to be conforming by FHWA and FTA on December 10, 2007.

On September 24, 2010, the SANDAG Board adopted the 2010 RTIP. On December 14, 2010, the USDOT
made a finding of conformity for the 2010 RTIP and a conformity redetermination for the 2030:
Pathways for the Future.
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Appendix C. Carbon Monoxide Hot-Spot Analysis
Modeling Procedures

The ambient air quality effects of project-related traffic emissions were evaluated using the EMFAC 2007
and CALINE4 dispersion models, and the modeling procedures described below.

Roadway and Traffic Conditions

Traffic volumes and operating conditions used in the modeling were obtained from the traffic analysis
prepared for this project. Carbon monoxide modeling was conducted using a.m. and p.m. traffic
volumes.

- Carbon monoxide modeling was performed for the following scenarios:
e Existing (2009),

e Open to the public year (2015) without project;

e Open to the public year (2015) with project;

e 20-year horizon year (2035) without project, and

e 20-year horizon year (2035) with project.
Vehicle Emission Rates

Vehicle emission rates were determined using the EMFAC2007 and the CALINE4 emission rate programs.

The CO Protocol states that the determination of project-level CO impacts should be carried out in
accordance with the Local CO Analysis flow charts shown as Figures 1 and 3 of the Protocol. Figure 1 of
the Protocol applies to the evaluation of new projects.

The procedures of Figure 1 of the Protocol are provided for the proposed project to determine the level
of analysis (if any):

3.1.1: Is the project exempt from all emissions analyses?

No. The proposed project is not exempt from all emission analyses as it does not meet the criteria for
projects exempt from all emissions analyses listed in the Protocol. Go to Question 3.1.2.

3.1.2: Is project exempt from regional emissions analyses?

No. The project is not listed in Table 2 of the Protocol, and is therefore not exempt from regional
emissions analyses. Go to Question 3.1.3.

3.1.3: Is project locally defined as regionally significant?

Yes. The project is defined as a regionally significant project. In accordance with the definitions
contained in 40 CFR Part 93 (the federal conformity rule), a regionally significant project means a
transportation project that is on a facility which serves regional transportation needs and would
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normally be included in the modeling of a metropolitan area’s transportation network, including at a
minimum all principal arterial highways and all fixed guideway transit facilities that offer an alternative
to regional highway travel. Because SR-11 is included in the modeling of the area’s transportation
network, and will serve regional transportation needs in the Otay Mesa area, the project is regionally
significant. Go to Question 3.1.4.

3.1.4: Is project in a federal attainment area?

Yes. The project is in a federal attainment area for ozone; however, as an attainment-maintenance
area, conformity requirements would still apply as if it were a nonattainment area. Go to Question 3.1.5.

3.1.5: Is there a currently conforming RTP and TIP?

Yes. Asdiscussed above, the applicable transportation plans for the proposed project are the 2030 RTP,
adopted on November 30, 2007 (SANDAG 2007); and the 2010 RTIP. The 2010 RTIP was adopted by
SANDAG on September 24, 2010 (SANDAG 2010). The USDOT made a finding of conformity for the 2010
RTIP and a conformity redetermination for the 2030 RTP on December 14, 2010 (USDOT 2010). Go to
Question 3.1.6.

3.1.6: Is the project included in the regional emissions analysis supporting the currently conforming RTP
and TIP?

Yes. The project is consistent with the assumptions in SANDAG’s regional emissions analysis. Go to
Question 3.1.7.

3.1.7: Has project design concept and/or scope changed significantly from that in regional analysis?

No. Project design concept and scope have not changed significantly from the assumptions in SANDAG’s
regional emissions analysis for the 2030 RTP and the 2010 RTIP.

The determination of project-level impacts should be carried out according to the Local Analysis flow
chart — Figure 3 of the CO Protocol. The procedures of Section 4 in Figure 3 of the Protocol are provided
for the proposed project to determine the level of effort.

Section 4, Local CO Analysis

The Protocol provides guidance for determining whether a project would have the potential to cause or
contribute to a violation of an air quality standard on a localized basis. The Protocol provides for various
levels for the local CO analysis to make the determination of the potential for adverse air quality
impacts.

The Protocol contains a local CO analysis flow chart (Figure 3) similar to the regional analysis flow chart
that is designed to assist in the evaluation of the requirements for demonstrating that the project will
not cause an adverse air quality impact. The flow chart contained in the Protocol was followed to
determine the analysis required for the I-5/Genesee Interchange Project. The steps in the analysis
contained in the Protocol are as follows:

Level 1
Is the project in a CO nonattainment area?

No. The project is located in a CO attainment area.
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Level 7

Level 4

Was the area redesignated as “attainment” after the 1990 Clean Air Act?

Yes. The area was redesignated as “attainment” after the 1990 Clean Air Act.

Has “continued attainment” been verified with the local Air District, if appropriate?
Yes. “Continued attainment” has been verified with the APCD.

Proceed to Level 7

Does the project worsen air quality?

Yes. The project has the potential to worsen air quality because it increases traffic volumes on
the SR-11 corridor. The project also changes the location of traffic relative to receptors in the
project vicinity.

Is the project suspected of resulting in higher CO concentrations than those existing within the
region at the time of attainment demonstration?

Yes. The attainment demonstration for CO attainment did not consider SR-11 in their analysis of
CO concentrations. Attainment has been demonstrated through the use of ambient monitoring
data; the receptors at the location under study are closer to affected intersections than the air
quality monitoring stations, and the roadway geometry is new because the project proposes to
construct a new highway. The percentage of heavy-duty trucks for the SR-11 is also higher than
the average in the SDAB for which CO attainment has been demonstrated.

Does the project involve a signalized intersection at LOS E or F?

Yes. Affected intersections within the study area operate at LOS E or F, and project-related
traffic would worsen LOS to E or F at study intersections.

Proceed to Level 4

Perform a screening analysis considering project location, nearby receptors, traffic volumes, LOS
and air quality conditions for current and future years. The screening analysis for localized CO
impacts is presented below.

The potential for CO “hot spots” are evaluated for the intersections that the Traffic Impact Analysis
indicated would degrade to LOS E or F conditions in the horizon year (2030), compared with the No Build
Alternative. This CO hotspot analysis addresses the Two Interchange, One Interchange, No Interchange
and No Build alternatives. Based on the Traffic Impact Analysis, the potential for CO “hot spots” would
not be substantially altered by any of the design variations. It was also assumed that the traffic
conditions for the 2035 Horizon Year analyzed in the Traffic Impact Analysis would be representative of
2030 conditions that are applied in the CO hot spot model; this results in a “worst case” analysis,
because it likely assumes a higher traffic volume than would occur in 2030. The year 2030 was used to
evaluate air quality impacts because the RTP addresses buildout for transportation in the SDAB for the
year 2030, but the Traffic Impact Analysis used the year 2035 as the Horizon Year for traffic impacts. To

State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project Air Quality Conformity Analysis

18



be consistent with the RTP, it is appropriate to use the year 2030 to evaluate the potential for air quality
impacts.

A summary of the forecast LOS for project-affected intersections (i.e., those intersections operating at
LOS E or F for any project alternative) is provided in Table 7. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis,
while other intersections in the area may also operate at an LOS of E or F, they would operate more
efficiently with the proposed project than without, i.e., less delay time at intersections, which would
represent a decrease in the potential for harmful build-up of CO at project intersections.

Receptor Locations

CO concentrations were estimated at five receptor locations located near the most congested
intersections affected by the project. Those intersections included the following:

e Otay Mesa Road and La Media Road
e La Media Road and SR-905 WB Off Ramp
e Siempre Viva Road and SR-905 NB Ramps
e Siempre Viva Road and Paseo de las Americas
e Siempre Viva Road and Enrico Fermi Drive
Receptors were chosen based on Caltrans’ CO protocol. Figure 2 shows the modeling network

and receptors used for the proposed interchange analysis.

Meteorological Conditions

Meteorological inputs to the EMFAC 2007 and CALINE4 model were determined using the methodology
recommended in the CO protocol (Garza et al. 1997). The meteorological conditions used in the
modeling represent a calm winter period. CO impacts were modeled under worst-case wind angle
conditions at 1.5 meters (5 feet) from the roadway edge, where public sidewalks occur along all existing
roadways in the project area and CO concentrations would be greatest due to limited dispersion area.
Several other assumptions were developed to perform the CO screening analysis, which include:

e Receptors were located along the intersection corners

e CO emission factors were based on maximum emissions (low vehicle speeds) to provide a worst-
case analysis of potential impacts

e Cruise speeds at surface roads are 35 mph.

e Red light time is 50 percent for each roadway at all intersections.
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e The ambient 1-hour CO concentration is 5.7 ppm, which is the highest concentration at the Otay
Mesa Monitoring station for the past three years.

e The ambient 8-hour CO concentration is 3.51 ppm, which is the highest concentration at the Otay
Mesa Monitoring station for the past three years.

e The mean January low temperature is 43.7°F with a standard deviation of 3°F (WRCC 2009).
e The minimum mixing height for winter in the project area is 100 meters (328 feet).

e The project area is at an elevation of 490 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)

e Cruise speeds to and from intersections are 1 mph.

e Atmospheric stability class set at Class 7 (worst case conditions).

¢ Wind direction standard deviation (sigma theta) of 5 degrees (worst case conditions, indicating that
the amount of dispersion is assumed to be low such that the downwind concentration is a worst
case value).

e Mixing height of 100 meters.

e Wind speed of 0.5 meters per second

Background Concentrations and Eight-Hour Values

The 8-hour average maximum CO concentration was calculated by applying a persistence factor of 0.7 to
the predicted 1-hour average maximum CO concentrations obtained from each modeled run. The
background concentrations were then added to the predicted concentrations to calculate the modeled
maximum CO concentrations, which were then compared to the CAAQS and NAAQS in order to
determine if the project would result in any exceedences. Based on these assumptions and the traffic
volumes provided by Caltrans, the CO analysis indicated that the proposed project future traffic
conditions would not result in an exceedance of the CO standards. CO concentration levels due to the
proposed project are presented in Table 8 and the CALINE4 modeling input and output files for all the
intersections are provided in Appendix C.

The federal and state 1-hour CO standards are 35 ppm and 20 ppm, respectively and the federal and
state 8-hour CO standards are 9 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively. As shown in Table 8, the proposed
project’s future traffic conditions would not lead to any exceedances of these thresholds during the AM
or PM peak periods at any of the analyzed intersections, under any of the project alternatives. All other
intersections in the project area are predicted to experience less delay time and improved operating
conditions with the project alternatives, compared with the No Build Alternative. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in or contribute to any significant local air quality impacts due to
future operations. The CO air quality modeling results are shown in Table 2.
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Appendix D. PM Interagency Consultation

The project is within an attainment-unclassified area for PM;o and PM, s, so formal Interagency
Consultation is not required at the project level.
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Appendix E. PM Hot-Spot Analysis

Under the example of Project of Local Air Quality Concern (POAQC), a significant volume for a new
highway or expressway is defined as facilities with an annual average daily traffic (AADT) volume of
125,000 or more, and a significant number of diesel vehicles (defined as 8 percent or more of the total
AADT is diesel truck traffic). If the area were a nonattainment area for PMy, or PM, 5, the project would
not be considered a (POAQC) for the following reason:

Based on the Traffic Impact Analysis (VRPA 2009), no alternative would result in an AADT volume of
125,000 or more. The highest AADT for any segment of SR-11 is 62,600 on the segment from the
interchange with SR-905 to the interchange with Enrico Fermi Drive for the two-interchange alternative.
AADT volumes for all other segments and alternatives are lower than this value. The project would
therefore be in conformance for Federal PMyq and PM, s standards.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr.. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
4050 TAYLOR STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

PHONE (619) 688-0229

FAX (619) 688-6998

TTY 711

May 19, 2011

Ms. K. Sue Kaiser

Director, Planning and Air Quality
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attention: Mr. Stew Sonnenberg

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

11-SD-11, PM 0.0/2.8
11-SD-905, PM R8.4/10.1
EA 056310

PI# 1100000023

RE: Project-Level Conformity Determination for the State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port

of Entry Project (CTIPS ID#110-0000-0523)

Dear Mr. Sonnenberg:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) requests that the Federal Highway
Administration issue a project-level conformity determination for the State Route 11/Otay Mesa
East Port of Entry Project. The proposed project is in the County of San Diego, San Diego Air
Basin and is designated as nonattainment for Ozone 8-hour, attainment for Particulate Matter
PM;and PM, 5 maintenance for Carbon Monoxide (CO), and attainment for Nitrogen Dioxide
(NO,), Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) and Lead (Pb). The Two-Interchange Alternative has been

identified as the Preferred Alternative for the proposed project.

As of June 15, 2005, San Diego County was designated as a Maintenance Area that is no longer
subject to the 1-hour Ozone Standard. Even though the 1-hour standard has been revoked, it
remains in effect through 2014. Therefore, it is appropriate to state the status classification as
maintenance for National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 1-hour Ozone for San

Diego County.

The project area is subject to regional conformity analysis requirements. The attached
conformity analysis demonstrates that the project is listed in the conforming Regional
Transportation Plan and the Transportation Improvement Program, and therefore it meets
regional conformity requirements for a project-level conformity determination.

The San Diego Air Basin is not a federally designated PM;( or PM; 5 nonattainment or
maintenance area, therefore, the project does not require a PM;o or PM; 5 hot-spot analysis.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



Ms. K. Sue Kaiser
May 19, 2011
Page 2

The project area is subject to project-level hot-spot analysis requirements for CO. The attached
conformity analysis shows that hot-spot analysis requirements listed in 40 CFR 93.116 and 123
are met. A written commitment is made by this letter to implement hot-spot pollutant control
measures identified in the applicable SIP and NEPA document, as required by 40 CFR 93.117
and 125.

Public involvement included advertising the availability of the conformity analysis by the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) for 30 days beginning on June 22, 2007. On November 30,
2007, the SANDAG Board adopted the 2030 Revenue Constrained RTP: Pathways for the Future
(Appendix E), The U.S. DOT issued its conformity finding on December 10, 2007.

On September 24, 2010, the SANDAG Board adopted the 2010 RTIP. On December 14, 2010,
the USDOT made a finding of conformity for the 2010 RTIP and a conformity redetermination
for the 2030: Pathways for the Future.

This project is being processed for NEPA environmental document purposes as a non-delegated
project, with the proposed approval date for the final NEPA document expected on or about
November 30, 2011. We would appreciate your assistance with providing a conformity
determination prior to that date.

If you have any questions regarding this conformity analysis, please contactOlga Estrada at (619)
688-0229 or via e-mail at Olga Estrada@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Olga Estrada
Environmental Analysis Branch A Chief

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, California 92011

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-SD-08B0316-12F0037 NOV 23 2011

Mr. Vincent P. Mammano
Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, California 95814

Colonel R. Mark Toy

District Engineer

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

Los Angeles, California 90053-2325

Subject:  Biological Opinion for the State Route 11/Otay Mesa East Port of Entry, Otay
Crossings Commerce Park, and Otay Business Park Projects, San Diego County,
California

Dear Colonel Toy and Mr. Tally:

This document transmits the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) biological opinion on the
proposed issuance of Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permits by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) to facilitate construction of three projects located on east Otay Mesa in the
County of San Diego, California, and the associated effects of these projects on federally listed
endangered and threatened species and designated critical habitat. The three projects are the
proposed State Route 11 and Otay Mesa East Port of Entry (“SR-11 and Port of Entry”) project,
the Otay Crossings Commerce Park (“Otay Crossings”) project, and the Otay Business Park
project. Funding is provided through the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Federal-
Aid Highway Program and is facilitated by the Coordinated Border Infrastructure Programs of
the FHWA for the SR-11 and Port of Entry project; thus, FHWA funding for the SR-11 and Port
of Entry project is also a part of the proposed action addressed by this biological opinion. The
Corps is the designated lead Federal action agency for the Otay Business Park and Otay
Crossings projects, and FHWA is the designated lead Federal action agency for the SR-11 and
Port of Entry project.

Formal consultation was initiated by the Corps on November 25, 2009, and April 20, 2009,
respectively, for the Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park projects and by the FHWA on
June 7, 2011, for the SR-11 and Port of Entry project. This biological opinion addresses the
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collective effects of the three projects on the federally listed endangered San Diego button-celery
(Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii), San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis),
Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni), and Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas
editha quino); the threatened spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis); and designated critical
habitat for Otay tarplant (Deinandra conjugens) and San Diego fairy shrimp, in accordance with
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.).

We are addressing all three projects in this biological opinion due to overlap in their action areas.
For the purpose of our analyses, we are assuming that the SR-11 and Port of Entry project will be
constructed first, followed by the Otay Crossings project, and then the Otay Business Park
project.

In our letter to FHWA dated July 29, 2011 (FWS-SDG-08B0316-11F0472), we concurred with
FHWA'’s determination that the proposed restoration work on the Lonestar Ridge conservation
property was not likely to adversely affect the federally endangered Otay tarplant, spreading
navarretia, California Orcutt’s grass (Orcuttia californica), and Otay Mesa mint (Pogogyne
nudiuscula) or critical habitat for spreading navarretia and the Quino checkerspot butterfly. In
that letter, we also concurred with FHWA'’s determination that the proposed SR-11 and Port of
Entry project is not likely to adversely affect the Otay tarplant. Although Otay tarplant occurs
within the designated open space on the Otay Crossings project site and on the Lonestar Ridge
East conservation parcels, there are no impacts anticipated to Otay tarplant from the Otay
Crossings project, the Otay Business Park project, or their associated restoration activities;
therefore, this species is not addressed by the biological opinion.

The Otay Crossings project will impact 0.38 acre of unoccupied designated critical habitat for the
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica, “gnatcatcher”). The impact
area is disturbed with only a few scattered shrubs and some grassland [primary constituent
elements (PCEs)] occurring within the very edge of critical habitat Unit 1. Unit 1 encompasses
14,898 acres of the 197,303 total acres designated as gnatcatcher critical habitat. The loss of
0.38 acre of disturbed habitat supporting only a few scattered PCEs on the edge of the unit will
have no measurable effect on the overall function of the designation to support gnatcatcher
dispersal, foraging, or reproduction. Thus, we have determined that implementation of the Otay
Crossings project is not likely to adversely affect designated critical habitat for the gnatcatcher,
and it is not addressed in the biological opinion.

The Otay Crossings project will also impact 0.17 acre of designated critical habitat for the Quino
checkerspot butterfly. As with designated critical habitat for the gnatcatcher, the impact area is
disturbed with scattered nectar resources and larval host plants (PCEs) occurring within the
western edge of critical habitat Unit 8. Unit 8 encompasses 7,289 acres of the 62,125 total acres
designated as critical habitat for the Quino checkerspot butterfly. The loss of 0.17 acre of
disturbed habitat supporting only a few scattered PCEs along the western edge of the unit will
have no measurable effect on the overall function of the designation to support Quino
checkerspot butterfly dispersal, foraging, or reproduction. Thus, we have determined that
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implementation of the Otay Crossings project is not likely to adversely affect designated critical
habitat for the Quino checkerspot butterfly, and it is not addressed in the biological opinion.

To offset impacts of their projects on federally listed species, all three project proponents have
contributed to the acquisition of lands identified herein as the “Lonestar Ridge Conservation
Area.” Designated critical habitat for spreading navarretia and proposed critical habitat for
Riverside fairy shrimp occur within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area. Restoration
proposed as part of the projects will enhance PCEs for spreading navarretia and Riverside fairy
shrimp and provide an overall benefit to the proposed and designated critical habitat. Thus, we
have determined that the proposed restoration work is not likely to adversely affect designated
critical habitat for spreading navarretia or proposed critical habitat for the Riverside fairy shrimp,
and they are not addressed by the biological opinion.

Our biological opinion is based on information listed in Table 1, literature relevant to the species
and effects of the activities addressed in the biological opinion, and site visits conducted during
the consultation process. The complete project files addressing this consultation are maintained
at the Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office (CFWO).

Table 1. Information used in review of the SR-11 and Port of Entry, Otay Crossings, and Otay Business
Park projects.

Project Document Date
State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Draft November
SR-11 and POE | Tier II Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 2010
Statement
Biological Assessment for State Route 11 and Otay Mesa
East Port of Entry prepared by California Department of April 2011
Transportation (Caltrans)
FHWA letter requesting initiation of formal consultation on Tune 6. 2011
State Route 11 and the Otay Mesa East Port of Entry ’
Lonestar Ridge West Habitat Restoration Plan prepared by August 2011
Caltrans
Otay Crossings U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ letter requesting initiation of | November 25,
formal consultation on Otay Crossings Commerce Park 2010
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for Otay May 2010
Crossings Commerce Park and Technical Appendices
Otay Business | U.S. Army Corps of Engineers l.etter requesting initiation of April 20, 2009
Park formal consultation on Otay Business Park
Draft Supplemental Impact Report for Otay Business Park September 20,
and Technical Appendices 2010
Otay Business Park Vernal Pool Restoration Plan Oct;)(l; ﬁ 17,
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We began meeting on these projects in the fall of 2005. With regard to the Otay Crossings and
Otay Business Park projects, much of the early discussion centered around the projects’
consistency with the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), County of San Diego
Subarea Plan (County of San Diego 1997). Both of these projects required a “Minor
Amendment” to the County of San Diego’s Subarea Plan for the MSCP in order for the County
to process land development permits for the projects. Following resolution of the Minor
Amendments, the project proponents began proccessing their environmental documents and
applied for CWA permits. We received a request for consulation from the Corps for the Otay
Business Park project on April 20, 2009, and for the Otay Crossings project on November 25,
2009. Initiation of formal consulation for the Otay Business Park and Otay Crossings projects
was acknowledged in our response letters to the Corps dated June 2, 2009, and December 22,
2009, respectively.

Our early coordination on the SR-11 and Port of Entry project was focused on the environmental
review pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act. We regulary participated in the
Regional Interagency Working Group meetings upon their initiation in January of 2006. The
working group was established to provide a forum to discuss project-related issues including the
work required to obtain a Presidential permit for the proposed Port of Entry as well as general
interagency coordination required for the environmental review and permitting. We provided a
letter identifying federally listed species in the general project area to Caltrans (acting on behalf
of FHWA) dated October 6, 2006. We have provided written comments, as appropriate,
throughout the environmental review process. We received a request for initation of formal
consulation from FHWA on June 7, 2011. We acknowledged initiation of formal consultation
for the SR-11 and Port of Entry project in a letter to FHWA dated July 29, 2011 (FWS-SDG-
08B0316-11F0472).

Because the proposed project footprints overlap, we determined that a comprehensive evaluation
of the impacts on federally listed species and designated critical habitat would be more efficiently
provided through preparation of a single biological opinion rather than three separate ones.

Thus, we recommended to the FHWA and Corps that their section 7 consultations be completed
as joint Federal agencies. A meeting was held on August 16, 2011, to discuss and facilitate the
joint consultation process. Subsequently, we met multiple times with the project proponents and
their consultants both individually and together as a group to refine the project description for the
combined consultation. Our discussions identified how the three projects relate to each other,
potential impacts to endangered and threatened species and designated critical habitat from
development of the three projects, and conservation actions aimed at avoiding and minimizing
1mpacts.

A draft biological opinion was provided to the FHWA, Corps, and Caltrans for their review and
comment on November 16, 2011.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is the issuance of three Department of the Army (DA) permits by the Corps
pursuant to section 404 of the CWA to authorize impacts to 1.07 acres of waters of the U.S. and
provision of funding by the FHWA for the SR-11 and Port of Entry project under their Federal-
Aid Highway Program and Coordinated Border Infrastructure Programs. The proposed action
represents three separate projects with overlapping project footprints within a 518-acre area of
Otay Mesa in San Diego County, California including the: 1) FHWA and Caltrans proposed
construction of SR-11 and the Port of Entry; 2) Otay Business Park, LLC proposed Otay
Business Park; and 3) Otay Crossings Commerce Park, LL.C proposed Otay Crossings project.
The SR-11 and Port of Entry would be implemented first, followed by Otay Crossings project
and then the Otay Business Park. The SR-11 and Port of Entry project would impact 0.22 acre of
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. with subsequent impacts of 0.41 acre and 0.44 acre attributable
to the Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park projects, respectively. The Corps, as the lead
Federal action agency for the Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park projects, has determined
their scope of action to include the Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park projects in their
entirety but has restricted their scope of action for the SR-11 and Port of Entry project to Corps
jurisdictional areas on the site. FHWA as the lead Federal action agency for the SR-11 and Port
of Entry Project has included the entirety of the SR-11 and Port of Entry project in their scope of
action.

The three projects are located in the extreme southeastern portion of Otay Mesa within
unincorporated San Diego County, California, immediately north of the U.S./Mexico border,
with SR-11 extending into the City of San Diego (Figures 1 and 2). The proposed projects are
located predominately within the County of San Diego’s (County) East Otay Mesa Specific Plan
(EOMSP) area and are within areas designated in the County’s Subarea Plan for the MSCP as
“Minor Amendment Areas” and “Minor Amendment Areas Subject to Special Consideration.”
Parcels proposed to offset project-related impacts are located on: Otay Mesa within the City of
San Diego (i.e., the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area, including Lonestar Ridge East and West
conservation parcels); in the County on Otay Mountain (O’Neal Canyon); and within the Otay
Crossings project site. Each project is described in further detail below.

The three projects have each developed individual, but complimentary, conservation strategies to
offset their respective project impacts on federally listed species and designated critical habitat.
Each project proponent will only be responsible for implementing their respective avoidance,
minimization, and conservation measures that include a combination of enhancement,
restoration, and/or preservation of habitat on Otay Mesa and Otay Mountain. All three projects
have contributed to the acquisition of the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area that is comprised of
seven parcels located in the Otay Mesa area of the City of San Diego, north of Otay Mesa Road,
and northeast of the Brown Field Airport (Figure 2 and 3). A total of approximately 334 acres of
habitat will be preserved at this site. The Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area is located within
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designated critical habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp, Quino checkerspot butterfly, and
spreading navarretia and proposed critical habitat for the Riverside fairy shrimp. The specific
details of the enhancement and restoration that will occur within the Lonestar Ridge
Conservation Area are provided below under the description of each project. In addition, at the
Otay Crossing project site, 24.3 acres in three locations will be included within open space
easements on the eastern edge of the project site (Figure 4).

State Route 11 and Otay Mesa East Port of Entry Project

The SR-11 and Port of Entry project components include the construction of three new facilities:
a highway (SR-11); the Port of Entry; and a Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility (CVEF)
within a total 470.6-acre footprint. In addition, the project includes preservation, enhancement,
and restoration of wetlands, grassland, and vernal pool habitat within the Lonestar Ridge
Conservation Area.

SR-11

SR-11 will be constructed as a four-lane toll facility with two interchanges (Figure 5). The
proposed design will include two standard-width main lanes (12 feet wide) and shoulders (10 feet
wide) in each direction, as well as auxiliary lanes and connectors near the interchanges. SR-11
will be located midway between Otay Mesa and Airway roads for most of its length and will
cross four local surface streets: Sanyo Avenue, Enrico Fermi Drive, Alta Road, and Siempre
Viva Road. It will extend east from the vicinity of Harvest Road (at the future SR-125/SR-905
Interchange) for approximately 1.5 miles, before curving to the southeast near Alta Road and
continuing for approximately 0.6 mile to connect with the proposed Port of Entry/CVEEF site.
The proposed project includes an undercrossing structure at Sanyo Avenue, an overcrossing
structure at Alta Road, and interchanges with local roadways at Siempre Viva Road (partial
interchange) and Enrico Fermi Drive.' To link SR-11 to SR-905, connectors will be provided
and certain modifications to the approved SR-905 design will be required; however, they are
entirely within the existing SR-905 right-of-way. A summary of the proposed SR-905
modifications is provided in the Biological Assessment for SR11 and Otay Mesa East Port of
Entry (BA). Impacts from construction of SR-905 were addressed in a biological opinion dated
July 12, 2004 (Service 2004a).

From west to east, the proposed SR-11 median in the vicinity of Sanyo Avenue will be 22 feet
wide for a distance of approximately 1,600 feet to minimize impacts to nearby buildings before
widening out over a distance of approximately 630 feet to a 62-foot median width for the
remaining length of SR-11. Within the Sanyo Avenue area, the proposed project includes the 22-
foot long median, two through lanes in each direction, an auxiliary lane in each direction

! The Caltrans Highway Design Manual defines an undercrossing as a structure designed to allow a local roadway to pass under
a highway, while an overcrossing is defined as a structure designed to allow a local roadway to pass over a highway. An
interchange is defined as a system of interconnecting roadways in conjunction with one or more grade separations providing for
the interchange of traffic between two or more roadways on different levels.
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associated with the Enrico Fermi Drive interchange, shoulders, and related grading. Concrete
barriers of approximately 3 feet in height will extend along each side of the roadway in this area,
in addition to a 3-foot tall concrete barrier that will extend along the median.

Proposed limits of grading and right-of-way are expected to be up to 500 feet wide, with the
exception of the interchange locations, which will require additional space. These limits include
all required cut/fill slopes and project-related drainage facilities, lighting, fencing, utilities and
landscaping and will be sufficient to accommodate all required construction, staging and storage
for the proposed project. The proposed grading limits include several easements that are outside
of the proposed SR-11 right-of-way. Permanent and temporary easements are associated with the
relocation of a gas pipeline around the east side of the proposed Port of Entry. A 0.2-acre
permanent easement is proposed west of the Siempre Viva Boulevard Interchange for proposed
offsite drainage enhancements. In the Sanyo Avenue area, the project requires permanent
easements across existing developed properties adjacent to SR-11.

SR-125 Modifications to Accommodate SR-11 Connections

A southbound SR-125 to eastbound SR-11 connector will be added to the SR-905/SR-125/SR-11
interchange. A local connector ramp from Enrico Fermi Drive to northbound SR-125 was
approved under the SR-905 project; the proposed project build alternative assumes a direct
connector from westbound SR-11 to northbound SR-125. The addition of the complementary
southbound SR-125 to eastbound SR-11 connector will complete the direct link between the two
highways.

Enrico Fermi Drive and Siempre Viva Road Interchanges

The proposed interchange at Enrico Fermi Drive will have on- and off-ramps to/from both
eastbound and westbound SR-11 (and unmanned toll facilities along the westbound on-ramp and
eastbound off-ramp). This interchange will be located approximately one mile east of the
previously described SR-905/SR-125/SR-11 Interchange, and approximately one mile west of the
proposed interchange at Siempre Viva Road. The proposed Siempre Viva Road Interchange will
provide partial connectivity between SR-11, Siempre Viva Road, and the Port of Entry. Specific
features associated with this interchange design are described in the BA for the SR11 and Port of
Entry project.

Otay Mesa East Port of Entry

The proposed Port of Entry will accommodate northbound and southbound commercial and
passenger traffic, as well as pedestrians and bicycles. The currently proposed Tier II Port of
Entry site includes an irregularly-shaped polygon of approximately 101.1 acres north of the
international border and across from the associated Otay II Port of Entry site in Mexico. A 150-
foot wide strip of federal land patrolled by the U.S. Border Patrol is located between the two Port
of Entries. Temporary and permanent easements are proposed outside of the proposed project
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right-of-way to accommodate the relocation of a natural gas pipeline along the northeastern
boundary of the proposed Port of Entry/CVEEF, as well as for modifying and maintaining a
portion of an existing drainage along the western boundary of the Siempre Viva interchange.
The Port of Entry footprint also includes a two-acre site that could accommodate a potential
future transit center. The analysis assumes that the overall footprint and impacts will remain the
same, regardless of potential changes to the facilities and their locations within the project
footprint.

Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility

The proposed site for the new CVEF encompasses approximately 17.9 acres located east of SR-
11 along the northern Port of Entry boundary that will include an approximately 8,000-square
foot main building. After receiving clearance to enter the U.S. at the Port of Entry, northbound
commercial vehicles will be routed into the CVEF facility for a safety inspection then onto the
regional roadway system. Table 2 summarizes the proposed measures that will be implemented
to address impacts to upland and wetland habitats from the development of the SR-11 and Port of
Entry project.

Table 2. Summary of proposed measures to offset permanent impacts to upland and wetland habitats
associated with the SR-11 and Port of Entry project.

Permanent . . q
Habitat Type g Compen.satlon Total Compelgsatlon Conserv.atlon
Ratio (Acres) Location
(Acres)
0.40 enhancement of non-
Native Grassland 0.20 2:1 native grassland with native | Lonestar Ridge West
grassland
171.90 enhancement and
Non-Native Grassland 171.90 1:1 preservation of native Lonestar Ridge West’
upland habitat
Grassland Restoration' 3.20 1:1 3.20 enhancement of native Lonestar Ridge West
grassland
Mule Fat Scrub 0.42 2:1 0.84 Johnson Canyon
Linear Streambed (Other .
Waters of the U.S.) 0.22/ 4,492 1:1 0.22 /4,492 Johnson Canyon

" Grassland restoration refers to an area that was temporarily impacted and has been recently revegetated as part of another
project.

? Final approved compensatory mitigation for impacts to waters of the U.S. will be determined by the Corps during the DA
permitting process.

? Lonestar Ridge West includes three parcels, one to the west of SR-125, and two parcels east of Johnson Canyon (see Figure 2).

Preservation, Enhancement, and Restoration

In order to address impacts associated with the SR-11and Port of Entry project, including the
CVEF, approximately 176 acres of upland habitat will be enhanced and/or preserved by Caltrans
within three parcels (Figure 3). One of these parcels identified herein as the “Lonestar Ridge
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West conservation parcel” is located west of SR-125 within the greater Lonestar Ridge
Conservation Area. The Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel includes approximately 155
acres of non-native grassland, 0.6 acre of disturbed vernal pools and basins supporting San Diego
fairy shrimp, a 0.2-acre stock pond supporting Riverside fairy shrimp, 0.5 acre of eucalyptus
woodland, and 7.5 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, all of which is designated critical habitat
for the San Diego fairy shrimp. All 155 acres will be enhanced as part of the restoration and
enhancement efforts within the Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel to offset direct impacts
to 89.07 acres of designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp within the project
footprint. An intensive weeding effort has been implemented by Caltrans to control the non-
native vegetation and enhance native grass and forb species. Caltrans will also be responsible for
re-contouring the site to improve the hydrology for the extant vernal pools and to restore
additional basins across the site. In addition, larval host and nectar plant species for the Quino
checkerspot butterfly will be incorporated into the seed palette to improve the habitat for this
species.

The other two conservation parcels purchased by Caltrans are located within the greater Lonestar
Ridge property but further east of SR-125 and the “Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels”
(Figure 3). These two parcels will be preserved and protected in place. One parcel is
approximately 11.78 acres and consists primarily of 10.72 acres of valley and foothill grassland
and 0.53 acre of coastal sage scrub. The second parcel is approximately 8.46 acres and consists
of 4.06 acres of valley and foothill grassland and 4.40 acres of coastal sage scrub. Caltrans
proposes to restore waters of the U.S. by removing non-native vegetation and restoring native
vegetation along 4,999 linear feet of the drainage located within the portion of Johnson Canyon
that is adjacent to the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area. Compensatory mitigation for
permanent and temporary impacts to waters of the U.S. will be addressed through the DA
permitting process with the Corps.

Otay Crossings

The Otay Crossings project site consists of two parcels (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 648-070-03
and 648-080-27) totaling 311.5 acres located to the southeast of the intersection of Otay Mesa
and Alta roads. It occupies portions of Sections 31 and 32 within Township 18 South, Range 1
East of the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Otay Mesa quadrangle (Figure 2).

The proposed project is a Tentative Map (TM) and Preliminary Grading Plan (Tract 5405) for
land designated for mixed industrial, rural residential, and SR-11 use in Subarea 2 of the
EOMSP. The proposed SR-11 traverses the site and the Port of Entry will be situated on the
southern portion of the property. The TM subdivides the 311.5-acre property into 56 industrial
lots and 3 open space lots ranging in size from a 0.9 net acre to 59.1 net acres. Approximately
285.5 acres will be placed in lots, while 26 acres will contain public streets, including General
Plan Circulation Element roadways (Alta, Otay Mesa, and Airway roads). The proposed right-of-
way for SR-11 and the Port of Entry has been tentatively mapped on all, or portions of, 17 lots
(lots 33-38, 42-45, and 51-57) covering 123.1 acres of the site. A total of 24.3 acres in three



Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr. and Colonel R. Mark Toy (FWS-SD-08B0316-12F0037) 10

locations are proposed to be included within open space easements on the eastern edge of the
project site (Figure 4).

In addition to the proposed onsite development, offsite road improvements (approximately 23
acres) are proposed for Alta, Airway, Siempre Viva, and Otay Mesa roads, and an offsite sewer
line is proposed along Alta Road, Airway Road, and Enrico Fermi Drive.

To address impacts to upland and wetland habitats, the Otay Crossings project includes
enhancement and preservation of native habitats both on and off the project site (Table 3). Otay
Crossings will be responsible for offsetting the direct impacts to approximately 163 acres of
upland habitat through the conservation of 24.3 acres on their project site and portions of four
parcels off site. The offsite parcels include two parcels (20 acres and 62 acres) within the
Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels and two parcels in the vicinity of O’Neal Canyon (15
acres and 69 acres) (Figure 2). Otay Crossings has purchased approximately 23 acres of land
within the Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels that may not be needed to fulfill their
County MSCP obligations (Figure 3). If the County determines that these acres are not needed to
fulfill Otay Crossings MSCP obligations, they will be conserved and enhanced consistent with
the remainder of the 62-acre parcel, and the credits will be banked for future projects.

Table 3. Summary of proposed measures to offset permanent impacts to upland and wetland habitats
associated with the Otay Crossings project.

Habitat Type oI Compen§ ation Total Compensation1 Conservation Location
Impacts Ratio
0.20 acre enhancement of
Native Grassland 0.10 acre 2:1 non-native grassland with Lonestar Ridge East
native grassland
161.1 acres of
Non-Native 161.1 acres 11 enhancement and On site; Lonestar Ridge
Grassland ' ' preservation of native East; O’Neal Canyon
upland habitat
Diegan Coastal 1.9 acres 1.5:1 2.9 acres of preservation On site
Sage Scrub
O?cupled fairy 116 square 71 232 square .feet of Lonestar Ridge East
shrimp road pool feet restoration
Freshwater Marsh | 0.003 acre 2:1 0.006 acre Off§1te wetland Imt?gatlon
site to be determined
Tamarisk Scrub 0.97 1:1 0.73 acre Off§1te wetland mlqgatlon
site to be determined
Linear Streambed . .
(Other Waters of 0.23 1:1 0.23 acre Off§1te wetland Imt?gatlon
site to be determined
the U.S.)

"Final approved compensatory mitigation for impacts to waters of the U.S. will be determined by the Corps during the DA

permitting process.
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Approximately 33 acres of designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp will be
enhanced as part of the restoration and enhancement efforts within the Lonestar Ridge East
conservation parcels to offset direct impacts to 12.97 acres of designated critical habitat for
San Diego fairy shrimp within the project footprint. Also, 7.02 acres of designated critical
habitat for the Otay tarplant will be conserved and managed within the onsite open space area.

As part of the overall enhancement activities within the entire Lonestar Ridge East conservation
parcels, an intensive weeding effort will be implemented within a specific 5-acre site to control
the non-native vegetation and enhance native grass and forb species. In addition to the extensive
weeding, larval host and nectar plant species for the Quino checkerspot butterfly will be
incorporated into the seed palette within the 5-acre site to improve the habitat for the species.
Waters of the U.S. compensatory mitigation will occur off site at a location to be determined
during the DA permitting process with the Corps.

Otay Business Park

The proposed Otay Business Park project is an industrial business park development located on
161.6 acres. The project site consists of one parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number 648-070-21) and
adjacent offsite improvements. The property lies approximately 0.5 mile east of Enrico Fermi
Drive. It occupies the southeastern quadrant of Section 31 within Township 18 South, Range 1
East of the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Otay Mesa quadrangle (Figure 2).

The proposed project will divide the approximately 116.4-acre site into 59 industrial lots.
Proposed lot sizes range from 0.9 acre to 5.0 acres. The project will be built in phases, but all
mass grading will occur during the first phase. Two existing drainage channels on site will be
realigned or re-routed as part of the proposed project. The western drainage course will be re-
routed underground via the project’s internal storm drain system. Drainage from the western
portions of the site will be directed towards “Detention Basin A” and detained prior to being
discharged towards the south. The eastern drainage channel will be re-routed underground as
part of the SR-11 and Port of Entry project.

Implementation of the proposed project requires improvements to roadways, both on and off site.
Proposed offsite improvements include the extension of Siempre Viva Road approximately 1,330
feet westerly of the proposed project site to the existing improved segment of the roadway that will
then be minimally widened for approximately 1,300 feet to Enrico Fermi Drive. Proposed offsite
improvements to Airway Road include the extension of the roadway approximately 1,300 feet
westerly of the proposed project site to the existing improved segment of the roadway.

Construction of Otay Business Park is currently proposed to occur after construction of both the
SR-11 and Port of Entry project and Otay Crossings project. These two projects overlap with the
Otay Business Park project such that the area affected by the Otay Business Park will be reduced.
The SR-11 and Port of Entry project will affect all or a portion of lots 47-55 and 57-59. The total
acreage overlap of the SR-11 and Port of Entry project on the Otay Business Park site is 43.1
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acres (Figure 6). Following construction of the Otay Crossings and SR-11 projects, the Otay
Business Park project will develop approximately 118 acres of industrial, commercial, and
associated facilities (streets, sewer, etc.).

Otay Business Park will be responsible for the preservation, restoration, and/or enhancement of
approximately 69 acres of upland habitat within the Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels
(Figure 3). These areas are located east of SR-125 and north of Lonestar Road and include 62
acres of designated critical habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp. All 62 acres of designated
critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp will be enhanced as part of the Otay Business Park’s
restoration and enhancement efforts on their portion of the Lonestar Ridge East conservation
parcels to offset direct impacts to 98 acres of designated critical habitat within the project
footprint. An intensive weeding effort will be implemented within the vernal pool restoration
area to control the non-native vegetation and enhance native grass and forb species. In addition,
larval host and nectar plant species for the Quino checkerspot butterfly will be incorporated into
the seed palette to improve the habitat for this species.

Additional upland habitat will be preserved off site to offset impacts to non-native grassland;
however, the location has not been identified. Mitigation for impacts to the onsite drainage will
be met through a combination of habitat preservation and restoration and purchase of credits in
the Rancho Jamul mitigation bank that is located in the County of San Diego. Table 4
summarizes the proposed measures that will be implemented to address impacts associated with
the development of the Otay Business Park project.

Table 4. Summary of proposed measures to offset permanent impacts to upland and wetland habitats
associated with the Otay Business Park project.

. Permanent Compensation Total Compensation . .
Habitat Type T Ratio (Acres)’ Conservation Location
. 110.7 enhancement and Lonestar Ridge East / Off
Non-Native . . . ;
110.7 acres 1:1 preservation of native site location to be
Grassland . .
upland habitat determined
. 1,
Vernal Pools 0.14 acre 2:1 0.28 restoration 9'66 Lonestar Ridge East
acre of preservation
Occupied fairy
shrimp road 0.10 acre 2:1 0.20 restoration' Lonestar Ridge East
pool
Linear 0.40 acre preservatlon Lonestar Ridge East,
Streambed 0.13 acre and restoration and . .
N/A . Onsite realigned channel,
(Other Waters 1,992 1f 0.40 acre mitigation
. And Rancho Jamul bank
of the U.S.) credit

! Restoration acreage refers to the area of ponded water. In addition to the area of ponded water, 4.7 acres of supporting
watershed will be enhanced and conserved as well.

% Final approved compensatory mitigation for impacts to waters of the U.S. will be determined by the Corps during the DA
permitting process.
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Figure 5. State Route 11 and the East Otay Mesa Port of Entry Project Area.
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Conservation Measures

The following conservation measures will be implemented as part of the project to avoid,
minimize, and offset adverse effects to San Diego button celery, spreading navarretia, San Diego
fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp, and Quino checkerspot butterfly and critical habitat for
Otay tarplant and San Diego fairy shrimp.

Conservation/Restoration/Management

1.

Impacts to vernal pool species and designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp
will be offset through the preservation and restoration of vernal pool habitat within the
Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area.

a)

b)

c)

Caltrans/FHW A will offset impacts to 89.07 acres of designated critical habitat by the
enhancement and preservation of PCEs within 155 acres of designated critical habitat
within the Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel. A total of 14 vernal pool basins
(0.6 acre) will be enhanced and 111 vernal pool basins (3.6 acres) will be
created/restored. These basins will be surrounded by approximately 27.3 acres of
watershed (an average ratio of approximately 6.5 acres of watershed for every acre of
vernal pool). Caltrans proposes no less than 4.2 acres of vernal pool basins will be
created/restored with at least 27.3 acres of associated vernal pool watershed and upland
that will be restored to support the vernal pool basins;

The project proponents for Otay Crossings will offset impacts to 1 road pool (116
square feet) and 13 acres of designated critical habitat by preservation of PCEs within
13.37 acres of designated critical habitat on site and the enhancement of PCEs within a
minimum of 33 acres of designated critical habitat on the Lonestar Ridge East
conservation parcels. Two basins will be created/restored totaling 232 square feet of
vernal pools on the Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels; and

The project proponents for the Otay Business Park will offset impacts to 24 vernal/road
pools (0.24 acre) and 98.01 acres of designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy
shrimp by the enhancement and preservation of 0.66 acre of vernal pools and the
restoration of approximately 0.48 acre vernal pools on the Lonestar Ridge East
conservation parcels. A total of approximately 1.14 acres of basin area and 62 acres of
PCEs will be restored and enhanced on the site. Impacts to three individuals of San
Diego button celery and three individuals of spreading navarretia will be offset through
the salvage and translocation of the onsite plants. Seed will be collected from the onsite
populations of these species and incorporated into the vernal pool restoration on one of
the Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels, as described in the Otay Business Park
Vernal Pool Preserve Restoration Plan dated October 17, 2011.
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2.

Impacts to the Quino checkerspot butterfly will be offset through preservation of the
historically occupied habitat within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area, which is
designated as Quino checkerspot butterfly critical habitat.

a) Caltrans/FHWA will offset impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly by the enhancement
and preservation of habitat suitable for this species, including the establishment of a
minimum of 17 focused planting areas that are dominated by Quino checkerspot
butterfly host and nectar resource plants, within 87 acres of critical habitat on the
Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel. The goal of this conservation measure is to
preserve or salvage stands of the native flora important to Quino checkerspot butterfly
(host plants and adult nectar sources), seed the site with native host plants and nectar
plants, and control nonnative plant species growth and reproduction so that non-native
species do not out compete native flora;

b) Otay Crossings will offset impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly by the enhancement
and preservation of habitat suitable for this species including the establishment of a
minimum of 5 focused planting areas that support habitat dominated by Quino
checkerspot butterfly host and nectar resource plants within 44 acres of critical habitat
on the Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels. The 5 focused planting areas will be
placed within a 5-acre area that will be more intensively weeded. The goal of this
conservation measure is to provide for improved habitat value on parcels historically
occupied by the Quino checkerspot butterfly; and

c) Otay Business Park will offset impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly by the
enhancement and preservation of habitat suitable for this species, including the
establishment of a minimum of 6 focused planting areas that support habitat dominated
by Quino checkerspot butterfly host and nectar resource plants within 62 acres of
critical habitat on the Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels. The goal of this
conservation measure is to provide for improved habitat value on parcels historically
occupied by the Quino checkerspot butterfly.

Each project proponent will submit to the Service and the Corps a final restoration plan for
their respective conservation sites, for approval, at least 60 days prior to initiating impacts
on their project site. Impacts will not occur on a given project site until the Service and the
Corps have approved the final restoration plan for the associated project. The final
restoration plans will be based on the Lonestar Ridge West Habitat Restoration Plan
(Caltrans 2011), the Onsite Revegetation Plan for Otay Crossings Commerce Park (HELIX
2010d), the Offsite Vernal Pool Revegetation Plan for Otay Crossings Commerce Park
(HELIX 2010 e), the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly and Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan for
Otay Crossings Commerce Park (HELIX 2010f), and the Otay Business Park Lonestar
Ridge Vernal Pool Restoration Plan (HELIX 2011). In addition to the measures proposed
in these draft plans, the final three plans will each include the following information:
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a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

g)

Implementation of the final plan will be conducted under the direction of a biologist
with at least 3 years of vernal pool restoration experience (i.e., a vernal pool restoration
specialist); the biologist will be approved by the Service and the Corps;

The restoration area contains extant vernal pools and the Lonestar Ridge East
conservation parcels are immediately adjacent to the Caltrans SR-125 vernal pool
restoration site. To avoid impacts to extant vernal pools, all measures required in
Conservation Measure 4 will be implemented at the restoration site and thus specified
in the restoration plan;

Each project’s associated restoration/enhancement activities will commence the first
summer-fall season prior to, or concurrently with, the start of vegetation clearing of
their project site;

All final specifications and topographic-based grading, planting, and watering plans
will have 0.5-foot contours and show typical cross-sections for the vernal pools,
watersheds, and surrounding uplands (including adjacent mima mounds) at the
restoration/enhancement sites. The basis for this fine-scale resolution is the shallow
depth (i.e., several inches) of the vernal pools that will be restored/enhanced. The
grading plans will also show overflow pathways that hydrologically connect the
restored pools in a way that mimics natural vernal pool complex topography/hydrology;

A fine-scale, detailed hydraulic analysis that shows each proposed restored vernal pool
and its watershed, and hydrologic connection between the pools, as well as the
watershed of the extant vernal pools to be enhanced. The watersheds of the restored
pools will not extend into the watersheds of the extant vernal pools to be enhanced;

Discussion and a table on the exact activities that will occur at each restored or
enhanced vernal pool. The discussion and table will also include the initial conditions
of the pools and the as- built conditions including basin size, average depth, ponding
duration, existing native and nonnative cover, and presence of listed species;

All enhancement activities in the pools occupied by listed vernal pool species that
require soil manipulation (e.g., removal/recontouring of tire ruts or road fills,
recontouring of pool slopes) will be done by hand and/or small machinery (e.g., Bobcat)
to reduce impacts to the existing pool resources. Soil manipulation will be limited to
areas adjacent to the existing pool and will be the minimum area necessary to
accomplish pool enhancement. Topsoil will only be salvaged from the portions of the
pools subject to soil movement. The areas of existing habitat, which are to remain
unaffected by enhancement activities, will be specified and protected by temporary
barriers prior to implementation;



Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr. and Colonel R. Mark Toy (FWS-SD-08B0316-12F0037) 16

h) A map depicting the locations of the control pools® within each reference site and a
table detailing basin size, average depth, ponding duration, native cover, nonnative
cover, and presence of listed species for each pool will be incorporated into the annual
reports during the 5-year maintenance and monitoring period(s) for each project;

1) As alast resort and after approval by the Service and the Corps, additional inoculum
from offsite donor vernal pools in the Otay Mesa area may be used to supplement the
inoculum collected at the project impact site. The final plan will identify any proposed
donor pools and include documentation that they are free of versatile fairy shrimp
(Branchinecta lindahli). A rough estimate of San Diego and/or Riverside fairy shrimp
genetic similarity using mtDNA sequencing should be conducted before introducing
inoculum collected off site into occupied pools. No more than 10 percent of the basin
area of any additional, non-impacted donor pool will be used for collection of
inoculum. Collection of inoculum from Agency-approved donor pools will be
consistent with Conservation Measure 4 below;

J) Inoculum and planting will not be installed until the Service and the Corps approve the
habitat restoration site grading through evidence of ponding noted below. All planting
will be installed in a way that mimics natural plant distribution and not in rows.
Inoculum will not be introduced into the restored or enhanced pools until after they
have been demonstrated to retain water for the appropriate amount of time to support
San Diego (i.e., at least 12-30 days) or Riverside fairy shrimp (i.e., 30-60 days) and
have been surveyed for versatile fairy shrimp to the satisfaction of the Service and the
Corps. If versatile fairy shrimp and San Diego and/or Riverside fairy shrimp are
detected in the restored or enhanced pools, no additional action will be required. If
versatile fairy shrimp are present but no San Diego and/or Riverside fairy shrimp are
detected, off site inoculum will not be introduced until measures approved by the
Service and the Corps are implemented in attempt to remove the versatile fairy shrimp
from the pools. Inoculum from the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area may be allowed,
subject to confirmation from the Service and the Corps. Inoculum will be placed in a
manner that preserves, to the maximum extent possible, the orientation of the San
Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp cysts within the surface layer of soil (e.g., collected
inoculum will be shallowly distributed within the pond so that cysts have the potential
to be brought into solution upon inundation). No inoculum collected off site will be
placed in occupied pools unless it is determined through mtDNA sequencing that they
are genetically similar;

k) Plant palettes (species, size, and number/acre) and seed mix (species and pounds/acre)
will be included in the restoration/enhancement plan. The plant palette will include
native species specifically associated with the onsite habitat type(s). If native plant

2 All three project proponents will work together to identify a common set of control pools that will be used by all three
restoration efforts in order to minimize any potential impacts from monitoring the control pools.
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D

species (no cultivars) cannot be obtained within Otay Mesa, an alternate site will be
used only upon approval by the Service and the Corps. The source and proof of local
origin of all plant material and seed will be provided to the Service and the Corps;

Native plants and animals will be established within the restored/enhanced pools, their
watersheds and surrounding uplands. This establishment can be accomplished by
redistributing topsoil containing seeds, spores, bulbs, eggs, and other propagules from
affected pools and adjacent vernal pool and upland habitats; by the translocation of
propagules of individual species from offsite habitats; and by the use of commercially
available native plant species and/or any vernal pool inoculum or plant material from an
offsite source approved by the Service and the Corps. Topsoil and plant materials from
the native habitats to be affected on site will be applied to the watersheds of the
enhanced and restored pools to the maximum extent practicable. Nonnative invasive
weed control will be implemented within the restoration areas to protect and enhance
habitat remaining on site;

m) Any artificial watering of the restored/enhanced pool watersheds will be done in a

p)

manner that prevents water from entering into the pools. Any water to be used will be
identified and documented to be free of contaminants that could affect the water quality
of the pools and harm San Diego fairy shrimp. Upland plant species will need to
demonstrate independence from artificial water sources for at least 2 years in order to
meet the success criteria;

All weeding within and immediately adjacent to the restored/enhanced pools will be
performed by hand. No herbicide will be used within the restored/enhanced pools.
Herbicide may be used in the uplands adjacent to pools only as approved by the Service
and the Corps (e.g., using the “glove” method®). All workers conducting weed removal
activities will be educated to distinguish between native and nonnative species so that
local native plants are not inadvertently killed by weed removal activities;

A final implementation schedule that indicates when all vernal pool impacts and vernal
pool restoration/enhancement grading and planting will begin and end. Any temporal
loss of vernal pools caused by delays in restoration will be offset by additional habitat
preservation and/or restoration as determined in coordination with the Service and the
Corps, unless the delays were caused by unforeseeable circumstances or were beyond
the reasonable control of the project proponent;

A minimum commitment to 5 years of monitoring of vernal pool and upland habitat
restoration/enhancement areas post completed installation. The final success criteria

3 The “glove” method refers to using absorbent-type gloves that are soaked in herbicide, which is then applied to weed species by
hand. When carefully done, this method allows for very effective weed control along the margins of the pools, with a low risk of
affecting the native flora and fauna because the gloves allow for very accurate placement of the herbicide.
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Q)

methodology will include quantitative hydrological, vegetation transects, viable cyst,
hatched San Diego fairy shrimp, and gravid female measurements; complete flora and
fauna inventories; and photographic documentation. To minimize impacts to the soil
surface of the vernal pool during restoration, enhancement, and monitoring activities,
cobbles will be oriented within the restored vernal pools to serve as stepping stones;

Restoration success, as determined by the final success criteria, for San Diego fairy
shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp will be determined by measuring the ponding of
water and density of viable cysts, presence of hatched San Diego and Riverside fairy
shrimp, and gravid females within the restored pools. Water measurements will be
taken in the restored pools to determine the depth, duration and quality (e.g., pH,
temperature, total dissolved solids, salinity) of ponding. Dry samples will be taken
from a subset of restored and control pools known to support fairy shrimp in the fall of
each year to determine the density of viable cysts in the soils. The sampling will consist
of three core samples (approximately 1.5 - 2 cubic inches in volume) taken in the
deepest portion of each sampled pool. The samples will be analyzed by a —Service-
approved biologist to determine the genus and density of cysts collected. Wet samples
will also be taken in the restored pools to estimate the number of hatched San Diego
and Riverside fairy shrimp and gravid females. Final success criteria will be set such
that the pools must pond for a period of time similarly to reference vernal pools during
an average rainfall year and at an appropriate depth and quality to support San Diego
and Riverside fairy shrimp. The average viable cyst, hatched fairy shrimp, and gravid
female data from the restored pools must show that the populations are stable or
increasing, relative to the control pools. If both the restored and control pool shrimp
populations decline in any given year, then it will be assumed that there are other
outside, seasonal effects driving the change, as opposed to specific factors at the
restoration site. Otherwise, the restored pool population numbers should either be
stable or show an increasing trend from reference pools for at least 3 wet seasons before
a determination of success can be made. Vernal pools selected as reference or control
pools for evaluating restoration success will be identified and described in the
restoration plan as per Conservation Measure 3(h). Alternate methods of determining
success will only be used if approved by the Service and the Corps;

1. SR-11 and Port of Entry success criteria include the establishment of 1.30 acres
and 0.22 acre of basin area that will support the San Diego fairy shrimp and
Riverside fairy shrimp, respectively. In addition, 54 pools will support San
Diego button-celery.

ii.  Otay Crossings success criteria include the establishment of 232 square feet of
basin area that support San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp.

iii.  Otay Business Park success criteria include the establishment of 0.36 acre and
0.06 acre of the restored vernal pools that will support San Diego fairy shrimp
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r)

s)

t)

and Riverside fairy shrimp, respectively. In addition, two pools will support
San Diego button celery and spreading navarretia.

Monitoring and success criteria for vernal pool and upland restoration/enhancement
areas for the Quino checkerspot butterfly will include; species richness and cover
criteria for all 5 years of monitoring, zero percent cover for weed species categorized as
High or Moderate in the California Invasive Plant Council's (Cal-IPC) Invasive Plant
Inventory (excluding common non-native grassland species present prior to
restoration/enhancement), and relative cover of all other weed species is no more than
15 percent coverage for other nonnative invasive weed species for all 5 years of the 5-
year monitoring period. Restored/created pools will have less than 1 percent absolute
cover of exotic plant species. Container plant survival will be 70 percent of the initial
plantings for the first 5 years. At the first and second anniversary of plant installation,
all dead plants will be replaced unless their function has been replaced by natural
recruitment. The method used for monitoring will be described and a map of proposed
sampling locations will be included. Photo points will be used for qualitative
monitoring and stratified-random sampling will be used for all quantitative surveys;

A commitment by the project proponents agreeing that restoration/enhancement of the
vernal pools and uplands will be deemed complete once the final success criteria are
met and only after written sign-off by the Service and the Corps. Specifically, if a
performance criterion is not met for any of the restored/enhanced vernal pools or upland
habitat in any year, or if the final success criteria are not met, the project proponent will
prepare an analysis of the cause(s) of failure and, if deemed necessary by the Service
and the Corps, propose remedial actions for approval. If any of the restored/enhanced
vernal pools or upland habitat have not met a performance criterion during the initial 5-
year period, the maintenance and monitoring obligations will continue until the Service
and the Corps deem the restoration/ enhancement successful, or contingency measures
are implemented. Restoration/ enhancement will not be deemed successful until at least
1 year after any contingency measures related specifically to success criteria are
implemented, as determined by the Service and the Corps; and

Annual reports will be submitted to the Service and the Corps by January 31 of each
year. Those reports will assess both the attainment of yearly success criteria and
progress toward the final success criteria. The reports will also summarize the project’s
compliance with the conservation measures committed to as part of the project, terms
and conditions included in the biological opinion.

Restoration grading activities at the Lonestar Ridge East and West conservation parcels will

be timed to avoid wet weather to minimize potential impacts (e.g., siltation) to the extant
vernal pools unless the area to be graded is at an elevation below the pools. To achieve this
goal, each project proponent will comply with the following:
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a) Grading will occur only when the soil is dry to the touch at the surface and 1 inch
below. A visual check for color differences (i.e., darker soil indicating moisture) in the
soil between the surface and 1 inch below indicates the soil is dry;

b) After a rain of greater than 0.2 inches, grading will occur only after the soil surface has
dried sufficiently as described above, and no sooner than 2 days (48 hours) after the rain
event ends;

¢) Grading will commence only when no rain is forecast during the anticipated grading
period;

d) To prevent erosion and siltation from storm water runoff due to unexpected rains, Best
Management Practices (i.e., silt fences) will be implemented as needed during grading;

e) If rain occurs during grading, work will stop and resume only after soils are dry, as
described above; and

f) Grading will be done in a manner to prevent run-off from entering extant vernal pools.

5. Each of the project proponents will staff a restoration biologist with a minimum 3 years of
previous experience with implementing successful upland and wetland restoration projects4
with an emphasis on coastal sage scrub, native perennial grassland, and vernal pool
restoration. The restoration biologist must also have 5 years of local field experience with
vernal pool vegetation, hydrology, and soils, as well as Quino checkerspot habitat. The
restoration biologist will be responsible for implementation of the vernal pool and Quino
checkerspot butterfly restoration work as well as overseeing compliance with protective
measures for listed species on the restoration site and will be approved by the Service and
the Corps. The project proponents will submit the restoration biologist’s name, address,
telephone number, and work schedule on the project to the Service and the Corps at least
30 days prior to initiating project impacts. The restoration biologist will perform the
following duties:

a) Allow salvage of live plants and collection of inoculum for transplant to pools,
watersheds, and surrounding uplands to be restored/enhanced as practicable and
approved by the Service;

b) Be on the restoration site during work and/or grading adjacent to vernal pools and
unvegetated pools supporting listed vernal pool species to be preserved to ensure
compliance with all conservation measures;

* A successful restoration project is a restoration project that has achieved its success criteria and been accepted by the resource
agencies after at least a 5-year monitoring period.
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c)

d)

Oversee installation of and inspect the fencing and erosion control measures within or
up-slope of vernal pool restoration/enhancement and/or preservation areas a minimum
of once per week and daily during all rain events to ensure that any breaks in the fence
or erosion control measures are repaired immediately;

Periodically monitor the work area to ensure that work activities do not generate
excessive amounts of dust;

Train all contractors and construction personnel on the biological resources associated
with this project and ensure that training is implemented by construction personnel. At
a minimum, training will include: 1) the purpose for resource protection; 2) a
description of the listed vernal pool species, Quino checkerspot butterfly, and their
habitat(s); 3) the conservation measures given in the biological opinion that should be
implemented during project construction to avoid and/or minimize impacts to listed
species, including strictly limiting activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction
materials to the fenced project footprint to avoid sensitive resource areas in the field
(i.e., avoided areas delineated on maps or on the project site by fencing); 4)
environmentally responsible construction practices as outlined in measure 8; 5) the
protocol to resolve conflicts that may arise at any time during the construction process;
and

Halt work, if necessary, for any project activities that are not in compliance with the
conservation measures committed to as part of the project and specified in this
biological opinion. The restoration biologist will report any non-compliance issues to
the Service and the Corps within 24 hours of its occurrence and confer with the Service
and the Corps to ensure the proper implementation of species and habitat protection
measures.

6.  Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park will post a performance bond or letter of credit
with the Corps for grading, planting, and 5 years of maintenance and monitoring of the
vernal pool and upland restoration/enhancement areas (including a 20 percent contingency
to be added to the total cost). This financial assurance is to guarantee the successful
implementation of the vernal pool/upland restoration/enhancement. The project proponents
will submit a draft financial assurance instrument with an itemized cost list to the Service
and the Corps for approval at least 60 days prior to initiating project impacts. The project
proponents will submit the final bond or letter of credit for the amount approved by the
Service and the Corps within 30 days of receiving Agency approval of the draft financial
insurance instrument.

7. Each project proponent will execute and record perpetual biological conservation
easements over their respective on- and offsite conservation lands.
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a) FHWA and Caltrans will be responsible for recording a perpetual biological
conservation easement or other conservation mechanism acceptable to the Service over
the areas preserved, restored, and/or enhanced by the project within the Lonestar Ridge
West conservation parcel and their two additional conservation parcels located within
the greater Lonestar Ridge property (Figure 3). The conservation mechanism will
specify that no easements or activities (e.g., fuel modification zones, public trails,
drainage facilities, walls, maintenance access roads) that will result in soil disturbance
and/or vegetation removal will be allowed within the biological conservation easement
areas. Caltrans anticipates that they will not be able to place the conservation
easements or other conservation mechanisms, or transfer management endowments for
their Lonestar Ridge conservation parcels prior to initiating project impacts; however,
annual reports will be provided on their status until the conservation mechanisms have
been placed and the endowment funds have been transferred; and

b) The project proponents for Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park will be responsible
for recording perpetual conservation easements over their respective conservation areas
in favor of an entity approved by the Service and the Corps. The Service will be named
as third party beneficiary in the conservation easement, and the terms of the easement
will be approved by the Service and the Corps prior to its execution. This easement
will state that no other easements or activities (e.g., fuel modification zones, public
trails, drainage facilities, walls, maintenance access roads) that will result in soil
disturbance and/or vegetation removal will be allowed within the biological
conservation easement area. The project proponents will submit a draft conservation
easement agreement to the Service and the Corps for review and approval at least 90
days prior to initiating project impacts and will not initiate project impacts until the
easement is approved by the Service and the Corps. The project proponents will submit
the final easement and evidence of its recordation to the Service and the Corps within
90 days of recordation of the final map.

8.  Each project proponent will implement a perpetual long-term management, maintenance
and monitoring plan (e.g., Habitat Management Plan or County Resource Management
Plan) for their respective biological conservation easement areas. The plan should include,
but not be limited to, the following: method of protecting the resources in perpetuity (e.g.,
conservation easement); monitoring schedule; measures to prevent human and exotic
species encroachment; funding mechanism; and contingency measures should problems
occur. In addition the plan will include the proposed land manager’s name, qualifications,
business address, and contact information. The project proponent will also establish a non-
wasting endowment in an amount approved by the Service and the Corps based on a
Property Analysis Record (PAR; Center for Natural Lands Management ©1998) or similar
cost estimation method to secure the ongoing funding for the perpetual long-term
management, maintenance, and monitoring of the biological conservation easement area by
an agency, non-profit organization, or other entity approved by the Service and the Corps.
The project proponent will submit a draft plan including a description of perpetual
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management, maintenance, and monitoring actions and the PAR or other cost estimation
results for the non-wasting endowment to the Service and the Corps for approval at least 90
days prior to initiating project impacts. The project proponent will submit the final plan to
the Service and the Corps and transfer the funds for the non-wasting endowment to a non-
profit conservation entity within 60 days of receiving approval of the draft plan. For Otay
Crossings and Otay Business Park, the project proponent will not initiate project impacts
until the plan is approved, a manager is identified, and a funding mechanism acceptable to
the Service and the Corps is in place. For Caltrans/FHWA, it is anticipated that a plan will
not be prepared prior to initiating project impacts; however, annual reports will be provided
on their status until a final plan has been provided.

Best Management Practices, Fencing, Monitoring, Preventing the Spread of Invasive Species

The following measures will be implemented by each of the project proponents unless otherwise
specified.

0.

10.

11.

The project proponents will install permanent protective fencing along any interface with
developed areas, and/or use other measures approved by the Service and the Corps, to deter
human and pet incursion into the biological conservation easement areas. Fencing will
have no gates (accept to allow access for maintenance and monitoring of the biological
conservation easement areas). Signage for the biological conservation easement areas will
be posted and maintained at conspicuous locations. Plans for fencing and/or other
preventative measures will be submitted to the Service and the Corps for approval at least
60 days prior to initiating project impacts. Fencing, as approved by the Service and the
Corps, will be installed within 60 days of execution of the conservation easement.

The project proponents for Otay Crossings and Caltrans/FHW A will ensure that
development landscaping adjacent to the biological conservation easement area in the south
east corner of the project site does not include exotic plant species that may be invasive to
native habitats. Exotic plant species not to be used include any species listed on the
California Invasive Plant Council's (Cal-IPC) “Invasive Plant Inventory” List. This list
includes such species as pepper trees, pampas grass, fountain grass, ice plant, myoporum,
black locust, capeweed, tree-of-heaven, periwinkle, sweet alyssum, English ivy, French
broom, Scotch broom, and Spanish broom. A copy of the complete list can be obtained
from Cal-IPC’s web site at http://www.cal-ipc.org. Plants that require intensive irrigation,
fertilizers, or pesticides should not be used in landscaping adjacent to preserve areas.

Water runoff from landscaped areas should be directed away from the biological
conservation easement areas and contained and/or treated within the development footprint.

Any planting stock to be brought onto the project site for landscape or habitat
creation/restoration/enhancement will be first inspected by a qualified pest inspector to
ensure it is free of pest species that could invade natural areas, including but not limited to,
Argentine ants (Iridomyrmex humil), fire ants (Solenopsis invicta), and other insect pests.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Any planting stock found to be infested with such pests will not be allowed on the project
site or within 300 feet of natural habitats unless documentation is provided to the Service
that these pests already occur in natural areas around the project site. The stock will be
quarantined, treated, or disposed of according to best management principles by qualified
experts in a manner that precludes invasions into natural habitats. The project proponents
will ensure that all temporary irrigation will be for the shortest duration possible, and that
no permanent irrigation will be used for landscape or habitat
creation/restoration/enhancement.

Temporary fencing (with silt barriers) will be installed at the limits of project impacts
(including construction staging areas and access routes) to prevent additional sensitive
habitat impacts and to prevent the spread of silt from the construction zone into adjacent
habitats to be avoided. Fencing will be installed in a manner that does not impact habitats
to be avoided. The project proponents will submit to the Service and the Corps for
approval, at least 30 days prior to initiating project impacts, the final plans for initial
clearing and grubbing of sensitive habitat and project construction. These final plans will
include photographs that show the fenced limits of impact and all areas to be impacted or
avoided. If work occurs beyond the fenced or demarcated limits of impact, all work will
cease until the problem has been remedied to the satisfaction of the Service and the Corps.
The project proponents agree to provide additional conservation at a minimum 5:1 ratio for
any habitat impacts that occur beyond the approved fence. Temporary construction fencing
will be removed upon project completion.

A monitoring biologist approved by the Service and the Corps will be on the project site
during clearing and grubbing of habitat that occurs within 200 feet of the grading limits.
The monitoring biologist will conduct weekly site visits during rough grading to ensure that
the grading limits have been respected. The biologist will be knowledgeable of local
wildlife and vegetation resources including the Quino checkerspot butterfly and vernal pool
species. The project proponents’ will submit the biologist’s name, address, telephone
number, and work schedule on the project to the Service and the Corps at least 7 days prior
to initiating project impacts.

The monitoring biologist will periodically monitor adjacent habitats for excessive amounts
of dust and will recommend remedial measures to address dust control if necessary. The
monitoring biologist will implement a contractor training program to insure compliance
with permit conditions. Any non-compliance issues will be reported to the Service and the
Corps within 24 hours.

The monitoring biologist will submit a final report to the Service and the Corps within 60
days of project completion that includes: as-built construction drawings with an overlay of
pools that were impacted or preserved, photographs of the preserved pools, and other
relevant information documenting that authorized impacts were not exceeded and that
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16.

17.

18.

general compliance with the project as described in this biological opinion, including the
conservation measures, was achieved.

Employees will strictly limit their activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction
materials to within the fenced project footprint.

All equipment maintenance, staging, and dispensing of fuel, oil, coolant, or any other
such activities will occur in designated areas.

The Construction Manager will keep the monitoring biologist up-to-date with current plans
for each phase. A pre-construction meeting will be conducted with the monitoring
biologist, vernal pool restoration biologist, and construction supervisors prior to all
earthwork. The Service and the Corps will be invited to the pre-construction meeting with
14 days advance notice. The contractors will be informed that the fenced areas are “no-
entry” areas for the duration of construction. Each employee (including temporary,
contractors, and subcontractors) will participate in a training/awareness program that will
be presented by the vernal pool restoration and monitoring biologist(s), prior to working on
the proposed project. At a minimum, the program will include the following topics:

a) The purpose for resource protection;

b) A description of Quino checkerspot butterfly, San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy
shrimp, and their habitats;

c) The conditions of the Corps permits and the conservation measures described in the
Service’s biological opinion that should be implemented during project construction to
conserve Quino checkerspot butterflies, San Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy
shrimp including strictly limiting activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction
materials to the fenced project footprint to avoid sensitive resource areas in the field
(i.e., avoided areas delineated on maps or on the project site by fencing);

d) Project features designed to reduce impacts to these species and promote their
persistence/survival within the project area;

e) The protocol to resolve conflicts that may arise at any time during the construction
process;

f) The general provisions of the Act, the need to adhere to the provisions of the Act, and
the penalties associated with violating the Act; and

g) A fact sheet that includes color photographs of the listed species, which will be shown
to the employees. Following the education program, the fact sheet will be posted in the
contractor and Resident Engineer’s office, where they will remain through the duration
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of the project. The project proponents and the biologist(s) will be responsible for
ensuring that employees are aware of the listed species.

Action Area

According to 50 CFR Section 402.02 pursuant to Section 7 of the Act, the “action area” means
all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the immediate
area involved in the action (e.g., Corps jurisdictional areas proposed to be filled). Subsequent
analyses of the environmental baseline, effects of the action, and levels of incidental take are
based upon the action area as determined by the Service. For the purposes of this biological
opinion, we have defined the action area to include the areas encompassed by the three projects
(i.e., SR-11 and Port of Entry project, Otay Crossings project, and Otay Business Park project),
including the on- and offsite improvement areas, vernal pool and Quino checkerspot butterfly
habitat immediately adjacent to the east of the project sites, and the conservation lands (Figures
1,2, and 4).

STATUS OF THE SPECIES

In order to facilitate our discussion on the status of listed species addressed by this biological
opinion that are associated with vernal pools, we are providing the following generalized
discussion. Further information regarding the status of the individual species is provided below
including additional information on habitat affinities and threats/conservation needs where
warranted.

Habitat Affinities and Threats/Conservation Needs of Vernal Pool Species

Vernal pools are ephemeral wetlands that occur from southern Oregon through California into
northern Baja California, Mexico (Service 1998a). They require a unique combination of
climatic, topographic, geologic, and evolutionary factors for their formation and persistence.
They form in regions with Mediterranean climates where shallow depressions fill with water
during fall and winter rains and then dry up when the water evaporates in the spring (Collie and
Lathrop 1976; Holland 1976; Holland and Jain 1977, 1988; Thorne 1984).

Downward percolation of water within the pools is prevented by an impervious subsurface layer
consisting of claypan, hardpan, or volcanic stratum (Holland 1976, 1988). Seasonal inundation
makes vernal pools too wet for adjacent upland plant species adapted to drier soil conditions,
while rapid drying during late spring makes pool basins unsuitable for typical marsh or aquatic
species that require a more persistent source of water.

For convenience of reference, groups of vernal pools are sometimes referred to as vernal pool
complexes that may include two to several hundred individual vernal pools (Keeler-Wolf et al.
1998). Vernal pool complexes are defined as a series of vernal pool groups that are
hydrologically connected with similar soil types and species compositions. Within San Diego
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County, they were first described and surveyed by Beauchamp and Cass (1979) and subsequently
updated in 1986 (Bauder) and 2004 (City of San Diego). Local upland vegetation communities
associated with vernal pools include needlegrass grassland, annual grassland, coastal sage scrub,
maritime succulent scrub, and chaparral (Service 1998a).

Threats to vernal pools and associated species can be divided into three major categories:

1) direct destruction of vernal pools from construction, vehicle traffic, grazing, dumping, and
deep plowing; 2) indirect threats that degrade or destroy vernal pools (e.g., altered hydrology,
draining, competition by introduced species, habitat fragmentation); and 3) potential long-term,
cumulative impacts such as the effects of isolation on genetic diversity and locally adapted
genotypes, air and water pollution, drastic climatic variations, and changes in nutrient availability
(Bauder 1986).

Global climate change is well-documented (IPCC 2007). Current climate change predictions for
terrestrial areas in the Northern Hemisphere indicate warmer air temperatures, more intense
precipitation events, and increased summer continental drying (Field et al. 1999, Cayan et al.
2005, IPCC 2007). Although predictions of climatic conditions for smaller sub-regions such as
southern California remain uncertain, factors associated with climate change that could affect
vernal pool species include: 1) drier conditions that may result in fewer suitable pool complexes,
lower percent germination (plant species)/hatching (fairy shrimp species) rates, smaller
population sizes, and fewer and less reliable recovery cycles of abundant individuals; 2) higher
temperatures may inhibit germination/hatching, speed desiccation of pools, and affect pollinator
services for plant species; 3) a shift in the timing of the annual rainfall may favor nonnative
species; 4) the timing of pollinator life-cycles may become out-of-sync with the timing of
flowering vernal pool plant species; and 5) drier conditions may result in increased fire
frequency, making the ecosystems in which vernal pool species rely more vulnerable to the
threats of subsequent erosion and nonnative/native plant invasion (Bauder et. al. 2002, Bauder
2005, Hathaway and Simovich 1996).

Conservation of vernal pool species is dependent on maintaining pool hydrology and the
surrounding watershed, as well as protecting adjacent upland habitats including pollinators (for
vernal pool plant species). Extant populations need to be preserved and managed to reduce
stressors from on site and adjacent activities, and regular monitoring is essential to gauging
population trends and stressor effects. For some vernal pool species, re-establishment of
populations within extant unoccupied or restored pools may be warranted.

San Diego Button-Celery
Listing Status
The Service listed the San Diego button-celery as endangered on August 3, 1993 (58 FR 41384).

The Recovery Plan for Vernal Pools of Southern California (“vernal pool recovery plan™)
(Service 1998a) addresses the San Diego button-celery. A 5-Year Review for San Diego button-



Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr. and Colonel R. Mark Toy (FWS-SD-08B0316-12F0037) 28

celery was completed September 1, 2010 (Service 2010). The 5-Year Review recommended no
change in the status of the San Diego button-celery. No critical habitat has been designated for
this species.

Species Description

San Diego button-celery is a biennial or longer lived perennial gray-green herb that has a storage
tap-root. It has a spreading shape and reaches a height of 16 inches (Constance 1993). The
stems and lanceolate leaves give the plant a prickly appearance.

Habitat Affinities

San Diego button-celery is a vernal pool obligate taxon. Zedler (1987) hypothesizes that the
patchy distribution of button-celery may be attributed to the extreme desiccation which vernal
pools undergo in summer; hence, the species favors pools with a deep clay subsoil that do not dry
as rapidly or as completely as those with shallower or more coarsely textured soils.

Life History

San Diego button-celery blooms from April to June; the small white flowers vary in length from
0.067 to 0.11 inch (Munz 1974, Constance 1993). Species-specific studies have not been
conducted for San Diego button-celery regarding pollination, dispersal, population ecology, and
genetics. It survives the dry summer and autumn months through dormant seeds and
perenniating vegetative structures. San Diego button-celery is presumably insect-pollinated
(Zedler 1987), potentially by bee flies (Bombyliids) (Schiller et al. 2000) and solitary bees
(Apoidea), as are many vernal pool species (Thorpe 2007). San Diego button-celery seems more
tolerant of peripheral vernal pool habitat than most obligate vernal pool species. It is specifically
adapted to surviving in vernally wet conditions due to the presence of aerenchyma tissue (air
channels in the roots) that facilitates necessary gas exchange in submerged plants (Keeley 1998).

Status and Distribution

The historical distribution of San Diego button-celery included a coastal swath from Mesa de
Colonet and San Quintin in Baja California, Mexico, north to Los Angeles County, California in
the U.S. San Diego button-celery currently occurs in 14 geographic areas in Riverside and

San Diego counties. There are four sites on the Santa Rosa Plateau (Western Riverside County
MSHCP 2003) in Riverside County. Within San Diego County, San Diego button-celery occurs
in 10 regional locations including Camp Pendleton, Carlsbad, San Marcos, Ramona, Del Mar
Mesa, Carmel Mountain, Mira Mesa, Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, Otay Lakes,
and Otay Mesa. Current status of the species in Mexico is unknown.

San Diego button-celery can be locally abundant in remnant vernal pools; however, the
distribution of this variety has been dramatically reduced due to loss of most (95 to 97 percent) of
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the vernal pool habitat in San Diego County (Oberbauer and Vanderwier 1991). Little data
relative to population counts and trends are extant. In 2003, the City of San Diego conducted a
survey of vernal pools within their jurisdiction. These surveys revealed that of the 69 sites
surveyed, 28 contained San Diego button-celery. The taxon was found on 20 of 36 acres of basin
habitat (City of San Diego 2004). Based on survey data at MCAS Miramar that incorporates
survey efforts since 1993, San Diego button-celery was found in 20 of 45 vernal pool complexes
located on the installation (Black 2004a, 2007).

Spreading Navarretia

Status of the Species

Listing Status

Spreading navarretia was listed as threatened on October 13, 1998 (63 FR 54975). The vernal
pool recovery plan (Service 1998a) addresses spreading navarretia. A 5-Year Review for

spreading navarretia was completed on August 10, 2009 (Service 2009a). Critical habitat was
designated on October 7, 2010 (75 FR 62192).

Species Description

Spreading navarretia, a member of the Polemoniaceae (phlox family), is a low, mostly spreading
or ascending annual plant, 4 to 6 inches tall. The leaves are 0.4 to 2 inches long and finely
divided into slender spine-tipped lobes. The lower portions of stems are mostly hairless
(glabrous). The flowers are arranged in flat-topped, compact, leafy heads. The white to
lavender-white petals (corolla) are joined at their bases to form a tube, although the tips (lobes)
are free. The fruit is an ovoid, two-chambered capsule. Each seed is covered by a layer that
becomes sticky and viscous when the capsule is moistened.

Habitat Affinities

Spreading navarretia is considered an obligate wetland species (found almost always in wetland
areas) but is more tolerant of the ephemeral inundation of vernal pool habitat than a true wetland
plant. Within San Diego County, spreading navarretia is typically found in vernal pools and
depressions and ditches in areas that once supported vernal pools (Tierra Madre Consultants
1992, Day 1993, Reiser 1996).

Life History

Spreading navarretia depends on the inundation and drying cycles of its habitat for survival. This
regime allows for germination and other life history phases of the plant. This annual species
germinates from seeds left in the seed bank. For many vernal pool plant species, temperature and
moisture affect the timing of plant germination (Myers 1975). Although not proven, it is likely
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that this species uses these same cues for germination. Most Navarretia species have indehiscent
fruit or fruit with fibers that absorb water and expand to break open the fruit after a substantial
rain (Spenser and Riesberg 1998). The timing of germination is important so that the plant
germinates under favorable conditions in the spring rather than the summer, autumn, or winter.

The plant usually flowers in May and June as the vernal pool dries out. No studies have been
conducted for this species regarding reproduction. Specific data regarding pollinators and seed
viability are lacking. The species is capable of self-pollination, but it can also outcross to other
plants. Outcrossing can be an important factor in regaining the genetic diversity lost with the
disappearance of occurrences. Upon fruiting, this species fades rapidly and can be difficult to
detect late in the dry season or in dry years. The number of individuals of spreading navarretia at
a given population site varies annually in response to the timing and amount of rainfall and
temperature.

Status and Distribution

Spreading navarretia is distributed from northwestern Los Angeles County and western Riverside
County, south through coastal San Diego County, California to San Quintin in northwestern Baja
California, Mexico, from near sea level to 4,200 feet (Day 1993, Munz 1974). Currently there
are 48 extant occurrences of spreading navarretia in the U.S. Nearly 60 percent of the known
populations are concentrated in three locations: Otay Mesa in southern San Diego County; along
the San Jacinto River in western Riverside County; and near Hemet in Riverside County (Bauder
1986, Bramlet 1993, CNDDB 1999). Smaller populations are scattered in southern Riverside
County, Los Angeles County, and coastal San Diego County. In Mexico, spreading navarretia is
known from fewer than 10 populations clustered in three areas: along the international border;
on the plateaus south of the Rio Guadalupe; and on the San Quintin coastal plain (Moran 1977).

Rangewide, comprehensive surveys for spreading navarretia have not occurred. The 5-year
review includes a summary of the known occurrences and estimates of population numbers,
where available. As an example, in 2003, the City of San Diego conducted a survey of vernal
pools within their jurisdiction; revealing that of the 1,142 vernal pools surveyed, spreading
navarretia was found in 99 with a mean percent cover per pool of 2.4 percent (City of San Diego
2004). Surveys are disjointed across space and time and lack uniform variables that quantify the
extent and precise location of occurrences, thus making it difficult to comprehensively evaluate
the status and trend of the species.

San Diego Fairy Shrimp
Listing Status
The Service listed the San Diego fairy shrimp as endangered on February 3, 1997, (62 FR 4925).

The vernal pool recovery plan (Service 1998a) addresses the San Diego fairy shrimp. Critical
habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp was designated on December 12, 2007 (72 FR 70648). On
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September 20, 2010, the District Court of the District of Columbia (D.C. Court) vacated 151
acres of designated critical habitat as mandated by the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit on September 14, 2011, and its underlying Opinion and Judgment
dated July 22, 2011 (Otay Mesa Property L.P. et al. v U.S. Department of the Interior, et al.
1:08-CY-00383).

In September 2008, the Service completed a 5-Year Review addressing the status of the
San Diego fairy shrimp (Service 2008a). The 5-Year Review recommended no change in the
status of the San Diego fairy shrimp.

Species Description and Critical Habitat Description

The San Diego fairy shrimp is a small, freshwater crustacean in the family Branchinectidae of the
Order Anostraca. The species was originally described by Fugate (1993) from samples collected
on Del Mar Mesa, San Diego County. Male San Diego fairy shrimp are distinguished from
males of other Branchinecta species by differences found at the distal (located far from the point
of attachment) tip of the second antennae. Females are distinguishable from females of other
species of Branchinecta by the shape and length of the brood sac, the length of the ovary, and by
the presence of paired dorsolateral (located on the sides, toward the back) spines on five of the
abdominal segments (Fugate 1993). Adult male San Diego fairy shrimp range in size from 0.35
to 0.63 inch, and adult females are 0.31 to 0.55 inch long. A genetic study based on mtDNA
sequencing of San Diego fairy shrimp across its range found two evolutionary significant units
(genetic clades A and B) (Bohonak 2005).

Five critical habitat units (with 29 subunits) on 2,931 acres of land in Orange and San Diego
counties are included in the designation of critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp. The
individual units contain essential habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp and help to identify
special management considerations for the species. The project site is located within Subunit 5D
(Otay Mesa, Southeast) and the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area is located within Subunit 5B
(Otay Mesa, North) of the final critical habitat designation (Figure 7). Unit 5 includes 1,634
acres and is the southernmost unit of critical habitat and is essential to the conservation of San
Diego fairy shrimp because it helps to maintain the ecological distribution and genetic diversity
of the species, as well as continuity in the range between the United States and Mexico. This
unit contains vernal pools that support San Diego fairy shrimp populations in the “Group A”
genetic clade (Bohonak 2005). Subunit 5B consists of 304 acres of habitat and Subunit SD
consists of 240 acres.

PCEs are the physical and biological features essential to the conservation of the species that may
require special management considerations or protection. The PCEs for San Diego fairy shrimp
are:
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1. Vernal pools with shallow to moderate depths (2 to 12 inches) that hold water for sufficient
lengths of time (7 to 60 days) necessary for incubation, maturation, and reproduction of the
San Diego fairy shrimp, in all but the driest years;

2.  Topographic features characterized by mounds and swales and depressions within a matrix
of surrounding uplands that result in complexes of continuously, or intermittently, flowing
surface water in the swales connecting the pools described in PCE 1, providing for
dispersal and promoting hydroperiods of adequate length in the pools (i.e., the vernal pool
watershed); and

3. Flat to gently sloping topography and any soil type with a clay component and/or an
impermeable surface or subsurface layer known to support vernal pool habitat (including
Carlsbad, Chesterton, Diablo, Huerhuero, Linne, Olivenhain, Placentia, Redding, and
Stockpen soils).

Please refer to the final critical habitat rule (72 FR 70648) for detailed information on the units,
including their sizes, locations, and special management considerations.

Habitat Affinities

San Diego fairy shrimp are restricted to vernal pools and vernal pool-like depressions (e.g., ruts
in dirt roads). This species tends to inhabit shallow, small vernal pools and vernal pool-like
depressions that range in temperature from 50 to 79 degrees Fahrenheit. They are ecologically
dependent on seasonal fluctuations in their habitat, such as absence or presence of water during
specific times of the year, duration of inundation, and other environmental factors that likely
include specific salinity, conductivity, dissolved solids, and pH levels (Gonzalez et al. 1996,
Hathaway and Simovich 1996, Holtz 2003).

San Diego fairy shrimp may also be found in disturbed vernal pool habitats where basins have
been compacted or artificially deepened. Although basins supporting populations often appear to
be artificially created or enhanced, such basins are located within soils that are capable of
seasonal ponding and are often surrounded by naturally occurring vernal pool complexes. These
“artificial basins” (sometimes referred to as road pools) function in the same manner as naturally
occurring vernal pools by filling with late fall, winter and/or spring rains that gradually dry up
during the spring and/or summer (Service 1998a).

Life History

San Diego fairy shrimp are non-selective particle feeding filter-feeders, or omnivores. Detritus,
bacteria, algal cells, and other items between 0.3 to 100 microns may be filtered and ingested
(Eriksen and Belk 1999). Adult fairy shrimp are usually observed from January to March;
however, in years with early or late rainfall, the hatching period may be extended (Service
2008a). Like most vernal pool fairy shrimp, San Diego fairy shrimp have a two-stage life cycle
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and spend the majority of their life cycle in the cyst stage (Templeton and Levin 1979, Schaal
and Leverich 1981, Herzig 1985, Hairston and De Stasio 1988, Venable 1989). After hatching,
San Diego fairy shrimp reach sexual maturity in about 7 to 17 days, depending on water
temperature, and persist for about 4 to 6 weeks (Hathaway and Simovich 1996). Fairy shrimp
mate upon reaching maturity, and female San Diego fairy shrimp produce between 164 and 479
cysts (eggs) over their lifetime (Simovich and Hathaway 1997). The cysts are either dropped by
the females to settle into the mud at the bottom of the pool, or they remain in the brood sac until
the female dies and sinks to the bottom (Eriksen and Belk 1999). Fairy shrimp cysts may persist
in the soil for several years until conditions are favorable for successful reproduction (Simovich
and Hathaway 1997). The cysts will hatch in 3 to 5 days when water temperatures are between
50 to 68 degrees Fahrenheit (Hathaway and Simovich 1996). Not all cysts are likely to hatch in a
season, thus providing a mechanism for survival if water quality and ponding conditions are not
favorable in a given year (Simovich and Hathaway 1997, Ripley et al. 2004).

Status and Distribution

The range of the San Diego fairy shrimp includes Orange and San Diego counties in southern
California and northwestern Baja California, Mexico (Brown et al. 1993, Service 1998a). In Baja
California, San Diego fairy shrimp have been recorded at two localities: Valle de Palmas, south
of Tecate and Baja Mar, north of Ensenada. A single isolated female was previously reported
from vernal pools in Isla Vista, Santa Barbara County, California; however, directed surveys
have not located any additional individuals (62 FR 4934).

In Orange County, the San Diego fairy shrimp has been documented at Fairview Park, Newport
Banning Ranch, Irvine Ranch Lands Reserve (within an area formerly known as the North Ranch
Policy Plan Area), and within the San Juan Creek watershed at Chiquita Ridge and Radio Tower
Road.

In San Diego County, the species occurs in vernal pools from Marine Corps Base Camp
Pendleton (MCBCP) inland to Ramona and south through Del Mar Mesa, Proctor Valley, and
Otay Mesa. A minimum of 246 pools on MCBCP are known to be occupied by San Diego fairy
shrimp. Based on surveys of the 2,856 vernal pool basins currently mapped on MCAS Miramar,
1,303 are occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp (MCAS Miramar 2006). Of the 62 vernal pool
complexes mapped by the City of San Diego, 29 were found to be occupied by San Diego fairy
shrimp and occur at the following localities: Del Mar Mesa (1), Carmel Mountain (1), Mira
Mesa (6), Nobel Drive (3), Kearny Mesa (3), Mission Trails Regional Park (1), and Otay Mesa
(14) (City of San Diego 2004). The City of San Diego conducted non-protocol surveys for San
Diego fairy shrimp. Therefore, this inventory may under-represent the true number of vernal
pools with occurrences of San Diego fairy shrimp.

Additional vernal pool complexes with occurrences of San Diego fairy shrimp located in San
Diego County but not included in the City of San Diego’s Inventory include: Carlsbad, San
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Marcos, Ramona, Poway, Santee, Rancho Santa Fe, Murphy Canyon, Otay Lakes, Imperial
Beach, East Otay Mesa, Marron Valley, and Proctor Valley.

A summary of occupied vernal pool complexes is provided in Appendix 1 of the San Diego
Fairy Shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis) 5-Year Review: Summary and Evaluation (Service
2008a).

Threats and Conservation Needs

The loss and modification of vernal pool habitat continues to be a significant threat to the

San Diego fairy shrimp, especially in areas where urbanization is expected to expand. Of the
estimated 137 vernal pool complexes now occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp, Service files
show that approximately 38 percent are on military land where they are managed for
conservation under Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans or protected by other means,
and approximately 25 percent are at least partially conserved on other lands. Approximately 20
percent of occupied complexes have lost some pools to development, 2 percent have been
completely developed, and 18 percent are proposed for development. Acquisition of land and
conservation easements have resulted in the preservation of vernal pool habitat for the species,
but the trend of habitat loss, fragmentation, and degradation continues, particularly on private
lands. Additionally, even preserved lands are often subject to impacts such as invasion by non-
native plants, off-highway vehicle use, trespassing, and other conditions that contribute to lower-
quality habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp (Service 2008a).

San Diego fairy shrimp habitat is also threatened to some degree by indirect impacts resulting
from the proximity of San Diego fairy shrimp habitat to development, including human access
and disturbance impacts, runoff, dumping of trash and litter, and water and air pollution. Off-
highway vehicle use for recreation, law enforcement (including Border Patrol), and by the
military threatens this species throughout much of its range. Non-native plants also threaten San
Diego fairy shrimp habitat throughout its range. San Diego fairy shrimp habitat is naturally
fragmented, but development projects continue to further fragment and isolate vernal pools
within and between complexes, which may disrupt the population dynamics of the species.
Conservation measures beyond habitat preservation, such as habitat and species management and
monitoring, are necessary to ensure the long-term sustainability and persistence of this species
throughout its range (Service 2008a).

Impacts to vernal pools from development have been offset through the restoration,
enhancement, and management of habitat. In some cases, due to security of the site and the
active management of the vernal pools, the species status has improved. In addition, grants have
been awarded to restore habitat in several areas including Otay Mesa, the San Diego National
Wildlife Refuge (NWR), and Sweetwater Authority lands. Sites that have been restored benefit
from fencing and management, which further removes threats from the site that were occurring
prior to the restoration efforts (Service 2008a).
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Riverside Fairy Shrimp
Listing Status

The Service listed the Riverside fairy shrimp as endangered on August 3, 1993 (58 FR 41391).
The vernal pool recovery plan (Service 1998a) addresses the Riverside fairy shrimp.

In September 2008, the Service completed a 5-Year Review addressing the status of the
Riverside fairy shrimp (Service 2008b). The 5-Year Review recommended no change in the
status of the Riverside fairy shrimp. Critical habitat was designated for the species on

April 12, 2005 (70 FR 19154), and on June 1, 2011, we proposed to revise critical habitat for the
Riverside fairy (76 FR 31686).

Species Description

The Riverside fairy shrimp is a small freshwater crustacean in the Family Streptocephalidae of
the Order Anostraca. The species was first collected in 1979 by Clyde Eriksen and formally
described as a new species in 1990 (Eng et al. 1990). The Riverside fairy shrimp is distinguished
from similar species by its red-colored cercopods (anterior appendages), which occur on all of the
ninth and 30 to 40 percent of the eighth abdominal segments (Eng et al. 1990). Adult Riverside
fairy shrimp may grow to a length of 0.5 to 1.0 inches (Eng et al. 1990).

Habitat Affinities

Riverside fairy shrimp are restricted to vernal pools and vernal pool-like ephemeral basins (e.g.,
ruts in dirt roads and stockponds). In contrast to San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp
prefer deep, greater than 9 inches in depth, vernal pools that range in temperature from 50 to 77
degrees Fahrenheit and remain filled for extended periods of time (Eng et al. 1990, Eriksen and
Belk 1999). Water within pools supporting Riverside fairy shrimp may be clear, but more
commonly it is moderately turbid (Eriksen and Belk 1999). Typically, pools supporting this
species have low total dissolved solids and alkalinity (means of 77 and 65 parts per million,
respectively), in association with pH at neutral or just below (7.1 to 6.4) (Eng et al. 1990,
Gonzalez et al. 1996, Eriksen and Belk 1999).

Riverside fairy shrimp may also be found in disturbed vernal pool habitats where basins have
been compacted or artificially deepened and therefore hold water for longer periods of time.
Although basins supporting populations often appear to be artificially created or enhanced, such
basins are located within soils that are capable of seasonal ponding and are often surrounded by
naturally occurring vernal pool complexes. These “artificial basins” function in the same manner
as naturally occurring vernal pools by filling with late fall, winter and/or spring rains that
gradually dry up during the spring and/or summer (Service 1998a).
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Life History

Riverside fairy shrimp are non-selective filter-feeders that filter suspended solids from the water
column. Detritus, bacteria, algal cells, and other items between 0.3 to 100 microns may be
filtered and ingested. Riverside fairy shrimp are preyed upon by a wide variety of wildlife,
including beetles, dragonfly larvae, other arthropods, frogs, salamanders, toad tadpoles,
shorebirds, ducks and other migratory birds, and even other fairy shrimp (Eriksen and Belk
1999).

Freshwater crustaceans, including Riverside fairy shrimp, have a two-stage life cycle and spend
the majority of their life cycle in the cyst stage (Templeton and Levin 1979, Schaal and Leverich
1981). After hatching, Riverside fairy shrimp require 48 to 56 days to reach sexual maturity in
contrast with other fairy shrimp that can reach maturity in less than 2 weeks (Hathaway and
Simovich 1996). Fairy shrimp mate upon reaching maturity, and female Riverside fairy shrimp
produce between 17 and 427 cysts (eggs) over their lifetime (Simovich and Hathaway 1997).
The cysts are either dropped by the females to settle into the mud at the bottom of the pool, or
they remain in the brood sac until the female dies and sinks to the bottom (Eriksen and Belk
1999). The cysts will hatch in 7 to 12 days when water temperatures are between 50 to 77
degrees Fahrenheit (Hathaway and Simovich 1996). A small percentage of cysts are likely to
hatch in a season, thus providing a mechanism for survival if the inundation period is too short in
a given year (Simovich and Hathaway 1997). Fairy shrimp cysts may persist in the soil for
several years until conditions are favorable for successful reproduction (Simovich and Hathaway
1997).

Status and Distribution

The range of the Riverside fairy shrimp includes Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, and
Riverside counties in southern California, and Bajamar in Baja California, Mexico (Brown et al.
1993, Service 1998a). With the exception of populations in Riverside and Ramona, all
populations are within 10 miles of the coast over a north-south distance of approximately 125
miles.

In Ventura County, Riverside fairy shrimp were previously known from a single large pool in a
grassland area within the Tierra Rejada Vernal Pool Preserve. However, wet season surveys
conducted each season between 2002 and 2006 failed to locate any adults (Mountains Recreation
and Conservation Authority 2006).

Riverside fairy shrimp habitat located on approximately 198 acres of open space in Los Angeles
County was removed in conjunction with the Los Angeles International Airport Master Plan
Project (Service 2004b) and Operations and Maintenance Activities Project (Service 2005) at Los
Angeles International Airport (LAX). Cysts from LAX may be transferred to Madrona Marsh
Preserve in the City of Torrance once pools have been restored for this species. A small number
of Riverside fairy shrimp cysts, but no adults, have been found in Madrona Marsh (Angelos
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2003). The species was previously reported from Cruzan Mesa; however, recent surveys found
only vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) at this location (Glenn Lukos Associates
2004).

In Orange County, extant pools create a chain of Riverside fairy shrimp habitat along the

Orange County foothills. These pools are generally formed by depressions in slumping earth or
impounded ephemeral streams (Riefner and Pryor 1996). From north to south, Riverside fairy
shrimp occur on the former MCAS, El Toro (HELIX 2005a); Southern California Edison’s Viejo
Substation (PCR 1998); Live Oak Plaza (Glenn Lukos Associates 1997); Saddleback Meadows
(Urban Vision 1997, HELIX 2000); adjacent to the northern boundary of O’Neill Regional Park,
Tijeras Creek (Glenn Lukos Associates 2001); and within the San Juan Creek watershed at
Chiquita Ridge and Radio Tower Road (Dudek and Associates 2001a).

In Riverside County, the species has been documented at the Skunk Hollow Pool in the Barry
Jones Wetland Mitigation Bank (CNLM 2006); the Field Pool near the Skunk Hollow Pool
(Eriksen 1988); the Australia Pool in Lake Elsinore back basin (RECON 1998); the Schleuniger
Pool, north of La Estrella Road (Hayworth 1998); March Air Reserve Base (Patterson and Ayers
1998); Scott Pool, northeast of the intersection of Scott Road and Menifee Road (HELIX 2002);
a stockpond and another basin at the Rancho California Road property (Black 2004b); Rainbow
Canyon (Tom Dodson and Associates 2003a, 2003b); Pechanga Pool on the Pechanga Indian
Reservation (Wegscheider 2006); two pools on Warm Springs Ranch (HELIX 2006a); and
within created pools on Johnson Ranch (Neudecker 2003). In addition, Riverside fairy shrimp
will be introduced to created pools on Clayton Ranch once habitat conditions are adequate to
support the species (Service 2003a).

Occupied pools in Riverside County at Grizzle Ranch (Wegscheider 2004), the Garbani property
(Michael Brandman Associates 2006), and Temecula Education Complex Project site (Western
Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority 2006) will be filled in conjunction with
approved development projects. The Garbani and Temecula Education Complex projects made a
voluntary donation to the Western Riverside County Vernal Pool Conservation Fund. We are
unaware of any measures taken to offset impacts at Grizzle Ranch.

In north coastal San Diego County, the Riverside fairy shrimp occurs in vernal pools on MCBCP
(RECON 2001, Black 2004c, URS 2005) and at the Poinsettia Land Station in the City of
Carlsbad (Dudek and Associates 1998). In central San Diego County, a single occupied pool
occurs within MCAS Miramar (Branchiopod Research Group 1996). In southern San Diego
County, the species occurs in pools on Otay Mesa near the U.S.-Mexico border (City of San
Diego 2004). Of the 62 vernal pool complexes mapped by the City of San Diego’s Vernal Pool
Inventory (2002 to 2003), 10 were found to be occupied by Riverside fairy shrimp. The City of
San Diego conducted non-protocol surveys for Riverside fairy shrimp. Therefore, this inventory
may under-represent the true number of vernal pools with occurrences of Riverside fairy shrimp.
In inland San Diego County, the Riverside fairy shrimp was observed once in the Ramona T
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complex, in a vernal pool in Ramona partially on Ramona Airport property, and partially in
preserved land adjacent to Ramona Airport (RECON 2007).

Many populations of Riverside fairy shrimp have been extirpated or have experienced drastic
declines due to the substantial loss of habitat in southern California. The majority of the vernal
pools within the range of the Riverside fairy shrimp were lost prior to 1990 (Service 1998a).
Though extensive vernal pool habitat historically occurred on the coastal plain of Los Angeles
and Orange counties (Mattoni and Longcore 1997), such habitat largely has been eliminated from
these areas (Keeler-Wolf ef al. 1998). Loss of habitat in San Diego County is estimated at 95 to
97 percent (Bauder 1986, Oberbauer 1990). Significant losses of vernal pools supporting this
species have also occurred in Riverside County (66 FR 29385).

At the time of listing, Riverside fairy shrimp were known to inhabit nine vernal pool complexes
within Riverside, Orange, and San Diego counties, and Baja Mexico, including four vernal pools
in Riverside County, a population in Orange County, two areas in San Diego County, and two
locations in Baja California, Mexico (58 FR 41385). However, we now believe the type locality
(Murrieta Golf Course) for this species was likely already lost to development prior to listing
(Eriksen and Belk 1999). In addition, the one population in Orange County referenced in the
listing rule has never been confirmed. Thus, at listing, it is likely that there were only three
extant occurrences of Riverside fairy shrimp known from Riverside County, two occurrences
known from San Diego County, and two occurrences known from Mexico (i.e., five in the U.S.
and two in Mexico) (Service 2008b).

Since listing, as many as 52 additional occupied complexes have been identified, some
complexes have been extirpated, and we are unsure whether the species persists in three
complexes. Hence, currently 45 known occupied vernal pool complexes (approximately 200
occupied pools) exist, which includes a man-made complex at Johnson Ranch in western
Riverside County. More than half of all extant complexes known to contain Riverside fairy
shrimp are in San Diego County, including eight complexes on MCBCP. These eight complexes
are of particular interest as they support approximately 56 percent of all identified individual
vernal pools known to be occupied by the Riverside fairy shrimp (RECON 2001, 2007; MCBCP
2007). Approximately 24 percent of extant known occupied complexes are in Riverside County,
and approximately 17 percent are in Orange County. We have no information on the current
status of the two occurrences known in Mexico at the time of listing.

A summary of occupied vernal pool complexes is provided in Appendix 1 of the Riverside Fairy
Shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni) 5-Year Review: Summary and Evaluation (Service 2008b).

Threats and Conservation Needs
The loss and modification of vernal pool habitat continues to be a significant threat to the

Riverside fairy shrimp, especially in areas where urbanization is expected to expand. Of the
estimated 45 vernal pool complexes known to be occupied, Service files show that approximately
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27 percent are on military land where they are managed for conservation under Integrated Natural
Resource Management Plans or protected by other means, and approximately 36 percent are at
least partially conserved on other lands. At least nine complexes known to be occupied by the
Riverside fairy shrimp at or since its listing have been developed and the status of many more is
uncertain but likely extirpated. Of the estimated 45 occupied vernal pool complexes, 10
complexes have been partially lost to development (approximately 7 acres of habitat lost), and 8
additional complexes contain pools that have been impacted [damaged, but not totally impacted
(Appendix 1 of Service 2008b)]. Acquisition of land and conservation easements have resulted
in the preservation of vernal pool habitat for the species, but the trend of habitat loss and
degradation continues, particularly on private lands. Additionally, even preserved lands are often
subject to invasion by non-native plants and other impacts that lower the quality of habitat for
Riverside fairy shrimp (Service 2008b).

Riverside fairy shrimp habitat is also threatened by indirect effects of development (including
human access and disturbance impacts, runoff, dumping of trash and litter, and water and air
pollution) resulting from the proximity of Riverside fairy shrimp habitat to development. Non-
native plants also threaten Riverside fairy shrimp throughout the range of the species. Off-
highway vehicle use for recreation, law enforcement (including Border Patrol), and the military
threatens this species throughout much of its range. Riverside fairy shrimp habitat is naturally
fragmented, but development projects continue to further fragment and isolate vernal pools
within and between complexes, which may disrupt the population dynamics of the species.
Conservation measures beyond habitat preservation, such as habitat and species management and
monitoring, are necessary to ensure the long-term sustainability and persistence of this species
throughout its range (Service 2008b).

Impacts to Riverside fairy shrimp habitat from development have been offset through the
creation, restoration, enhancement, and management of habitat. In some cases, due to security of
the site and the active management of the vernal pools, the species status has improved. In
addition, grants have been awarded to restore habitat in several areas including Otay Mesa, the
San Diego NWR, and Sweetwater Authority lands. Sites that have been created, restored, or
enhanced benefit from fencing and management, which further removes threats from the site that
were previously occurring at these sites (Service 2008b).

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly
Listing Status

The Quino checkerspot butterfly was listed as endangered on January 16, 1997 (62 FR 2313).
The Service published a final revised critical habitat rule on June 17, 2009 (74 FR 28776). The
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) Recovery Plan (“Quino recovery plan”)
was completed in 2003. On August 18, 2009, the Service completed a 5-Year Review and
recommended no change in the status of the Quino checkerspot butterfly (Service 2009b).



Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr. and Colonel R. Mark Toy (FWS-SD-08B0316-12F0037) 40
Species Description

The Quino checkerspot butterfly is a recognized subspecies of Edith’s checkerspot butterfly
(Euphydryas editha) and is a member of the Nymphalidae family, the brush-footed butterflies.
The Quino checkerspot butterfly differs from the other Edith’s checkerspot subspecies in size,
wing coloration, and larval and pupal phenotypes (Mattoni et al. 1997). Among the other
subspecies of Edith’s checkerspot, the Quino checkerspot butterfly is moderate in size with a
wingspan of approximately 1.5 inches. The dorsal (top) side of its wings is covered with a red,
black, and cream colored checkered pattern; the ventral (bottom) side is mottled with tan and
gold. Its abdomen generally has bright red stripes across the top. Quino checkerspot butterfly
larvae are black and have a row of nine, orange-colored tubercles (fleshy/hairy extensions) on
their back. Pupae are extremely cryptic and are mottled black and blue-gray.

Habitat Affinities

The primary larval food sources or host plants for the Quino checkerspot butterfly are dot-seed
plantain, wooly plantain, thread-leaved bird’s beak, white snapdragon, and Chinese houses.
Larval Quino checkerspot butterfly may also use other species of plantain and annual owl’s
clover as primary or secondary host plants and are thought to diapause in or near the base of
native shrubs. While the use patterns of primary and secondary larval host plants are not fully
understood, there is evidence that both may be necessary for the survival of Quino checkerspot
butterfly larvae (Service 2003b). Quino checkerspot butterfly larvae, particularly in the early
instars, have a very limited capacity for dispersion. Therefore, high local host plant density is
necessary for high larval survival rates (Service 2003b). As adults, Quino checkerspot butterflies
use a number of flowering plants as nectar sources (Service 2003b, Mattoni et al. 1997).

Habitat patch suitability is determined primarily by larval host plant density, topographic
diversity, nectar resource availability, and climatic conditions (Service 2003b). Quino
checkerspot butterflies are generally found in open areas and ecotone situations within a variety
of plant communities, including grasslands, chaparral, and coastal sage scrub, and vernal pools.
Open areas within a given vegetation community seem to be critical landscape features for Quino
checkerspot butterfly populations. Optimal habitat appears to contain little or no invasive exotic
vegetation and a well-developed crytogamic crust. Sustained drought conditions can lead to
extirpation of local populations, and broad scale climate anomalies may lead to phenological
incompatibility between Quino checkerspot butterfly and their host plants.

Life History

The life cycle of the Quino checkerspot butterfly typically entails one generation of adults per
year, with a 4 to 6 week flight period occurring between January and May, depending on weather
conditions (Service 2003b). During the flight period, adult butterflies move about and search for
nectar sources, mates, and oviposition sites. Females lay multiple masses of 20 to 150 eggs with
a single female capable of producing more than 1,000 eggs (Service 2003b).
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After hatching from eggs, the small, cryptic, larvae normally consume the plant on which they
hatch and then migrate in search of additional plants (Service 2003b). Food plants dry up as
summer approaches. In their third or fourth instar, larvae enter into an obligatory diapause.
Diapause is a low-metabolic resting state that may last for a year or more, depending on
conditions. Diapause allows larvae to survive the regular seasonal climatic extremes and also to
better survive times of extended adverse conditions, such as drought. After termination of
diapause, larvae become active and feed. They then enter their pupal stage and within 2 to6
weeks, transform into the adults and emerge as butterflies. The butterflies feed, disperse, mate,
reproduce, and then die. Adults live for approximately 10 to 14 days.

Adult Quino checkerspot butterflies are sedentary by nature and generally fly close to the ground.
Evidence from the Bay checkerspot butterfly suggests that although some individuals are capable
of dispersing over 3 miles, dispersal is essentially random if individuals are more than 164 feet
from suitable habitat, and successful long-distance dispersal is rare (Harrison 1989). For the
Quino checkerspot butterfly, many experts familiar with the species believe that populations
separated by more than 2 miles may be demographically isolated. However, responses to abiotic
factors, such as weather, may increase the distance butterflies would move (Ehrlich and Murphy
1987). Plant resources shift over time, and Quino checkerspot butterfly populations have
evolved to respond to shifting habitat patch suitability in space and time (67 FR 18359).
Additionally, adult Quino checkerspot butterfly are known to “hilltop.” Hilltopping is a behavior
where male, and to a lesser extent female, butterflies form territories on hilltops, ridgelines, and
other prominent geographic features in order to locate mates. Therefore, hilltops and ridgelines
may be crucial for population survival, even in the absence of nearby larval host plants.

Quino checkerspot butterfly population density appears to fluctuate drastically in response to
annual climate variability (Murphy and White 1984). This population variability likely leads to
extirpation and recolonization of local populations or metapopulation structure. Metapopulation
dynamics have been studied extensively for the Bay checkerspot butterfly (Harrison et al. 1988),
and at least some Quino checkerspot butterfly locations are thought to be governed by
metapopulation dynamics (Murphy and White 1984). Because local populations of Quino
checkerspot butterfly are likely susceptible to extirpation, it is important to maintain connectivity
among local populations to allow for recolonization from nearby local populations (Service
2003Db).

Status and Distribution

The Quino checkerspot butterfly was historically found from the coastal slopes of Los Angeles,
Orange and San Diego counties as well as northern Baja California east to southwestern

San Bernardino County and the western edge of the upper Anza-Borrego desert. The Quino
checkerspot butterfly is now known only from western Riverside County, southern San Diego
County, and northern Baja California, Mexico.
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The Quino checkerspot butterfly may have once been one of the most abundant butterflies in
coastal southern California, but by the 1970s most of the coastal bluff and mesa habitats in
southern California had been urbanized or otherwise disturbed. The butterfly still occupied
known habitat locations inland and at higher elevations including Dictionary Hill, Otay Lakes,
and San Miguel Mountain in San Diego County and the Gavilan Hills in Riverside County. By
the middle 1980s the species was thought to have disappeared from the known locations, and the
petition to list the species in 1988 suggested that it might be extinct. Current information
suggests that the butterfly has been extirpated from Los Angeles, Orange, and San Bernardino
counties and the North County MSCP planning area in San Diego County. New populations
were discovered in portions of Riverside and San Diego counties, and the species continues to
survive in northern Baja California, Mexico. Overall, more than 75 percent of the Quino
checkerspot butterfly’s historical range has been lost (Brown 1991, Service database), and more
than 90 percent of the subspecies’ coastal mesa and bluff habitat, where most historical records
are located, has been destroyed by habitat fragmentation, degradation, and development (Service
database).

For a detailed discussion of the current distribution of the Quino checkerspot butterfly within
these areas, please refer to the Quino recovery plan (Service 2003b). The Quino recovery plan
identifies six recovery units throughout Riverside and San Diego counties and describes the
known extant occurrence complexes (or metapopulations) throughout the range of the
subspecies.

Significant areas of remaining Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat have recently been protected
through inclusion in habitat conservation plan preserve areas, the San Diego NWR, and habitat
acquisition initiatives as described below.

The MSCP did not list the Quino checkerspot butterfly as a covered species at the time it was
developed. However, the City of Chula Vista did cover the Quino checkerspot butterfly in its
MSCP Subarea Plan conserving 2,806 acres of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat. Chula Vista
also provides active Quino checkerspot butterfly management in their preserve areas. Lands
placed into the Service’s San Diego NWR also provide for the conservation of the Quino
checkerspot butterfly. The Rancho San Diego and Las Montafias Occurrence Complexes are
located on the Otay/Sweetwater Unit of this refuge with approximately 9,000 acres of Quino
checkerspot butterfly habitat conserved. The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
manages over 10,000 acres of occupied Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat within the current
San Diego regional MSCP preserve. In addition, the Service provided the State of California
with funding for the additional acquisition of 824 acres of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat in
the Proctor Valley area of the Southwest San Diego Recovery Unit.

The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan supports
approximately 209,551 acres of potential Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat. To offset impacts
to Quino checkerspot butterfly, approximately 52,502 acres or 25 percent of this potential habitat
within western Riverside County will be conserved and managed to benefit the Quino
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checkerspot butterfly. The conservation anticipated by this plan includes acquiring habitat
supporting known occurrences of the subspecies.

Threats and Conservation Needs

The Quino checkerspot butterfly is threatened primarily by urban and agricultural development,
non-native plant species invasion, off-road vehicle use, grazing, and fire management practices
(62 FR 2313). These threats destroy and degrade the quality of habitat and result in the
extirpation of local Quino checkerspot butterfly populations. Also, enhanced nitrogen
deposition, elevated atmospheric carbon dioxide concentrations, and climate change may have
contributed to Quino checkerspot butterfly population declines (Service 2003b). Other threats to
the species identified in the final listing rule (62 FR 2313) include illegal trash dumping and
predation.

Non-native invasive plants may directly out-compete native plants, including butterfly host-plant
species. This effect has been documented in a native plant community that supports the Bay
checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha bayensis) in the San Francisco Bay area (Weiss 1999).
Not only does the increase in non-native plants degrade the quality of the native habitat, it may
also increase the frequency or severity of wildfires, further adversely impacting the vegetation
community and butterfly species.

Conservation needs include protecting habitat supporting known current populations (occurrence
complexes) and landscape connectivity among them; conducting research to refine recovery
criteria; and managing and enhancing Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat.

Otay Tarplant Critical Habitat
Listing Status

The Service published a final rule designating critical habitat for Otay tarplant on December 10,
2002 (67 FR 76030).

Critical Habitat Description

Three critical habitat units have been designated for Otay tarplant on 6,330 acres in San Diego
County, California. Designated critical habitat includes sufficient habitat to maintain self-
sustaining populations of Otay tarplant throughout its range. The individual units contain
essential habitat for Otay tarplant and help to identify special management considerations for the
species. The proposed Otay Crossings project includes portions of Unit 3 (Otay Valley/Big
Murphy’s Unit) of the final critical habitat designation. Unit 3 encompasses approximately 2,250
acres and contains populations in the southern and eastern extent of the species’ historical
distribution (Figure 8). Unit 3 was designated because it contains multiple large Otay tarplant
populations that are capable of producing large numbers of individuals in good years, which is
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important for this species to survive through a variety of natural and environmental changes, as
well as stochastic (random) events (67 FR 76042).

PCEs are the physical and biological features essential to the conservation of the species that may
require special management considerations or protection. The PCEs for Otay tarplant critical
habitat are soils with a high clay content (generally greater than 25 percent) or clay intrusions or
lenses that are associated with grasslands, open coastal sage scrub, or maritime succulent scrub
communities between 80 and 1,000 feet elevation (67 FR 76040).

Please refer to the final critical habitat rule (67 FR 76030) for detailed information on the units,
including their sizes, locations, and special management considerations.

Threats and Conservation Needs

When designating critical habitat, we assess whether the areas within the geographical area
occupied at the time of listing contain the PCE that may require special management
considerations or protection. Examples of special management actions that may be necessary to
protect essential habitat features and thus prevent further declines and loss of populations of
tarplant include: 1) actions to prevent the degradation and/or type conversion of grasslands, open
coastal sage scrub, or maritime succulent scrub into other unsuitable habitats, and 2) actions to
restore degraded habitat areas. The PCE contained within Unit 3 may require special
management considerations or protection to minimize impacts associated with habitat type
conversion and degradation occurring in conjunction with urban and agricultural development
(67 FR 76042).

ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

Regulations implementing the Act (50 CFR § 402.02) define the environmental baseline as the
past and present impacts of all Federal, State, or private actions and other human activities in the
action area. Also included in the environmental baseline are the anticipated impacts of all
proposed Federal projects in the action area that have undergone section 7 consultation and the
impacts of State and private actions that are contemporaneous with the consultation in progress.

Project Site Characteristics and Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is generally bounded by Otay Mesa Road to the north, the U.S. — Mexico
international border to the south, Otay Mountain foothills to the east, and the future SR-11/SR-
905 Interchange and SR-905 to the west. The land in the vicinity of the project sites is mostly
private property, with the exception of a narrow strip along the southern boundary that is owned
by the federal government and includes the border fence and associated roads. The land to the
east is currently undeveloped, while much of the land to the north and west is developed or in the
process of being developed. Land use to the south in Tijuana, Mexico is developed.
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Figure 8. Unit 3 Otay Tarplant Critical Habitat.
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Topography on the project site is generally flat, with areas to the east sloping up towards Otay
Mountain. Several drainages cross the site that covey water south into Mexico. An area of mima
mound topography occurs on a small hill that extends north from the border near the central part
of the Otay Business Park portion of the site. Soils on the project site include Salinas clay,
Diablo clay, and Huerhuero loams (Bowman 1973), which typically support vernal pools when
they occur in flat areas such as Otay Mesa.

Historically, much of the project site was used for agriculture, and while no longer supporting
agricultural uses, much of the site is disturbed due to frequent U.S. Border Patrol and military
training activities and illegal off-road vehicle use. Sixteen vegetation communities occur on the
project site, including vernal pools, freshwater marsh, mule fat scrub, tamarisk scrub, native
grassland, Diegan coastal sage scrub, non-native grassland, and eucalyptus woodland; however,
non-native grasslands predominate with a small area of coastal sage scrub on the eastern edge of
the Otay Crossings project boundary. Wetland resources on the project site include a network of
small drainages, road pools and vernal pools®. Most of the vernal pools are located on the small
mesa with mima mound topography. Collectively the site supports 0.14 acre of vernal pools and
0.10 acre of road pools occupied by fairy shrimp; and 1.02 acre of unoccupied road (0.97) and
vernal (0.05) pools.

Relationship to MSCP

The MSCP is a comprehensive habitat conservation plan that addresses multiple species’ needs
and the preservation of native vegetation communities within the southwestern subregion of

San Diego County. The MSCP is assembling a landscape preserve system rather than using a
project by project approach to biological mitigation. The proposed project site is located within
the County’s Subarea Plan for the MSCP and is designated as a Minor Amendment area defined
as “properties that contain habitat that could be partially or completely eliminated (with
appropriate mitigation) without significantly affecting the overall goals of the County’s Subarea
Plan.” Caltrans is not a permittee under the MSCP; therefore, their project (SR-11 and Port of
Entry) is not subject to the requirements of the MSCP. However, the MSCP requirements aply to
the Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park projects.

The Service and CDFG concurred with Minor Amendment for these two projects in letters to the
County dated March 31, 2011 (FWS-SDG-10B0091-11TA0341 and 09B0264-11TA0342). In
our letters to the County, we concurred with the County’s determination that the projects were
consistent with the County’s Biological Mitigation Ordinance and the overall goals of the
County’s Subarea Plan for the MSCP, provided that our recommended conditions were included
into the County’s conditions for approval of the projects.

3 “Vernal pools” are distinguished from “road pools™ in that they support vernal pool flora, whereas road pools are devoid of
vegetation but may be occupied by San Diego and/or Riverside fairy shrimp.
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The Lonestar Ridge property is located within the City of San Diego’s Subarea Plan for the
MSCP (City of San Diego 1997). The Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area, which is part of the
greater area known as the Lonestar Ridge property, was originally a hardlined project that
included both development and open space areas. The other offsite conservation site, the O’Neal
Canyon property, was purchased by Otay Crossings and incorporated into the County’s MSCP
preserve.

Species and Critical Habitats within the Project Site

Multiple biological surveys have been conducted for the three proposed projects between 2000
and 2009 (Table 5). HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. (HELIX) prepared Biological
Technical Reports for Otay Crossings (HELIX 2010a) and Otay Business Park (HELIX 2010b)
and the Tier II Natural Environmental Study for the SR-11 and the Port of Entry project (HELIX
2010c). These reports include a summary of the environmental work that was completed for
each of the projects. Each project conducted vegetation mapping, rare plant surveys, fairy shrimp
surveys, burrowing owl (Athene cucicularia) surveys, coastal California gnatcatcher surveys,
Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys, and a jurisdictional delineation. Please refer to the
biological technical reports for each of the projects for detailed information regarding these
survey efforts.

Table 5. Biological surveys conducted for the SR-11 and Port of Entry, Otay Crossings, and Otay
Business Park projects between 2000 and 2009.
Type of Survey 2000 2001 2004 2005 2006 2008 2009
General
botanical/wildlife X X X X X X
Map vegetation X X X X X
Update mapped X
vegetation
Basin/vernal pool
mapping
Watershed mapping
Special status plants X
Wet season fairy shrimp
Dry season fairy shrimp X
Quino checkerspot
butterfly
Coastal California
gnatcatcher
Burrowing owl X X X
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Vernal Pool Species

Surveys consistent with the Service’s recommended protocol have been conducted on the three
project sites between 2000 and 2009 (Table 5). During these surveys, San Diego fairy shrimp
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were detected in 11 pools, Riverside fairy shrimp were detected in 2 pools, and both species were
detected in 3 pools. In addition, 1.02 acres of un-occupied vernal/road pools were mapped on
site. Spreading navarretia and San Diego button celery were observed in one pool on the Otay
Business Park project site. Table 6 summarizes the vernal pool resources by project site (i.e.,
number of basins and acreage of basins and critical habitat).

The vernal pool species addressed in this biological opinion historically occurred in vernal pool
complexes throughout the Otay Mesa ecosystem, which is part of the San Diego Southern
Coastal Mesa Management Area identified in the vernal pool recovery plan (Service 1998a).
Many of these vernal pool complexes, including the pool complexes within the three project
sites, have been developed, converted to agriculture, and/or degraded by off-highway vehicle use.
The vernal pool recovery plan (Service 1998a) identifies several vernal pool complexes on Otay
Mesa, including the complexes within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area as important for the
recovery of these species. The vernal pool recovery plan does not include any information about
the vernal pools within the three project sites; thus, we assume they were not known at the time
the recovery plan was issued.

Table 6. Summary of vernal pool resources on the project site.

Habitat SR-11 and POE | Otay Crossings |Otay Business Park | Total Impacts
(Basins/acres) (Basins/acres) (Basins/acres) (Basins/acres)
Road Pool 10/0.42 25/0.16 47/0.39 82/0.97
Road Pools w/.Rlver51de fairy 0/0 0/0 1/0.004 1/0.004
shrimp
Road Pools w/San Diego fairy 0/0 0/0 10/0.081 10/0.081
shrimp
Road Pools w/ both species of 0/0 1/0.0027 2/0.017 3/0.0173
shrimp
Vernal Pools Wlth no listed 0/0 0/0 270.05 270.05
species
Vernal Pool w/. Riverside fairy 0/0 0/0 1/0.009 1/0.009
shrimp
Vernal Pool w/ San Diego fairy
shrimp, San Diego button celery, 0/0 0/0 1/0.083 1/0.083
and spreading navarretia
San Diego figgif:t“mp critical 0/89.07 0/12.97 0/98.01 0/200.05

The overlapping project sites are located within Subunit 5D of designated critical habitat for the
San Diego fairy shrimp, which is one of 8 subunits included in Unit 5. As described above under
the Status of the Species section of this biological opinion, PCEs for San Diego fairy shrimp
designated critical habitat include shallow basins within a matrix of surrounding uplands that are
on clay soils. PCEs are found throughout the overlapping project sites.
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Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

Recent Quino checkerspot butterfly observations in southwestern San Diego County are
concentrated in lower elevation areas surrounding east Otay Valley, Otay Mountain, the Jamul
Mountains, and San Miguel Mountain. Historic population distributions extended across Otay
Mesa, with high densities reported in the vicinity of Brown Field (Murphy and White 1984). The
overlapping project sites are located along the western edge of the occupied areas surrounding
Otay Mountain and the restoration sites (i.e., Lonestar Ridge East and West conservation parcels)
are located within the historical habitat adjacent to Brown Field. The overlapping project sites,
the offsite restoration sites within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area, and O’Neal Canyon are
located within the Southwest San Diego recovery unit and the West Otay Mountain occurrence
complex. Each recovery unit is composed of several named “occurrence complexes,” which can
be defined as presumed metapopulations for which not enough data are available to definitively
classify population structure (Service 2003b).

There is no estimate of suitable habitat for Quino checkerspot butterfly on the three overlapping
project sites. Numerous nectar sources [e.g., goldfields (Lasthenia califonrica), ground pink
(Linanthus dianthiflorus), and popcorn flower(Cryptantha/Plagiobothrys spp) and larval host
plants (dot-seed plantain and annual owl’s clover) were found in disjunct areas across the three
overlapping project sites in surveys conducted by Caltrans in 2009; however, these resources
were not mapped. In the absence of a map identifying specific areas of nectar sources and host
plants, we included the onsite areas of coastal sage scrub, native grassland, and non-native
grassland to represent suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat as these vegetation types
typically support nectar sources and host plants.

Focused surveys to determine the presence/absence of Quino checkerspot butterfly were
conducted four times between 2001and 2009 (Table 5). A total of four individual butterflies
have been observed within the project sites including three on the Otay Business Park project site
and one within the SR-11 and Port of Entry project site. Within the three overlapping project
sites, the best remaining habitat for Quino checkerspot butterfly is located on the upper slopes of
the hill in the south-central portion of the Otay Business Park project site where one of the
butterflies was observed (HELIX 2010b).

There is high quality habitat occupied by Quino checkerspot butterfly to the east of the project
sites along the lower slopes of Otay Mountain, and individuals may disperse from those areas and
use resources on the project sites. The overlapping project sites may support small populations
of Quino checkerspot butterfly from year to year; however, it is unlikely the project sites support
a large population of Quino checkerspot butterfly based on the present habitat conditions.
Overall, the project site contains marginal habitat for the Quino checkerspot butterfly. This
conclusion is supported by the low number of butterflies that have been observed on site despite
the numerous surveys that have been conducted.
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Otay Tarplant Critical Habitat

The Otay Crossings project site includes 32 acres of designated critical habitat for the Otay
tarplant within Subunit 3C (316 acres), which is one of 3 subunits included in Unit 3 (2,250
acres). Based on our review of aerial photographs, we estimate that approximately 55 acres of
designated critical habitat has already been lost from this unit, just north of the project site. Seven
acres of designated critical habitat, including all of the plants (97 plants) observed on site, will be
conserved within the onsite open space areas in the northeasterly portion of the project site
(Figure 9). As described above under the Status of the Species section, the PCEs for Otay
tarplant critical habitat includes soils with a high clay content that are associated with grasslands,
open coastal sage scrub, or maritime succulent scrub communities. PCEs for this species occur
within all of the 32-acre area designated as critical habitat for the Otay tarplant within the Otay
Crossings project site.

Proposed Offsite Conservation Areas

The proposed restoration sites support much higher quality habitat and are contiguous with the
regional preserve system that is being established for the MSCP. The Lonestar Ridge
Conservation Area is undeveloped with habitat consisting primarily of non-native grasslands
over the mesa top and high-quality Diegan coastal sage scrub in the canyons. Vernal pools and
mima mound topography are present throughout much of the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area
and include portions of the J 29, 30, and 31 vernal pool complexes (Bauder 1986; City of San
Diego 2004). Quino checkerspot butterfly were historically found within the Lonestar Ridge
Conservation Area.

The Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area includes approximately 254 acres of designated critical
habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp (Subunit 5b); 196 acres for Quino checkerspot butterfly (Unit
8); and 152 acres for spreading navarretia (Subunit 5I). The Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area
also includes approximately 296 acres of proposed critical habitat for the Riverside fairy shrimp.

In addition to their contribution to conservation of the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area, the
project proponent for the Otay Crossings project purchased property in O’Neal Canyon that is
also designated critical habitat for the Quino checkerspot butterfly within Unit 8. The Otay
Business Park project proponent has an additional offsite requirement of the MSCP to conserve
non-native grasslands; however, they have not identified a site to fulfill this obligation. Table 7
provides the acreage of critical habitat designated on the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area by
species, habitat acreages, and a summary of number of species locations at the site. The
proposed offsite conservation lands for each of the proposed projects are discussed in more detail
below.
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Table 7. Critical habitat designations (acres), habitats (acres), and species occurrences at the Lonestar
RidgeConservation Area.

SR-11/POE | Otay Crossings | Otay Business
Habitat Lonestar | Lonestar Ridge | Park Lonestar | Total Conservation
Ridge West East Ridge East
San Diego Fairy Shrimp CH 155.4 36.8 62.2 254.4
Proposed Riverside Fairy Shrimp CH 155.4 76.7 63.5 295.6
Quino Checkerspot CH 87.0 40.4 68.7 196.2
Spreading Navarretia CH 85.0 17.8 49.4 152.2
Non-native grassland 169.0 74.7 56.8 300.5
Coastal sage scrub 12.0 7.2 11.3 30.5
Otay Mesa Mint (# of pools) 0 0 2 2
SD Button-Celery (# of pools) 25" 11° 32 64
San Diego Fairy Shrimp (# of pools) 14! 4* 1 14
Riverside Fairy Shrimp (# of pools) 1 0 0 1
Quino Checkerspot Locations 42 0 0 4

! Surveys conducted in 2011 (Caltrans 2011)
? Surveys conducted in 2004 (HELIX 2004)
? Surveys conducted in 1992 (Dudek 1992)

* Surveys conducted in 2008 (HELIX 2008a)

Lonestar Ridge West Conservation Parcel (SR-11 and Port of Entry Project)

The Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel ° totals 184 acres and supports approximately 169
acres of non-native grassland, 12 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 0.5 acre of eucalyptus
woodland, a 0.25- acre stock pond, 0.85 acre of vernal pool basins, and 0.1 acre of unvegetated
basins (HELIX 2009). San Diego button-celery has been observed in 25 pools, San Diego fairy
shrimp in 14 pools, and Riverside fairy shrimp in 1 pool (Caltrans 2011; Table 7). The western
parcel includes 155.4 acres of designated critical habitat (Subunit 5D) for the San Diego fairy
shrimp and proposed critical habitat (Subunit 5D) for the Riverside fairy shrimp.

In 2004, the southwest portion of the Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel was surveyed and
four Quino checkerspot butterflies were observed (Helix 2004).. Subsequent surveys conducted
by HELIX across the entire Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel (2005, 2006, and 2007) did
not detect any Quino checkerspot butterflies. In addition, no butterflies were detected during
biological surveys conducted by Caltrans in 2010. Although it is likely that most areas of the
Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel is unsuitable for the Quino checkerspot butterfly due to
the presence of non-native grasses, there are small areas of nectar sources and larval host plants
scattered throughout the proposed restoration sites.

® The two small disjunct parcels located east of SR-125 are included in the summary of habitat types.
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Figure 9. Otay tarplant critical habitat, Otay tarplant occurrences, and designated open space on the

Otay Crossings project site.
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Lonestar Ridge East Conservation Parcels (Otay Crossings Project)

Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels totaling 82 acres were purchased by the project
proponents for the Otay Crossings project and support approximately 75 acres of non-native
grassland, 7 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, and 0.34 acre of vernal/road pool basins.
Although San Diego button-celery had been previously observed in 11 pools (Dudek 1992), the
species was not detected in the more recent surveys (HELIX 2009). The San Diego fairy shrimp
has been observed in 4 pools (HELIX 2008a). An individual Quino checkerspot butterfly was
observed during surveys conducted in 2001 (Dudek 2001b) within the SR-125 restoration site
that is contiguous with the Lonestar Ridge East Conservation parcels. An individual was also
observed in both 2003 and 2004 (HELIX 2003; 2004) within the 23acres of conservation lands
that are not a part of the proposed project (Figure 3). However, as with Lonestar Ridge West, not
all areas of Lonestar Ridge East were surveyed in 2003 and 2004. Subsequent surveys across the
entire Lonestar Ridge East parcels did not detect any Quino checkerspot butterflies (HELIX
2005b; 2005c¢; 2006b; 2006c; 2007a; 2007b). Although it is likely that most areas within the
Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels (i.e., specific areas purchased for the Otay Crossings
project) are unsuitable for the Quino checkerspot butterfly due to the presence of non-native
grasses, there are small areas of nectar sources and larval host plants scattered throughout the
proposed restoration sites.

The Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels, including areas along Johnson Canyon and the
portion of the site acquired by the Otay Crossings project, support habitat suitable for Otay
Tarplant. Over 330,000 individuals of Otay tarplant were observed in the 23-acre area that Otay
Crossings is reserving for future projects (HELIX 2009). .

Lonestar Ridge East Conservation Parcels (Otay Business Park)

Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels totaling 69 acres were purchased by the project
proponents for the Otay Business Park project and support approximately 57 acres of non-native
grassland, 11 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, and 0.66 acre of vernal and/or road pool basin
area (HELIX 2011). San Diego button-celery has been observed in 32 pools, Otay Mesa mint in
one pool, and San Diego fairy shrimp in one pool. Although it is likely that most areas within the
Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels (i.e., specific areas purchased for the Otay Business
Park project) are unsuitable for the Quino checkerspot butterfly due to the presence of non-native
grasses, there are small areas of nectar sources and larval host plants scattered throughout the
proposed restoration sites. There is no available Quino checkerspot butterfly survey data
documenting presence at this site.

O’Neal Canyon

The project proponents for the Otay Crossings project also purchased two parcels (84 acres) in
O’Neal Canyon (Figure 2) and transferred ownership to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
who has assumed the long-term management responsibilities for the site. The parcels are located
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east of Alta Road and north and south of the Otay Mountain Truck Trail. The parcels abut other
lands owned by BLM on the north and east. Habitats on site include southern mixed chaparral,
chamise chaparral, and Diegan coastal sage scrub. Host and nectaring plants in sufficient
quantities to support the Quino checkerspot butterfly occur on both parcels. Surveys in 2008
detected at least five Quino checkerspot butterflies on site (HELIX 2008b).

EFFECTS OF THE ACTION

Effects of the action refer to the direct and indirect effects of an action on the species or critical
habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated and interdependent with
that action, which will be added to the environmental baseline. Interrelated actions are those that
are part of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification. Interdependent
actions are those that have no independent utility apart from the action under consideration.
Indirect effects are those that are caused by the proposed action and are later in time, but are still
reasonably certain to occur.

Construction and operation of the proposed action will result in impacts to San Diego button-
celery, spreading navarretia, Quino checkerspot butterfly, Riverside fairy shrimp, San Diego fairy
shrimp and its designated critical habitat, and Otay tarplant designated critical habitat (Table 8).
Direct effects to habitats located within the three overlapping project footprints are considered
permanent.

Table 8. Summary of potential impacts to listed species and designated critical habitat from the SR-11
and Port of Entry, Otay Crossings, and Otay Business Park projects. (Note: Basins may support more
than one listed species and therefore are not additive.)

SR-11 and Port of Entry Otay Crossings OtayP];:ls(mess
San Diego button celery 25 basins' 0 1 basin (3 individuals)
Spreading navarretia 0 0 1 basin (3 individuals)
Quino checkerspot butterfly 3 butterflies/175 acres 163 acres 1 butterfly/111acres
Riverside fairy shrimp 1 basin' 1 basin 4 basins
San Diego fairy shrimp 14 basins' 5 basin® 14 basins’
San Diego falry.shrlmp critical 89.07 acres 12.97 acres 98.01 acres
habitat
Otay tarplant critical habitat 0 25.04 acres 0

"Impacts are limited to temporary impacts during restoration of the Lonestar Ridge West site.
Includes impacts to four basins from potential restoration activities on Lonestar Ridge East.
3Includes impacts to one basin from potential restoration activities on Lonestar Ridge East.

A general description of the proposed impacts to habitat’, federally listed species, and designated
critical habitat for each project is provided followed by a cumulative impact analysis. The
cumulative impact analysis addresses the effects of all three projects on each federally listed
species and designated critical habitat.

7 Habitat for listed species includes vernal pools/basins, native and non-native grassland, and Diegan coastal sage scrub.
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SR-11 and Port of Entry

The SR-11 and Port of Entry project will impact approximately 176 acres of habitat at the project
site, including the loss of habitat supporting the 3 Quino checkerspot butterfly locations. All of
the PCEs within the 89 acres of San Diego fairy shrimp critical habitat at the site will also be
destroyed to facilitate the development, as well as 0.42 acre of unoccupied road pools.

Otay Crossings

On- and offsite development and required traffic improvements for the Otay Crossings project
will impact approximately 164 acres of habitat in addition to the impacts on site from the SR-11
and Port of Entry project. One of the two basins supporting Riverside and San Diego fairy shrimp
totaling 116 square feet will be destroyed to facilitate the project, as well as 0.16 acre of unoccupied
road pools. All of the PCEs within 12.97 acres of designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy
shrimp and within 25.04 acres of designated critical habitat for Otay tarplant will be destroyed by
the proposed development.

Otay Business Park

Proposed development of the Otay Business Park will impact approximately 111 acres of habitat,
including 16 acres off site for road improvements. All of the PCEs within 98 acres of designated
critical habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp, including 10 vernal pools and 14 road pools with a
combined surface area of 0.14 acre and 0.10 acre, respectively, will be destroyed with
development of the site. Of the 24 pools that will be destroyed, San Diego button-celery and
spreading navarretia were observed in one pool, San Diego fairy shrimp were observed in 13
pools (10 on site and 3 off site), and Riverside fairy shrimp were observed in 4 pools (2 on site
and 2 off site). In addition, 47 unoccupied road pools (0.39 acre) and habitat supporting the one
Quino checkerspot butterfly location on site will be destroyed. Table 9 provides a summary of
impacts by habitat type for the three individual projects included in the proposed action.

Table 9. Summary of proposed impacts by habitat type for the SR-11 and Port of Entry, Otay Crossings,
and Otay Business Park projects.

Habitat SR'}Elnlﬁ(;rt @ Otay Crossings OtayP];:ls(mess Total Impacts
Vernal Pool 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.14
Basin with Fairy Shrimp 0.00 116 sq ft 0.10 0.10
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
(including disturbed and 0.0 1.9 0.0 1.9
restoration)

Native Grassland 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3
Non-native Grassland 171.9 161.1 110.7 4437
Grassland Restoration 3.2 0.0 0.0 3.2

Total 175.3 163.1 110.9 449.3
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Vernal Pool Species
Direct Effects

Implementation of the three overlapping projects will grade and fill 1 pool occupied by San
Diego button-celery, spreading navarretia, and San Diego fairy shrimp, 10 additional pools
occupied by just the San Diego fairy shrimp, 2 pools (i.e., 1 road and 1 vernal pool) occupied by
just Riverside fairy shrimp, and 3 pools occupied by both San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp
for a combined basin surface area of 0.19 acre. In addition, 1.02 acres (ponded water) of
unoccupied, road pools and vernal pools will be impacted (Table 6).

Based on discussions with the Service, the project footprints for Otay Crossings and the Port of
Entry were reduced from that originally proposed to avoid existing and restorable vernal pool
habitat on the southeastern edge of the project site. Alternatives were also evaluated to avoid and
minimize direct impacts to the pools on Otay Business Park site. However, alternatives that
provided for reasonable development would have rendered the avoided pools surrounded by the
development and subject to future indirect impacts that would have threatened their long-term
viability. Thus, we determined that offsite conservation efforts (i.e., enhancement and restoration
of vernal pool habitat) would provide a greater chance of achieving sustainable vernal pool
habitat capable of supporting viable populations of San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy
shrimp, San Diego button-celery, and spreading navarretia. At our recommendation, the three
project proponents collaborated to purchase the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area, which was
identified in the vernal pool recovery plan as necessary to stabilize the listed vernal pool species.
Direct and indirect impacts to vernal pools, federally listed species, and designated critical
habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp will be offset through the conservation, restoration, and
management of vernal pools and designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp as
summarized above in Tables 2, 3, and 4 within the Project Description section of this biological
opinion and Table 7 in the Environmental Baseline section.

To assist in the offsite enhancement and restoration efforts and to preserve some of the genetic
variation found within each of the species impacted at the project sites, seeds of San Diego
button-celery and spreading navarretia and cysts of San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy
shrimp will be salvaged from the project site prior to impacts. Seeds will be collected directly
from the San Diego button-celery and spreading navarretia (if plants can be located), and soil
containing fairy shrimp cysts will be salvaged from the pools to be graded and filled for use as
inoculum in the vernal pools to be restored and enhanced.

In accordance with the restoration plans identified in Conservation Measure 3, inoculum will be
collected when dry to avoid damaging or destroying fairy shrimp cysts, and no more than 10
percent of the basin area of any offsite donor pool will be used for collection of inoculum. Hand
tools (i.e., shovels and trowels) will be used to remove the first 2 inches of soil from the pools.
Whenever possible, the trowel will be used to pry up intact chunks of soil, rather than loosening
the soil by raking and shoveling, which can damage the cysts. The soil from each pool will be
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placed in individually labeled boxes that are adequately ventilated and kept out of direct sunlight
to prevent the occurrence of fungus or excessive heating of the soil and stored off site at an
appropriate facility for vernal pool inoculum.

The restoration plans also include a requirement that inoculum will not be introduced into the
restored/enhanced pools until after the pools have been demonstrated to retain water for the
appropriate amount of time to support San Diego fairy shrimp [i.e., at least 30 days (Hathaway
and Simovich 1996, Ripley et. al. 2004)] or Riverside fairy shrimp [i.e., at least 60 days
(Hathaway and Simovich 1996)] and have been surveyed for versatile fairy shrimp to the
satisfaction of the Agencies. If versatile fairy shrimp are detected in the restored pools, inoculum
will not be introduced until measures approved by the Service and Corps are implemented to
minimize potential threats (e.g., hybridization) to San Diego fairy shrimp from the presence of
versatile fairy shrimp. Measures to be considered may include removal of the versatile fairy
shrimp from the pools. In addition, no inoculum will be placed in pools occupied by either
species of shrimp unless it is determined that the extant population and shrimp to be introduced
are genetically similar. Inoculum will be placed in a manner that preserves, to the maximum
extent possible, the orientation of the fairy shrimp cysts within the surface layer of soil (e.g.,
collected inoculum will be shallowly distributed within the pond so that cysts have the potential
to be brought into solution upon inundation).

Despite all of the efforts described, we expect at least some seeds and cysts salvaged from the
project sites will be destroyed during the collection, storage, translocation, and seeding process.
In addition, any San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp cysts not salvaged for use in the
restoration effort and any remaining individual San Diego button-celery and spreading navarretia
plants will be destroyed during project clearing, grading, and construction activities.

Impacts to the vernal and road pools with listed vernal pool species will be offset by preserving,
enhancing, and restoring 5.68 acres of vernal pool basin area within the Lonestar Ridge
Conservation Area. San Diego button-celery, San Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy shrimp
are located within the offsite conservation lands where enhancement and restoration efforts will
occur, and some individuals could be harmed or destroyed to achieve the long-term benefits of
the enhancement and restoration efforts. Table 10 summarizes the vernal pool restoration efforts
by project and a discussion of impacts anticipated to individual species from the enhancement
and restoration efforts associated with each project follows.

Table 10. Vernal and/or road pool basin area to be preserved/enhanced and restored within the Lonestar
Ridge Conservation Lands.

Conservation SR-11 and POE Otay Crossings Otay Business Park

Preservation/Enhancement 14 pools (0.6 acre) 28 Pools (0.34 acre) 82 Pools (0.66 acre)

Creation/Restoration 111 pools (3.6 acres) 2 Pools (232 sq ft) 52 Pools (0.48 acre)
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SR-11 and Port of Entry Project: Lonestar Ridge West Conservation Parcel

Caltrans observed San Diego fairy shrimp in 14 pools and Riverside fairy shrimp in 1 pool during
surveys in 2010 at the Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel. They also found San Diego
button-celery at 25 locations containing a total of 955 individuals during the vegetation cover
surveys conducted between March and June of 2011. As part of the restoration plan, Caltrans is
proposing to enhance the extant pools. Enhancement activities include re-contouring, mowing,
dethatching, and weeding. All of these activities may crush a minimal number of fairy shrimp
cysts and seeds from San Diego button-celery. Caltrans has included specific measures in their
restoration plan to minimize impacts to these three species.

In accordance with the restoration plan for this site, seed of San Diego button-celery within the
Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel will be collected before grading in the summer of 2012.
The collected seed will be broadcast in enhanced and created vernal pools within the Lonestar Ridge
West conservation parcel. The locations were delineated as environmentally sensitive areas with
stakes and orange lathe flagging to minimize impacts to San Diego button-celery from weeding
activities.

Prior to the start of grading activities associated with restoration within the Lonestar Ridge West
conservation parcel, soil will be collected from all of the basins to be re-contoured to collect the
shrimp cyst bank. This vernal pool soil (inoculum) will be collected when dry to avoid damaging or
destroying fairy shrimp cysts. A hand trowel or similar instrument will be used to collect the
inoculum. Whenever possible, the soil will be collected in chunks, rather than loosening the soil by
raking and shoveling. The soil from each basin will be stored individually in labeled boxes that are
adequately ventilated and kept out of direct sunlight to prevent the occurrence of fungus or excessive
heating of the soil. The boxes will be stored off site at an appropriate facility for vernal pool
inoculum. Soil will not be collected from any basins without approval by the Service.

Following grading activities (see below), shrimp cyst soil will be placed back into the basins from
which it was removed. Twenty-five of the 100 shallower pools will be inoculated with onsite San
Diego fairy shrimp cysts and 3 of the 11 deeper pools will be inoculated with Riverside fairy shrimp
cysts from the cattle stockpond on site to establish additional populations. Soil will be placed in dry
pools only, preferably before the first rains of the fall-winter season. Soil will not be placed into
basins that are already ponding, as the shock of instant cyst inundation may reduce the success of the
cyst hatch.

Although a few individuals of San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp, and San Diego
button-celery may be killed or destroyed during restoration activities, we expect that the resulting
restoration will provide a long-term net benefit to these species by expanding the available
habitat (ponded area) and reducing threats to the species from lack of management.
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Otay Crossings Project: Lonestar Ridge East Conservation Parcels

San Diego button-celery has not been observed onsite since 1992 (Dudek 1992). HELIX
observed San Diego fairy shrimp in four pools during surveys conducted in 2008 (HELIX
2008a). These locations are located outside of the 5-acre area where the vernal pool restoration
work will occur. As part of the specific measures in the restoration plan, vernal pool grading
(i.e., re-contouring of existing basins and creation of new basins) will be carried out under the
supervision of the restoration specialist who will mark all areas to be graded and flag sensitive
habitats and plants to be avoided. Access routes will be identified and marked, and no access
will occur through the adjacent Caltrans preserve. Grading will be implemented when the soil is
dry using rubber-tired loaders with ripping tines and slope boards. Therefore, we do not
anticipate any impacts to the extant resources from the restoration activities.

The vernal pool watershed enhancement for the 28 preserved pools will occur throughout the
entirety of the non-native grasslands including the areas where the listed vernal pool species were
observed. In the event enhancement of the vernal pool watersheds does not result in additional
ponding in the 28 preserved pools, the project proponent may implement remedial measures
within some of the basins, including re-contouring and weeding. In addition, these pools may be
the source of inoculum for the restored pools. Therefore a small number of San Diego fairy
shrimp cysts could be harmed as a result of these activities. Prior to the watershed enhancement,
areas supporting native plants will be flagged for avoidance, which will ensure impacts to the
extant population of San Diego button-celery is avoided.

Otay Business Park Project: Lonestar Ridge East Conservation Parcels

HELIX observed San Diego button-celery in 32 pools, the endangered Otay Mesa mint in 1 pool,
and San Diego fairy shrimp in 1 pool during surveys in 2009 (HELIX 2009). These observations
are all outside of the 4.7-acre area that will be re-contoured to support the 0.48 acre of restored
vernal pool basin area. There is currently no ponding within the area to be restored; therefore, we
do not anticipate any impacts to the extant resources from the restoration activities. Vernal pool
grading will be carried out under the supervision of the restoration specialist who will mark all
areas to be graded and flag sensitive habitats and plants to be avoided. A minimum of 52 new
pools will be created in this area. Grading will be implemented when the soil is dry using
rubber-tired loaders with ripping tines and slope boards.

The vernal pool watershed enhancement for the 82 preserved pools will occur throughout the
entirety of the non-native grasslands including the areas where the listed vernal pool species were
observed. In the event dethatching of the vernal pool watersheds does not result in additional
ponding in the 82 preserved pools, the project proponent may implement remedial measures
within some of the basins, including re-contouring and weeding. In addition, these pools may be
the source of inoculum for the restored pools. Therefore a small number of San Diego fairy
shrimp cysts could be harmed as a result of these activities. Otay Business Park has included
specific measures in their restoration plan to minimize impacts to listed species. Prior to
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dethatching, areas supporting native plants will be flagged for avoidance, which will ensure
impacts to the extant population of Otay Mesa mint and San Diego button-celery are avoided. In
addition, access routes will be identified and marked, and no access will occur through the
adjacent Caltrans preserve.

Summary

Activities that alter hydrology, increase vernal pool habitat fragmentation, or decrease land types
suitable for vernal pool formation have the potential to limit the survivability and recovery of San
Diego button-celery, spreading navarretia, San Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy shrimp
(Service 1998a). Vernal pool restoration can reestablish the physical and biotic characteristics of
vernal pool habitat such that critical functions are restored. The restored habitat should resemble
reference habitat in regard to the following attributes: soil properties, water quality, topography,
hydrology, nutrient cycling, species diversity and species interactions. Based on positive data
from ongoing monitoring programs it appears that restoration can provide self-sustaining vernal
pool ecosystems with clear and significant benefits to San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy
shrimp, especially when cyst translocation occurs from existing (conserved) occupied pools
(RECON 2005; Black 2000a, 2000b; EDAW 2005 and 2010).

Benefits of restoration to the listed vernal pool species include increasing the amount of available
vernal pool habitat and increasing the quality of existing vernal pool habitat. These benefits,
when supplemented by long-term monitoring and management, can reduce threats to the listed
vernal pool species and maintain and improve the habitat quality and regional distribution of
them. Since 1997, several projects have documented success in the translocation of San Diego
fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp and in the establishment of populations of listed plant
species including spreading navarretia and San Diego button-celery. These include California
Terraces on Otay Mesa (RECON 2005), San Diego Spectrum at Kearny Mesa (Glen Lukos
Associates 2005), and other vernal pool restoration projects on Otay Mesa, MCAS Miramar, and
MCBCP.

Besides the enhancement and restoration efforts described, project proponents will also
implement several other conservation measures to minimize impacts to the listed vernal pool
species during the construction and restoration activities to help ensure the success of vernal pool
restoration, enhancement, and preservation and the upland habitat preservation efforts. Those
efforts include: fencing the limits of impacts; staffing a qualified biologist on site to ensure
compliance with all conservation measures and submitting reports that document such
compliance; grading all surrounding areas to drain away from the preserves; posting a financial
assurance (e.g. Otay Business Park and Otay Crossings) approved by the Agencies to ensure
successful implementation of vernal pool restoration and enhancement, upland restoration and
maintenance, and overall monitoring; conserving a 334-acre preserve that includes the vernal
pools and their watersheds and surrounding upland habitat in biological conservation easements;
and implementing and funding a perpetual management, maintenance and monitoring plan.
Implementation of these and the other proposed conservation measures discussed above will
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avoid, minimize, and offset the direct effects of the project on listed vernal pool species and their
habitats and are expected to ensure the long-term viability of these species on Otay Mesa.

The vernal pools on the project site are highly degraded and subject to ongoing threats due to
lack of management and their proximity to the international border. While some vernal pools
will be permanently impacted, the identified restoration and enhancement is expected to achieve
a “no net loss” of vernal pool habitat including viable populations of San Diego button-celery,
spreading navarretia, San Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy shrimp. The proposed
restoration site at the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area is part of a large block of conserved
habitat within the MSCP preserve, including the Otay River Valley, the SR-125 restoration site,
and Johnson Canyon. Upon project completion, the enhanced and restored pools will be within a
334-acre conservation area that is connected to the MSCP preserve in a configuration that
maintains habitat functions and species viability.

Importantly, two areas, previously approved for development, will be conserved. These two
areas support the vernal pool species addressed by this biological opinion and suitable restoration
habitat. The conservation of these two areas removes the threat of development, increases the
MSCP preserve by approximately 100 acres, and increases the distance between what was
originally contemplated for conservation under the MSCP and the adjacent development.
Therefore, despite the loss of occupied vernal pool habitat at the overlapping project sites, no
appreciable reduction in the numbers, reproduction, or distribution of San Diego button-celery,
spreading navarretia, San Diego fairy shrimp, or Riverside fairy shrimp is expected.

Indirect Effects

The proposed project will introduce development adjacent to extant pools occupied by the

San Diego and/or Riverside fairy shrimp to the west of Otay Business Park and to pools proposed
by this project to be preserved (i.e., Otay Crossings onsite preserve). Indirect effects of particular
concern to the four vernal pool species are changes to hydrology and water quality, erosion and
sedimentation into the vernal pool basins, and the invasion of non-native vegetation within the
basin and/or the adjacent watershed. Modifications to the hydrology of vernal pools can alter the
distribution of other vernal pool flora and fauna that are influenced by the length and frequency
of water inundation (Bauder 1987, 2000). For instance, non-native plant species can become
more prevalent in disturbed vernal pools when the periods of water inundation are reduced, while
freshwater marsh species can expand into disturbed vernal pools when the periods of inundation
are increased.

Modification of a pool’s hydrology can also affect germination, flowering, and seed production
of San Diego button-celery and spreading navarretia and the reproductive cycle of San Diego and
Riverside fairy shrimp. As an example, irrigation of artificial landscapes adjacent to vernal pools
can saturate the soils and alter the timing and duration of inundation in vernal pools, causing
hatching of cysts or germination of seeds at inappropriate times for their phenology. Artificial
landscapes may also be laden with fertilizers and pesticides that can alter the specific water
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chemistry (Gonzalez et al. 1996) and temperature (Hathaway and Simovich 1996) required by
San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp and negatively affect their ability to mature and reproduce
(Gonzalez et al. 1996, Holtz 2003). San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp are
“osmoregulators” that maintain constant internal chemical concentrations, but they cannot
tolerate wide extremes in sodium or bicarbonate concentrations so they are vulnerable to
contaminants in runoff waters and watershed quality that alter levels of salts and alkalinity
(Service 1998a).

Implementation of the conservation measures summarized in the Project Description section of
this biological opinion are anticipated to avoid, minimize, and offset the indirect impacts
associated with development of the three projects. Conservation Measures 9 through 12 include
actions that will be taken to avoid and minimize indirect effects. Permanent fencing and signs
will be installed around the development footprint to reduce human encroachment into the onsite
conservation areas. Best management practices will be implemented to address erosion,
sedimentation, and contaminants during construction. Temporary fencing (with silt barriers) will
be installed at the limits of project impacts (including construction staging areas and access
routes) to prevent additional sensitive habitat impacts and to prevent the spread of silt from the
construction zone into adjacent habitats to be avoided. No non-native plant species, that may be
invasive to native habitats, will be used in the landscaping adjacent to any conserved areas. In
addition, to ensure that these measures are implemented, biological monitors will be on site
during construction.

Indirect impacts are also of concern at the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area. Vernal pool
restoration/enhancement will occur in and around extant pools within this conserved site. In
addition to these extant pools, the SR-125 restoration site is located adjacent to the two areas
proposed to be actively restored by the project proponents for the Otay Business Park and Otay
Crossings projects. However, the restoration will not impact the watersheds of extant pools and
is expected to result in an increase in the amount of vernal pool basin area occupied by San
Diego button-celery, spreading navarretia, San Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy shrimp.
In addition, Conservation Measure 4 requires the restoration grading activities at the Lonestar
Ridge East and West conservation parcels to be timed to avoid wet weather in order to minimize
potential impacts (e.g., siltation) to the extant vernal pools. Overall, the potential indirect
impacts of the proposed development on listed vernal pool species and their habitat is expected
to be addressed by the conservation measures committed to by the project proponents.

San Diego Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat

The three overlapping projects when fully implemented will result in the permanent loss of 200
acres of designated critical habitat, including 1.2 acres of basin area (PCE 1) and approximately
199 acres of associated uplands (PCE 2), for the San Diego fairy shrimp within Subunit 5D
(Figure 10). Subunit 5D is 240 acres and is one of 8 subunits that comprise Unit 5 (San Diego,
Southern Coastal Mesa). Designated critical habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp totals 2,931
acres of which 1,634 acres are within Unit 5. The loss of 200 acres represents an 83 percent
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Figure 10. Project impacts to San Diego fairy shrimp critical habitat.
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reduction in the extent of Subunit 5D and an approximately 12 percent reduction in Unit 5. The
impact to the overall designation is less, but still represents a 7 percent reduction.

In addition to the direct loss of PCEs, the project will fragment the 40 acres of remaining critical
habitat into 28 acres of critical habitat on the west of the overall project site and 13 acres to the
east (within the Otay Crossings onsite open space). Fragmentation and isolation of vernal pools
can threaten the important ecological and mutualistic processes that link vernal pools to each
other and the surrounding uplands (Service 1998a). Such ecological and mutualistic processes
involve insects that pollinate the vernal pools plants and mammals and birds that disperse flora
and fauna between vernal pools, including fairy shrimp.

Vernal pool organisms are typically defined by the complex in which they occur, in part because
gene flow between complexes appears to be extremely low (Fugate 1993, Davies 1996).
Isolation of pools or modification of the natural watershed potentially compromises gene flow,
resulting in a loss of genetic variability and an increased susceptibility to extinction and reduced
fitness (Bohonak 2005, Soulé 1986). Further, because a large number of endemic species occur
within vernal pool complex assemblages due to local adaptations to climate and environmental
variables, a high degree of genetic differentiation exists among complex assemblages (Bohonak
2005).

The primary function of Unit 5 is to maintain the ecological distribution and genetic diversity of
the species, as well as continuity in the range between the U.S. and Mexico. Impacts to 200 acres
of designated critical habitat and the associated PCEs will be offset through the preservation and
enhancement of PCEs within 254 acres of designated critical habitat in Subunit 5B (Lonestar
Ridge) and 13 acres located in Subunit 5D (Otay Crossings onsite open space).

A minimum of 5.68 acres of vernal pool basin area (PCE 1) will be enhanced and restored within
the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area. In addition, approximately 250 acres of the surrounding
upland areas (PCE 2) within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area will be enhanced by the
removal of non-native grasses and the establishment of native shrubs, grasses, and forbs.
Minimal enhancement is proposed for the open space area on Otay Crossings; however, the site
will be preserved and managed, thereby preserving the opportunity to enhance the PCEs in the
future. Genetic diversity will be maintained through the salvage and translocation of cysts from
the project site. Therefore, we expect that the primary functions of Unit 5 will be maintained and
enhanced through the proposed preservation, enhancement, and salvage efforts. Table 7
summarizes the extent of critical habitat being conserved by each project and Table 10
summarizes the acreage of basin area to be enhanced and restored by each project within the
Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area.

Overall, following project implementation, we expect an increase in the area and function of
occupied vernal pool habitat within Unit 5. In particular, the acreage of ponded water (PCE 1)
will be more than doubled and the function (e.g., duration of ponding) will be improved through
the restoration and enhancement of the vernal pool basins and supporting watersheds (PCE 2)
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within critical habit Subunit 5B ( Lonestar Ridge). Subunit 5B where the restoration will occur
and Subunit 5D where project impacts will occur are both subunits within overall critical habitat
Unit 5.

The increase in PCEs within Subunit 5B will offset the loss in Subunit 5D and ensure that the
overall function of Unit 5 is maintained and improved. Furthermore, the Lonestar Ridge
Conservation Area is adjacent to an existing Caltrans vernal pool restoration site, which is also
within Subunit 5B of designated critical habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp. Conservation of
designated critical habitat at the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area significantly increases the
amount of designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp that will be assured long-term
protection and management. Thus, we conclude that the proposed action, including construction
of the SR-11 and the Port of Entry, Otay Crossings, and Otay Business Park projects, will not
appreciably diminish the capability of designated critical habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp
to satisfy the requirements essential to the survival and recovery of this species.

Effect on Recovery

Habitat favorable for vernal pool formation consists of coastal terraces with an underlying iron-
silica impervious soil layer or layers with undulating landscapes, where soil mounds are
interspersed with basins, swales, and drainages (Service 1998a). The three overlapping project
sites support at least 200 acres of habitat favorable for vernal pools. As stated above,
approximately 95 to 97 percent of vernal pool habitat within San Diego County has been
destroyed; therefore, the loss of remaining habitat that facilitates vernal pool formation will
reduce the amount of suitable land available for restoration and re-introduction opportunities of
vernal pools, potentially limiting the recovery of listed vernal pool species.

Although the vernal pools on the project sites are highly disturbed, they do support populations
of San Diego button-celery, spreading navarretia, San Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy
shrimp. The site also supports considerable areas of restorable habitat, including at least 1 acre
of unoccupied basin area. Unoccupied pools represent restorable habitat for all four species.
Thus, the onsite habitat has value to the recovery of vernal pool species because it supports the
life cycle functions (e.g., soils, hydrology) of these species in some areas and also contains the
appropriate soils needed to restore these critical functions in other areas.

The vernal pool recovery plan has not yet been updated to address and clarify the suite of vernal
pool complexes now known to support these four species; therefore, we are evaluating potential
impacts to vernal pool complexes occupied by listed vernal pool species on a project-specific
basis to determine the impact of the project on the recovery of these species. For complexes that
are not identified specifically in the vernal pool recovery plan, such as the complexes on the
project site, the Service has supported a conservation strategy8 that allows impacts to disturbed,
unmanaged vernal pools in exchange for preservation, restoration, and management of vernal

8 For other projects using this approach, please refer to the Robinhood Ridge biological opinion (Service 1998b) and California
Terraces biological opinion (Service 1997).
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pools in a biologically defensible configuration (e.g., substantial connection to biological open
space minimizes edge effects) that helps ensure their long-term viability and supports recovery of
the species. Because the onsite habitat at the project site is highly disturbed with no management
actions in existence or planned, the Service determined that following this same conservation
approach would not preclude recovery of the San Diego button-celery, spreading navarretia, San
Diego, and Riverside fairy shrimp.

Specifically, to avoid, minimize, and offset the project impacts, including eliminating 200 acres
of occupied and restorable habitat (i.e., Salinas clay, Diablo Clay, and Huerhuero soils on Otay
Mesa), the project proponent for the Otay Crossings project reduced the project footprint such
that some of the restorable vernal pool habitat will be maintained and managed within designated
open space at the Otay Crossings project site (Figures 2 and 4). The eastern portion of the site
was considered more suitable for restoration and enhancement actions because it is adjacent to
undeveloped areas that abut Otay Mountain Wilderness Areas. In addition, significant vernal
pool resources will be preserved, restored, and enhanced within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation
Area, an area identified in the vernal pool recovery plan as necessary to stabilize San Diego
button-celery, spreading navarretia, San Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy shrimp.
Preservation of the Lonestar Ridge West and East conservation parcels increases the value of the
existing conserved habitat in the area. In addition, by eliminating the two permitted development
‘bubbles’, the configuration of the MSCP preserve is greatly improved (Figure 11).

The proposed restoration and enhancement will be consistent with the vernal pool recovery plan
Task 2 (i.e., to reestablish vernal pool habitat to historic structure and composition, and Task 3
(i.e., to rehabilitate and enhance secured vernal pool habitats and their constituent species). The
vernal pool recovery plan also emphasizes the need to manage and monitor protected habitat (see
Recovery Tasks 4 and 5). Consistent with these tasks, the restoration and enhancement areas will
be preserved and managed in perpetuity by a natural lands manager after the initial installation
and 5-year monitoring period. The project is expected to result in a net increase in the acreage
and quality of vernal pool habitat occupied by San Diego button-celery, spreading navarretia, San
Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy shrimp on Otay Mesa. Thus, the life cycle functions
(e.g., soils, hydrology) of the existing onsite habitat to the four listed vernal pool species will be
replaced and improved, and the overall project will be consistent with the habitat protection and
management goals outlined in the vernal pool recovery plan for these species.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly
Direct Effects

Implementation of the three overlapping projects will impact approximately 450 acres of suitable
habitat for the Quino checkerspot butterfly (see Table 2). This is likely an overestimate of the
occupied habitat on site since most of the impact area is low quality and only a small number of
individual Quino checkerspot butterflies have been observed on the project sites.
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Quantifying the number of Quino checkerspot butterflies within the project impact areas is
difficult for a number of reasons. The exact distribution and population size is difficult to
estimate due to the fluctuations in population numbers from year to year in response to weather
patterns and other biotic and abiotic factors. Furthermore, the species is hard to detect due to its
small body size and diapause life stage. Due to these constraints, the precise number of Quino
checkerspot butterfly that may be supported within the project areas is not known. As discussed
above in the Environmental Baseline section, multiple surveys for this species have been
completed for the Quino checkerspot butterfly (Table 5); however, butterflies have only been
observed in 2001 (three butterflies) and 2005 (one butterfly) within the project footprints.
Nonetheless, butterflies may occasionally occupy the site given its proximity to high quality
occupied habitat; therefore, we anticipate that some individual Quino checkerspot butterfly eggs,
larvae, and pupae will be crushed as a result of vegetation clearing and grading activities to
facilitate construction of the three projects. In addition, any adult Quino checkerspot butterflies
supported by the sites (i.e., using available nectar sources and host plants for foraging and
reproduction) will be harmed by the habitat loss/degradation caused by the development of the
sites.

Impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat will be offset through the preservation and
enhancement of 196 acres of suitable habitat within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area and
an additional 10 acres of suitable habitat on site at the Otay Crossings project site for a total of
203 acres (Figures 3 and 4). Caltrans will preserve and enhance 87 acres of suitable habitat for
the species within the Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel, and the project proponents for
the Otay Business Park will preserve and enhance 69 acres within the Lonestar Ridge East
conservation parcels. Otay Crossings will preserve and manage 10 acres on site and enhance an
additional 40 acres within the Lonestar Ridge East parcels.

In addition to the preservation and enhancement efforts, all three projects have committed to
restore Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area. The
goal for these restoration efforts is to preserve existing stands of the native flora important to the
butterfly (host plants and adult nectar sources), seed the sites with additional native host plants
and nectar plants, and control nonnative plant species growth and reproduction so that non-native
species do not out-compete native flora. The project proponents for the SR-11 and Port of Entry
project will establish 17 focused planting areas’ for the butterfly within their restoration site as
well as control the non-native grasses on site. The project proponents for the Otay Crossings
project will focus their efforts within a 5-acre area on one of their Lonestar Ridge East
conservation parcels adjacent to an area where the Quino checkerspot butterfly has been observed
in the past. The project proponents for the Otay Business Park will establish six focused planting
areas within their Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels.

% Focused planting areas are approximately 30 feet in diameter, will have compacted soils that retard the invasion of weeds and
allow for Quino checkerspot butterfly basking areas, and are heavily seeded to have large amounts of host and nectar plants for
the butterfly.



Figure 11. Lonestar Ridge, San Diego fairy shrimp critical habitat and the MSCP preserve.
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Restoration of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat is still experimental. We have only a few sites
that have attempted to restore habitat for the butterfly, and no restoration sites that have been
subsequently occupied by butterflies. Nonetheless, we believe that the revegetation program has
a high potential to successfully restore or create habitat suitable for Quino checkerspot butterfly
and thus, over the long term, will possibly increase the extent of suitable habitat for the species
within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area and onsite at the Otay Crossing project site. The
three restoration projects will benefit from the lessons learned by Caltrans on their adjacent SR-
125 restoration site regarding techniques that were successful and those that were not successful.
In addition, several ongoing research projects are being conducted in San Diego to test different
methods of controlling weeds and enhancing habitat for the Quino checkerspot butterfly.
Preliminary results from these studies should be available before the restoration work is
complete.

Similar to the restoration efforts for the vernal pool species, restoration of Quino checkerspot
butterfly habitat has the potential to affect individual butterflies occupying the proposed
restoration sites. Quino checkerspot butterflies have not been observed within the Lonestar
Ridge Conservation Area since 2004 (HELIX 2004), when butterflies were observed on the
Caltrans-owned Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel and on the Lonestar Ridge East
conservation parcels purchased by the project proponents for the Otay Crossing project. During
subsequent surveys, no individuals were observed (HELIX 2005b; 2005¢; 2006b; 2006c¢; 2007a;
2007b; Caltrans 2011); however, the butterflies are difficult to detect when they occur in low
numbers. Therefore, there is a small likelihood that Quino checkerspot butterflies may inhabit
the proposed restoration areas.

To verify the absence of the Quino checkerspot butterfly from the restoration areas within the
Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel, Caltrans will conduct preconstruction surveys for this
species prior to initiating any ground disturbing activities. In addition, beginning the first spring
following restoration implementation and occurring each consecutive year thereafter during the 5
years of restoration monitoring, Caltrans will conduct protocol level surveys for adult Quino
checkerspot butterflies at the Lonestar Ridge West restoration site.

In the event Quino checkerspot butterfly adults are observed at the restoration sites within the
Lonestar Ridge West conservation parcel during the restoration monitoring period, Caltrans will
initiate cluster webbing surveys for pre-diapause Quino checkerspot butterfly larvae at both the
Quino checkerspot butterfly and vernal pool restoration areas 4 weeks after the first reported
adult is observed (per the Service website for Quino protocol level surveying). These pre-
diapause surveys will be conducted once a week for 4 weeks. To avoid potential impact to
Quino checkerspot larvae, areas where webbing is detected will be flagged, and only hand
weeding will occur within 30 feet of the flagging. In addition, the Lonestar Ridge West
restoration site will be monitored for post-diapause Quino checkerspot butterfly caterpillars (i.e.,
larvae) by an experienced Service-approved biologist. The monitoring will occur at the initiation
of weeding during the post-diapause season. If Quino checkerspot butterfly caterpillars are
detected, the biologist will assist weed control crews with caterpillar detection. Crews will look
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for caterpillars while weeding and will avoid trampling caterpillars or dot-seed plantain plants.
Areas where Quino checkerspot butterfly caterpillars are detected will be flagged, and only hand
weeding will occur within 100 feet of the flagging. In addition, all personnel conducting
restoration activities will be trained by a Service-approved biologist to recognize Quino
checkerspot butterfly caterpillars. The Service-approved biologist will be on site during all
weeding operations to assist weed control crew with Quino checkerspot butterfly caterpillar
identification. Because most of the restoration site is likely unsuitable habitat for the Quino
checkerspot butterly and avoidance measures will be implemented in the event the species is
detected, the restoration activities are not expected to result in the death or injury of individual
Quino checkerspot butterfly.

Although nectar and host plants for the Quino checkerspot butterfly are present on the Lonestar
Ridge East conservation parcels, these areas are dominated by non-native grasslands, and there
are no available Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys that document the species presence within
these areas. Thus, the restoration activities conducted by the project proponents for Otay
Crossings and Otay Business Park within the Lonestar East conservation parcels are not expected
to impact Quino checkerspot butterfly.

Indirect Effects

Indirect effects to Quino checkerspot butterfly from construction activities may include fugitive
dust and the introduction of non-native plant species. The prevailing winds blow from the west,
thus any indirect effects associated with increased dust and non-native plant introductions will
most likely occur on the habitat to be conserved on the eastern edge of Otay Crossings and on the
higher quality habitat located on the lower slopes of Otay Mountain.

Fugitive dust produced by construction could disperse onto native vegetation, including nectar
resources and larval host plant for the Quino checkerspot butterfly, which may reduce the overall
vigor of individual plants by reducing their photosynthetic capabilities and increasing their
susceptibility to pests or disease. This in turn could affect individual Quino checkerspot
butterflies dependent on these plants for food and reproduction. To minimize impacts from dust
during construction, active construction areas and unpaved surfaces will be sprayed with water in
accordance with Conservation Measure 14.

Disturbed areas that are invaded by non-native vegetation can promote the spread of non-native
vegetation outside of direct impact areas. Non-native plants have been shown to displace Quino
checkerspot butterfly host plants, which appear to be poor competitors against non-native grasses
(Service 2003b). In addition to displacing larval host plants, nonnative annuals have been shown
to replace nectar sources (Service 2003b). Because nearly all three overlapping project sites and
most of the surrounding area is already characterized by non-native grassland, a detectable
increase in the spread of non-native species, which can be linked to construction of the three
projects, is not anticipated. In addition, the three project proponents have committed to prevent
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any Cal-IPC Invasive Plant Inventory species (see Conservation Measure 10) from being used in
their landscaping plant palettes.

Effect on Recovery

Plan implementation does not conflict with the goals and objectives of the Quino checkerspot
butterfly recovery plan which are to: 1) protect and manage habitat supporting known occurrence
complexes and connectivity between them, 2) maintain or create resilient populations, and 3)
conduct research. The habitat to be impacted is marginal habitat for Quino checkerspot butterfly,
only a few butterflies have been observed in any one survey, and no butterflies were observed
during the most recent surveys. Higher quality habitat is being conserved and managed on Otay
Mountain and within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area, which is consistent with the goals
of the recovery plan. Moreover, development of the three projects will have a negligible effect
on the distribution of habitat that supports Quino checkerspot butterfly occurrence complexes or
the viability of local metapopulations.

Otay Tarplant Critical Habitat

The Otay Crossing project site includes 32 acres of designated critical habitat for the Otay tarplant
within Subunit 3C, which is one of three subunits included in Unit 3 of the designation. None of
the areas identified as critical habitat on the project site support individuals of the species, although
PCEs including appropriate elevation, clay soils, and grassland and open sage scrub habitats are
present within portions of the site. All PCEs within approximately 25 acres of the 316-acre subunit
will be removed during construction of the Otay Crossings project, which is about 8 percent of
Subunit 3C. The impact occurs along the southwest corner of this subunit, contiguous with
adjacent development along this subunits western border. Thus, while the loss of 25 more acres of
this subunit reduces the overall area remaining to about 236 acres, this impact will not further
fragment the overall subunit. In addition, 7 acres of the subunit will be conserved within the onsite
open space, which will provide at least some buffer between the Otay Crossing development and
the remaining central and eastern portions of the subunit. Designated critical habitat for Otay
tarplant includes 6,330 acres of which 2,250 acres is located within Unit 3. Therefore, the loss of
25 acres represents 0.4 percent of the original designation and about 1 percent of Unit 3.

Critical habitat was designated for Otay tarplant using a 100-meter UTM grid. The use of a grid
and the mapping scale used to define critical habitat for Otay tarplant captures some areas not
essential to the conservation of the species. Some of the acreage to be impacted by the Otay
Crossings project fall into this category as they are located in the outermost corner of Unit 3 and
include areas that do not contain PCEs (e.g., drainages). As stated above, under the Status of the
Species section of this biological opinion, Unit 3 was designated because it contains multiple large
Otay tarplant populations that are capable of producing large numbers of individuals in good
years. Due to the small extent and location of the impact at the edge of the unit and because no
known “large populations capable of producing large numbers of individuals™ will be impacted by
development of the Otay Crossings project, the loss of PCEs within up to 25 acres of Otay tarplant
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designated critical habitat will not appreciably diminish the role or function of Unit 3, or the
overall critical habitat designation, to support recovery of the Otay tarplant.

The Lonestar Ridge East conservation parcels, including areas along Johnson Canyon and the
portion of the site acquired by the Otay Crossings project, support suitable habitat for Otay
tarplant. While these areas are not designated critical habitat for Otay tarplant, they provide the
essential habitat features necessary to support the species, as evidenced by the major occurrence
of this plant within the 23-acre area of conserved lands (Figure 3) that are contiguous with Otay
Crossings Lonestar Ridge East parcels. The conservation and long-term management of these
areas will more than offset the small loss of designated critical habitat for the Otay tarplant
within subunit 3C.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, Tribal, local, or private actions that are
reasonably certain to occur in the action area considered in this biological opinion. Future
Federal actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section
because they require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Act. We are unaware of
any future non-Federal actions that are reasonably certain to occur within the action area and may
affect the San Diego button-celery, spreading navarretia, Riverside fairy shrimp, San Diego and
its designated critical habitat, Quino checkerspot butterfly, or designated critical habitat for Otay
tarplant.

CONCLUSION

After reviewing the current status of the San Diego button-celery, spreading navarretia,
Riverside fairy shrimp, San Diego fairy shrimp and its designated critical habitat, Quino
checkerspot butterfly, and designated critical habitat for the Otay tarplant; the environmental
baseline for the action area; effects of the proposed action; and the cumulative effects, it is our
biological opinion that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
the San Diego button-celery, spreading navarretia, San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy
shrimp, or Quino checkerspot butterfly and is not likely to result in the destruction or adverse
modification of designated critical habitat for the San Diego fairy shrimp or Otay tarplant. We
reached these conclusions by considering the following:

All Species
e Adverse effects to all federally listed species will be reduced with implementation of the

avoidance and minimization measures identified in the Project Description section of this
biological opinion.
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With implementation of the proposed conservation measures, project-related impacts to
federally listed species will be fully offset by conservation and restoration consistent with
the recovery goals of the species.

Conservation of approximately 100 acres of lands previously authorized for development
will increase the size of the MSCP preserve thereby supporting recovery of the federally
listed species addressed in this biological opinion.

Vernal Pool Species and San Diego Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat

All of the individual pools to be impacted are highly degraded and subject to ongoing
threats due to lack of management.

The loss of 0.19 acre of basin area, including 1 pool occupied by San Diego button-
celery, spreading navarretia, and San Diego fairy shrimp, 10 pools occupied just by San
Diego fairy shrimp, 2 pools occupied by Riverside fairy shrimp, and 3 pools occupied by
both San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp, will be offset through preservation,
restoration, enhancement and perpetual management of 5.68 acres of vernal pool basin
area within the 334-acre Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area. Approximately 1.66 acres
and 0.28 acre of the restored and enhanced vernal pools will support San Diego fairy
shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp, respectively. In addition 56 basins will be seeded
with San Diego button celery and 2 basins will be seeded with spreading navarretia. This
action is expected to result in over seven times the amount of San Diego fairy shrimp and
Riverside fairy shrimp vernal pool habitat being impacted.

The restoration and enhancement actions proposed are expected to be successful because
the restoration/enhancement will be implemented in an area that likely supported vernal
pools historically (soil types necessary to sustain vernal pool habitat are present) and the
methods proposed for this restoration/enhancement effort have been successful on an
adjacent site.

The conservation anticipated by the three projects support recovery of the San Diego
button-celery, spreading navarretia, San Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy shrimp
because it is consistent with the overall habitat protection and management goals outlined
in the vernal pool recovery plan (Service 1998a); specifically, the project is expected to
result in a net increase in the acreage and quality of the vernal pools occupied by these
four species on Otay Mesa through the preservation, restoration, enhancement, and
management of a total of 5.6 acres of vernal pools within the Lonestar Ridge
Conservation Area in a configuration that maintains habitat function and species viability.

Development of the three overlapping projects will result in the loss of PCEs within 200
acres or 83 percent of Subunit 5D of designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy
shrimp; however, 254 acres of designated critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp
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within Subunit 5B will be preserved in perpetuity at the Lonestar Ridge Conservation
Area where PCEs will be enhanced and managed. In addition, 13 acres of designated
critical for San Diego fairy shrimp within Subunit 5D will be preserved within the Otay
Crossing’s onsite open space.

The Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area is adjacent to an existing Caltrans vernal pool
restoration site, which is also within Subunit 5B of designated critical habitat for the San
Diego fairy shrimp; thus, the conservation of designated critical habitat at the Lonestar
Ridge Conservation Area significantly increases the amount of designated critical habitat
for San Diego fairy shrimp that will be assured long-term protection and management.

Because the loss of 200 acres of San Diego fairy shrimp designated critical habitat within
critical habitat Unit 5 (1,634 acres) will be fully offset by conservation efforts with a high
success of improving the overall status of the species, this loss is not expected to
appreciably diminish the role or function of the overall critical habitat designation (2,931
acres) to support recovery of the San Diego fairy shrimp.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

Relatively few Quino checkerspot butterflies have been observed on the three project
sites, which constitute a very small portion of the rangewide distribution of the species.

Nectar resources and larval host plants will be enhanced and managed within the Lonestar
Ridge Conservation Area.

The proposed conservation measures will minimize potential direct and indirect impacts
to Quino checkerspot butterfly and help protect habitat within the Lonestar Ridge
Conservation Area that may be important to regional metapopulation dynamics and
recovery of the species.

Otay Tarplant Critical Habitat

The loss of 25 acres of designated critical habitat for the Otay tarplant within Unit 3
(2,250 acres) will be offset by the conservation of areas supporting the essential habitat
features necessary to support the species; thus, this small loss of designated critical
habitat is not expected to appreciably diminish the role or function of the overall critical
habitat to support recovery of the Otay tarplant.

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulation pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the take
of endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is defined
as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage
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in any such conduct. Harm is further defined to include significant habitat modification or
degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential
behavior patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined as intentional or
negligent actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to
significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding,
feeding, or sheltering. Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose
of, the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. Under the terms of Section 7(b)(4) and
7(0)(2) of the Act, taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of the proposed action is
not considered to be prohibited taking under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance
with the terms and conditions of this incidental take statement.

The measures described below are non-discretionary, and must be undertaken by the Corps,
FHWA, and/or the Applicants (i.e., Caltrans; Otay Crossings Commerce Park, LLC; or Otay
Business Park, LLC) in order for the exemption in section 7(0)(2) to apply. FHWA has the
continuing duty to regulate the SR-11 and Port of Entry activity that is covered by this incidental
take statement. The Corps has the continuing duty to regulate the Otay Crossings and Otay
Business Park project activities that are covered by this incidental take statement. If the Corps or
FHWA, as specified above for the individual projects, or the Applicant for each project (1) fails
to adhere to the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement through enforceable terms
that are added to the permit or grant document, and/or (2) fail to retain oversight to ensure
compliance with these terms and conditions, the protective coverage of section 7(0)(2) may
lapse.

To monitor the impact of incidental take, the Corps or FHWA, as specified above for the
individual projects, or the Applicant for each project must report the progress of the action and
its impact on the species to the Service as specified in the incidental take statement [SO CFR
§402.14(1)(3)].

AMOUNT OR EXTENT OF TAKE
San Diego and Riverside Fairy Shrimp

It is not possible to determine the precise number of San Diego or Riverside fairy shrimp that
will be impacted by the proposed project. The exact population size of fairy shrimp species is
difficult to estimate due to the dynamic conditions associated with their habitat. The
reproductive success of fairy shrimp is dependent on seasonal fluctuations in their habitat, such
as presence or absence of water during specific times of the year, duration of inundation, and
other environmental factors that likely include specific salinity, conductivity, dissolved solids,
and pH levels. Therefore, the population of fairy shrimp in any given pool varies dramatically.

We anticipate that San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp cysts in vernal pool habitat
within the project footprint of Otay Crossings and Otay Business Park will be taken in the form
of harm by grading, excavating, and filling the basins they occupy and their watersheds. We
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anticipate that some of the translocated cysts will survive in the restored pools, but many will be
destroyed during the process of collecting and transferring them to the restored pools. In
addition, cysts will be salvaged from pools within the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area, stored,
and re-introduced into restored or enhanced pools. It is anticipated that some cysts will be killed
during the salvage and restoration/monitoring effort. Because the precise number of individual
San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp cysts harmed or killed cannot be determined,
take exemptions are set as follows:

Project Sites

1. Eleven pools occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp, two pools occupied by Riverside fairy
shrimp, and three pools occupied by both species within the Otay Crossings and Otay
Business Park project sites will be impacted. The amount or extent of incidental take
exempted at the project sites will be exceeded if more than 14 pools (0.337 acre) of
occupied San Diego fairy shrimp or 5 pools of occupied Riverside fairy shrimp (0.186 acre)
are impacted. These thresholds are further defined for each project as follows:

a) The incidental take exemption for the Otay Crossings project will be exceeded if more
than one pool [116 square feet (0.003 acre)] supporting both San Diego and Riverside
fairy shrimp is impacted.

b) The incidental take exemption for Otay Business Park project will be exceeded if more
than 13 pools (0.334 acre) occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp or more than 4 pools
(0.183 acre) occupied by Riverside fairy shrimp are impacted.

No incidental take of San Diego or Riverside fairy shrimp is anticipated at the project site for the
SR-11 and Port of Entry project, and none is exempted;

Restoration Site

2. Restoration activities may result in mortality of a small number of cysts within 17 pools
that are occupied by San Diego fairy shrimp and one pool that is occupied by Riverside
fairy shrimp at Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area. The amount or extent of incidental take
at the restoration site will be exceeded if more than 17 pools of occupied San Diego fairy
shrimp or 1 pool occupied by Riverside fairy shrimp are recontoured. These take
exemptions are further defined for each project as follows:

a) The incidental take exemption for the SR-11 and Port of Entry project will be exceeded
if more than 14 pools supporting San Diego fairy shrimp or 1 pool supporting Riverside
fairy shrimp are impacted.

b) The incidental take exemption for Otay Crossings project will be exceeded if more than
4 pools supporting San Diego fairy shrimp are impacted.
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c) The incidental take exemption for the Otay Business Park project will be exceeded if
more than 1 pool supporting San Diego fairy shrimp is impacted.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

Quantifying the precise number of individual Quino checkerspot butterflies that may be
incidentally taken is not possible because the butterfly’s small body size and diapause life stage
make the observation or detection of mortality highly unlikely and actual numbers and losses of
future population cohorts will fluctuate unpredictably in response to weather patterns and other
biotic and abiotic factors across the life of the project. Because we cannot provide the precise
number of individual Quino checkerspot butterflies that are likely to be taken with
implementation of the proposed action, take exemptions are provided as follows:

3. Death or injury of Quino checkerspot butterfly eggs, larvae, and pupae from crushing,
trampling, or burial during habitat clearing activities within up to 450 acres of Quino
checkerspot butterfly habitat during construction of the SR-11 and Port of Entry, Otay
Crossings, and Otay Business Park projects; and harm to adult Quino checkerspot
butterflies supported within this same 450-acre impact area. The amount or extent of
incidental take will be exceeded if more than 450 acres of Quino checkerspot butterfly
habitat is impacted during construction of the proposed projects. These take exemptions
are further defined for each project as follows:

a) The incidental take exemption for SR-11 and the Port of Entry project will be exceeded
if more than 175 acres of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat is impacted.

b) The incidental take exemption for the Otay Crossings project will be exceeded if more
than 163 acres of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat is impacted.

c) The incidental take exemption for the Otay Business Park project will be exceeded if
more than 111 acres of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat is impacted.

No take of Quino checkerspot butterfly is anticipated in association with restoration activities at
the Lonestar Ridge Conservation Area, and none is exempted.

EFFECT OF THE TAKE

In the accompanying biological opinion, the Service determined that this level of take is not
likely to result in jeopardy to the San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp, or the Quino
checkerspot butterfly.
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REASONABLE AND PRUDENT MEASURES

The Corps, FHWA, and/or Applicants will implement numerous conservation measures as part
of the proposed action to avoid, minimize, and offset the incidental take of San Diego fairy
shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp, and Quino checkerspot butterfly during construction and
implementation of the proposed projects, including during enhancement and restoration
activities. Our evaluation of the proposed action is based on the assumption that the actions as
set forth in the “Conservation Measures” section of this biological opinion will be implemented.
Any changes to the conservation measures proposed by the Corps, FHWA, and/or Applicants, or
in the conditions under which project activities were evaluated, may constitute a modification of
the proposed action. If this modification causes an effect to the San Diego fairy shrimp,
Riverside fairy shrimp, or Quino checkerspot butterfly that was not considered in this biological
opinion, reinitiation of formal consultation pursuant to the implementing regulations of section
7(a)(2) of the Act (50 CFR § 402.16) may be warranted. In addition to these conservation
measures, the following reasonable and prudent measures are necessary and appropriate to
monitor and report the incidental take of San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp and
Quino checkerspot butterfly to provide a trigger for reinitiation of consultation, if necessary.

1. The Corps or FHWA, as specified above for the individual projects, or Applicant for
each project will monitor and report on compliance with the established take
exemptions for the San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp prior to and
following construction impacting occupied pools at the project site.

2. The Corps or FHWA, as specified above for the individual projects or Applicant for
each project will monitor and report on compliance with the established take
exemptions for the Quino checkerspot butterfly on the Lonestar Ridge East
conservation parcels.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

To be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the Act, the Corps, FHWA, and/or the
Applicants (project proponents) must comply with the following terms and conditions, which
implements the reasonable and prudent measures described above. These terms and conditions
are non-discretionary.

1.1 If construction of the SR-11 and POE, Otay Crossings Park, or Otay Business Park is
not initiated within 2 years of issuance of this biological opinion, the Corps, FHWA
and/or Applicants will submit documentation to the Service prior to the initiation of
project construction demonstrating that the distribution of San Diego fairy shrimp and
Riverside fairy shrimp has not changed from the baseline condition described in this
biological opinion (i.e., the number and distribution of pools occupied by San Diego
fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp has not changed).
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1.2 The Corps, FHWA, and/or Applicants will provide reports to the Service consistent
with Conservation Measures 5g documenting the total number and acreage of pools
occupied by the San Diego fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp within the project
footprint at the SR-11and Port of Entry, Otay Crossings Park, and Otay Business Park
project sites and demonstrating that authorized impacts to these species were not
exceeded.

2.1 Prior to initiation of any restoration activities on the Lonestar Ridge East conservation
parcels, the Corps and/or the Applicants for the Otay Business Park and Otay
Crossings projects will demonstrate that the distribution of Quino checkerspot
butterfly has not changed from the condition described in this biological opinion.

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 7(a)(1) of the Act directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the
purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and
threatened species. Conservation recommendations are discretionary agency activities to
minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to
help implement recovery plans, or to develop information. We have not identified any
conservation recommendations beyond the conservation measures already being implemented by
the project proponents that would provide further benefit to the San Diego button-celery,
spreading navarretia, San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp, or Quino checkerspot
butterfly in the action area of the project.

REINITIATION NOTICE

This concludes formal consultation regarding the SR-11 and Port of Entry, Otay Crossings Park,
and Otay Business Park projects as outlined in materials submitted to us. As provided in 50 CFR
§402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary Federal agency
involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if (1) the
amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the agency
action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered
in this opinion; (3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect
to the listed species or critical habitat not considered in this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed
or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. In instances where the amount or
extent of incidental take is exceeded by any one of the three individual projects, the operations of
the individual project causing such take must cease pending a determination and discussion
between the Service and the responsible federal agency(s) (Corps and/or FHWA) regarding
reinitiation.
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If you have any questions regarding this biological opinion, please contact Fish and Wildife
Biologist Susan Wynn of this office at 760-431-9440, extension 216.

~Sincerely,

Kot O Coeloct

Jim A. Bartel
%(L Field Supervisor
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