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The purpose of this addendum is to attach a letter from the co-applicants – California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) – to the above-referenced staff report dated February 26, 2016, and respond
to one point within that letter.
The attached letter is added as Exhibit No. 8 to the staff report. Commission staff
recognizes that the letter recommends a clarification to Page 9 of the staff report.
Commission staff understands the recommendation to be the removal of the following
sentence from Page 9 of the staff report:
“Following approval of the subject PWP amendment, the PWP, as amended herein, will
provide the standard of review for NOIDs submitted for PWP specific projects.”
The comment letter suggests that this statement is confusing in the context of a report that
deals solely with the amendment of the NCC PWP/TREP, and which therefore is not
reviewing any NOIDs or authorizing the actual improvements. However, Commission
staff believes the sentence is accurate, clear, and appropriate. It is clear because both this
statement and the surrounding statements explain the types of reviews to which the
different standards apply. It is appropriate because it explains the implications of
amending the NCC PWP/TREP for future reviews of actual proposed improvements.
Therefore, Commission staff does not recommend any changes to its proposed findings.
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No. PWP-6-NCC-13-0203-1 for Public Hearing and Commission Action at the
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SYNOPSIS
The subject amendment to the North Coast Corridor Public Works Plan and
Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program (NCC PWP/TREP) was jointly
submitted by District 11 of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), and filed as complete on
February 5, 2016. The date by which the Commission must take action, absent an
extension of the time limit, is April 5, 2016. For those jurisdictions within the North
Coast Corridor (NCC) that do not have a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP), the
standard of review for the subject NCC PWP/TREP amendment is the Chapter 3 policies
of the Coastal Act. For those jurisdictions within the NCC that are certified, the standard
of review is the relevant corridor cities’ LCPs.
The proposed NCC PWP/TREP amendment is associated with Coastal Development
Permit (CDP 6-15-2092) and Notice of Impending Development (NOID NCC-NOID0005-15) applications submitted by Caltrans – which are also scheduled for Commission
review at the March 9, 2016 meeting. The subject amendment includes proposed
changes to the NCC PWP/TREP that must be heard and acted upon prior to consideration
of the related NOID. The standard of review for the associated NOID is the NCC
PWP/TREP, and without these proposed changes to the NCC PWP/TREP, the specific
project as submitted could not be found consistent with the NCC PWP/TREP. The
standard of review for the associated CDP is Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act with the NCC
PWP/TREP, as amended, to be used as guidance.
SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT REQUEST
The subject amendment to the NCC PWP/TREP consists of the following:
•

clarification of the location of Coastal Rail Trail segments;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

clarification of the location of rail station parking improvements;
addition of a new rail undercrossing south of San Elijo Lagoon in Solana Beach;
minor revisions to the community enhancements at Solana Hills Drive trailhead;
additional rock slope protection for bridge abutments and associated mitigation
and monitoring requirements;
allowance for equipment fueling near lagoons in instances when a 100 ft. setback
is not feasible, with additional standards and monitoring requirements;
modification of maps to identify the general locations of freeway lighting; and
addition of a new appendix to incorporate specific lighting design standards.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The North Coast Corridor Public Works Plan and Transportation and Resource
Enhancement Program (NCC PWP/TREP) was approved by the Commission on August
13, 2014 (PWP-6-NCC-13-0203-1). The NCC PWP/TREP, jointly prepared by Caltrans
and SANDAG, is a single integrated document for comprehensively planning, reviewing,
and permitting the transportation, community, and resource enhancement projects within
the NCC extending from La Jolla to Oceanside along the North San Diego County
coastline (Exhibit 1). The NCC PWP/TREP creates a framework within which identified
projects can be analyzed and implemented over the next 40 years under a coordinated
plan. The goal of this process is to optimize the suite of improvements so that
transportation goals are achieved in a manner that maintains and improves public access
while also maximizing protection and enhancement of the region’s significant sensitive
coastal resources.
The NCC PWP/TREP includes a Phasing Plan that provides an implementation schedule
for a series of rail, highway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian projects to improve and
maintain mobility and access to coastal recreational resources in the NCC. The NCC
PWP/TREP also includes a comprehensive restoration program designed to protect,
restore, and enhance sensitive coastal resources in the NCC as one means of mitigating
the potential resource impacts caused by implementation of the transportation and
community enhancement projects. The framework created within the Phasing Plan
creates linkages between these various project types to ensure that transportation
infrastructure improvements move forward in a balanced fashion as compared with
regional restoration efforts in order to protect and enhance coastal resources and to ensure
that mitigation for impacts caused by the project occurs in a timely manner in relation to
the associated impacts.
Chapter 5 of the NCC PWP/TREP (Coastal Development Policies and Resources) is
divided into ten sections (5.1 – Energy Conservation and Emissions Reduction; 5.2 –
Promotion of Public Transit and Smart Growth; 5.3 – Public Access and Recreation; 5.4
– Marine Resources; 5.5 – Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas and Special-Status
Species; 5.6 – Archaeological and Paleontological Resources; 5.7 – Coastal Visual
Resources; 5.8 – Site Stability and Management, 5.9 – Agricultural Resources, and 5.10 –
Coastal Act Policy Conflict Resolution) with each section containing policies,
design/development strategies, and implementation measures, specific to the relevant
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issue area. The policies and design/development strategies apply to all NCC PWP/TREP
improvements, while the implementation measures are project-specific and apply to NCC
PWP/TREP improvements that are subject to the NOID review process.
Staff from Caltrans, SANDAG, and the Commission have had ongoing coordination
meetings since the approval of the NCC PWP/TREP to review materials related to the
first specific projects to be implemented under the NCC PWP/TREP. Many of the
modifications proposed as part of the subject amendment were identified as planning and
design progressed from preliminary stages (30% design) to the final design. This
advanced level of design detail highlighted the need to amend the NCC PWP/TREP in
order to address some inconsistencies between necessary components of some of the
specific projects authorized by the original NCC PWP/TREP, and some of the policies,
design/development strategies, and implementation measures in the NCC PWP/TREP.
These same necessary components of project design will likely result in similar
inconsistencies between future highway specific projects and the NCC PWP/TREP as
originally approved. Thus, the primary purpose of the proposed amendment is to address
both current and future issue areas.
In general, the proposed modifications to public access and recreation components of the
NCC PWP/TREP, including the Coastal Rail Trail, rail station parking, Solana Hills
Drive trailhead and new rail undercrossing, are relatively minor and would not diminish
the benefits of, or alter the balance struck in, the NCC PWP/TREP or any of its policies,
design/development strategies, or implementation measures. Similarly, the proposed
modifications to equipment fueling provisions near lagoons include mitigation and
monitoring requirements to ensure potential impacts to water quality from equipment
leaks and spills are avoided. Thus, these proposed modifications do not have the
potential to adversely impact coastal resources.
The proposed amendment would result in approximately 3.25 more acres of wetland fill
by allowing additional armoring, specifically rock slope protection, for highway bridge
abutments to extend into the optimized channel width. Caltrans asserts that such
additional armoring will be necessary to be consistent with Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) requirements for bridge protection of which they only became
aware as the specific project for the San Elijo Interstate-5 Bridge Replacement advanced
to final project design. Caltrans and Commission staff have coordinated on the proposed
language to ensure that any additional armoring would be minimized to avoid impacts to
the maximum extent feasible, so that it is only approved where unavoidable, would be
designed to minimize scour, and would have, at a minimum, an initial 2-foot thick layer
of sediment covering the rock slope protection to provide a natural bottom for benthic
organisms. Because the proposed amendment has the potential to result in environmental
effects, a new implementation measure is proposed which requires a mitigation and
monitoring program to ensure the rock slope protection is not exposed and requires
mitigation for permanent impacts consistent with the provisions of the NCC
PWP/TREP’s Resource Enhancement and Mitigation Program (REMP).
Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act only permits the diking, filling, or dredging of
wetlands where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, where
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feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental
effects, and when it is limited to certain uses. The findings for approval of the original
NCC PWP/TREP (PWP-6-NCC-13-0203-1) used the “conflict resolution” provision of
Sections 30007.5 and 30200(b) of the Coastal Act to allow dredging and filling of
wetlands despite its inconsistency with Section 30233. When the Commission identifies
a conflict among Coastal Act policies, Section 30007.5 requires the Commission to
resolve the conflict “in a manner which on balance is the most protective of significant
coastal resources”. The NCC PWP/TREP findings identified that approval of the NCC
PWP/TREP would result in the fill of approximately 24 acres of wetland despite not
being one of the identified allowable uses in Section 30233. However, denying the NCC
PWP/TREP because of this inconsistency would have been inconsistent with mandates of
other Coastal Act policies and would have resulted in significant adverse effects on
public access, biological resources, water quality and air quality due to the persistence of
the antiquated transportation system in the NCC. Thus, the Commission found that
approval of the NCC PWP/TREP, notwithstanding its inconsistencies with Coastal Act
Section 30233, was the “most protective of coastal resources” for purposes of the conflict
resolution provisions of Coastal Act Sections 30007.5 and 30200(b).
The 3.25 acres of additional wetland fill proposed by the subject amendment is equivalent
to a 13.5% increase over the 24 acres of wetland fill that was considered as part of the
initial approval of the NCC PWP/TREP. This increase takes into account the additional
armoring that would be needed to meet FHWA requirements for the replacement of
Interstate-5 bridges throughout the corridor. This 13.5% increase to the scope of this one
resource impact does not represent a significant new impact when considered along with
all of the already approved impacts included within the NCC PWP/TREP. In addition,
Caltrans conducted an Alternatives Analysis which concluded that there is no feasible
less environmentally damaging alternative. Dr. Lesley Ewing, the Commission’s Coastal
Engineer, has reviewed and accepts the submitted Alternatives Analysis.
The Visual Resource maps in the certified NCC PWP/TREP depict areas identified as
“Ingress/Egress Opening and Lighted Area” for access points to the High Occupancy
Vehicle lanes; however, these maps do not identify where existing lighting is located nor
where new lighting is proposed throughout the freeway corridor. Caltrans recently
conducted an assessment of freeway lighting in the NCC as a component of final project
design for the proposed freeway improvements. This study revealed that existing lighting
does not meet current safety standards. The existing 1970s-era, unshielded lights provide
substandard illumination at current traffic volumes, and more lighting would be required
to meet Caltrans’ safety standards. Thus, the subject amendment would update the
Visual Resource maps to identify the general locations where freeway lighting is
proposed throughout the corridor. In addition, a new Appendix B-1, Lighting Standards,
is proposed, which would incorporate all of Caltrans’ current lighting design standards
considered for NCC PWP/TREP specific projects and details the lighting design review
process that future specific project review must follow.
Although the proposed amendment does not identify the number of light poles proposed
at each freeway interchange, Caltrans has determined that the number of light poles
would need to be increased from the current number of existing light poles to be
4
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consistent with Caltrans safety standards. Currently, the stretches of highway that cross
the lagoons in North County have minimal or no overhead freeway lighting. Thus, this
additional lighting has the potential to impact daytime and nighttime visual resources,
especially the existing open space character of the corridor’s lagoons. The proliferation
of tall structures, such as new light poles, has the potential to add visual clutter to
viewsheds that currently have limited lighting. Additionally, an increase in lights has the
potential to contribute to greater light trespass into the night sky and impact adjacent
habitat areas. Caltrans has conducted visual simulations and asserts that additional light
from increased light poles would be insignificant in comparison to the light on the
freeway from the headlights of vehicles traveling on the freeway both under current and
future conditions.
There are existing policies and design/development strategies in the NCC PWP/TREP
that protect visual resources and clearly state that lighting should be the minimum
required for operations and safety and should be excluded from viewsheds containing
scenic resources, including at lagoon crossings, wherever feasible. At the time of
Commission action on the original NCC PWP/TREP, Caltrans represented that additional
lighting across the lagoon systems would not be required. As proposed in this NCC
PWP/TREP amendment, Caltrans acknowledges that it will need to consider design
modifications from typical freeway lighting standards and commits to implementing such
changes when designing and siting new lighting within the corridor to ensure impacts to
visual and biological resources are minimized, including, where possible, being entirely
avoided, especially in highly scenic and sensitive habitat areas such as lagoon crossings.
The Lighting Design Process included in Appendix B-1 of this amendment requires the
final lighting design to evaluate the need, location, pole spacing, number, light intensity,
and spread.
To address potential impacts to visual resources, Caltrans has identified that new types of
light fixtures would be utilized in highly scenic areas, including lagoon crossings. These
new types of light fixtures use precise light beam angles and linear spread lenses to
control the distribution of light; the light beam output distribution and shape ensures
environmental protection by limiting light trespass into the sky. Not only are these lights
better directed, but they are also better shielded, lower temperature of 3,000 Kelvins or
less, and use energy efficient LED fixtures to minimize visual and biological impacts.
This technology would be the first of its kind on Caltrans property. Also, as technological
advances in lighting are realized, Caltrans has committed to retrofitting freeway lighting
in scenic viewsheds in the corridor to further minimize potential coastal resource impacts.
Commission staff concurs with Caltrans’s assertion that lighting is an important safety
element that is necessary at freeway interchanges for motorists to assess the upcoming
change in lane configuration, to see merging traffic, to aid in decision making, and to
reduce accidents; however, any increase in the existing lighting should be the minimum
amount necessary and future projects should be designed to avoid the need for additional
lighting whenever possible. Thus, the proposed amendment to identify general areas
where lighting is proposed, as necessary for safety reasons, allows the Commission to
assess this additional impact; however, future project specific submittals will be required
to describe the design development process and include plans that show the existing
5
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freeway lighting, the initial lighting concept based on Caltrans’ standards, and the
proposed final lighting design that has been refined to maximize protection of visual and
biological resources and to minimize the number of new light standards, with special
consideration given for the protection of highly scenic and sensitive habitat areas such as
lagoons.
While the proposed amendment would result in an increase in freeway light poles over
existing conditions, the updates to freeway lighting are proposed to be sited in the same
general vicinity as existing lighting and could still be visually compatible with the
existing character of the I-5 freeway which is characterized by signage for way-finding
and hazards, illuminated overhead signs, light poles, and vehicles with headlights. The
proposed addition of light poles at interchanges, if minimized, would not obstruct
existing views to and along the ocean or lagoons. Further, with the inclusion of a design
process as part of future project-specific review that will carefully design and refine final
lighting design to minimize visual and biological resource impacts, the scenic and visual
quality of the corridor and habitat values would be protected. Finally, the provisions in
the proposed Appendix B-1 require Caltrans to study and retrofit existing lighting in the
corridor as advancements in lighting technology are made, which would result in the
restoration of the visual quality and protection of ecological resources of highly scenic
and sensitive habitat areas.
In this case, the proposed NCC PWP/TREP amendment is consistent with the Chapter 3
policies of the Coastal Act as well as the corridor cities’ certified LCPs, which includes
the Cities of San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside. Therefore, staff is
recommending that the Commission approve NCC PWP/TREP Amendment No. PWP-6NCC-16-0001-1, as submitted.
The appropriate resolution and motion begin on Page 10. The findings for approval of
the NCC PWP/TREP Amendment as submitted begin on Page 10.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Further information on the NCC PWP/TREP amendment may be obtained from Kanani
Brown or Gabriel Buhr at (619) 767-2370.
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I.

PROCEDURAL ISSUES

PUBLIC WORKS PLAN BACKGROUND AND HISTORY
Section 30114 of the Coastal Act defines public works to include, among other things, the
following:
(b) All public transportation facilities, including streets, roads, highways,
public parking lots and structures, ports, harbors, airports, railroads, and
mass transit facilities and stations, bridges, trolley wires, and other related
facilities. (…)
(c) All publicly financed recreational facilities, all projects of the State
Coastal Conservancy, and any development by a special district.
Section 30605 of the Coastal Act states, in part:
To promote greater efficiency for the planning of any public works (…) and
as an alternative to project-by-project review, plans for public works (…)
may be submitted to the commission for review in the same manner
prescribed for the review of local coastal programs set forth in Chapter 6
(commencing with Section 30500).
A Public Works Plan is one of the alternatives available to the Commission and project
proponents for Commission review of large or phased public works projects and remains
under the authority of the Commission irrespective of coastal permit jurisdictional
boundaries. A PWP is an alternative to project-by-project review for public works
(which, in this situation would require multiple coastal development permits, in multiple
jurisdictions). PWPs must be sufficiently detailed regarding the size, kind, intensity, and
location of development to allow the Commission to determine its consistency with the
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act (pre-LCP certification) or the certified LCP (postLCP certification). Once the Commission approves a PWP, no coastal development
permit is required for a specific project described within it; rather, before commencing
each specific project, the project proponent would need to submit notice in the form of a
Notice of Impending Development, which would require the Commission to determine
whether it is covered by the PWP, and if so, whether the submitted project is consistent
with the standards within the PWP, or if conditions are necessary to make it consistent.

STANDARD OF REVIEW
Section 30605 of the Coastal Act states in part:
If any plan for public works (…) is submitted prior to certification of the local
coastal programs for the jurisdictions affected by the proposed public works,
the commission shall certify whether the proposed plan is consistent with
Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) (…) If any such plan for public
8
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works is submitted after the certification of local coastal programs, any such
plan shall be approved by the commission only if it finds, after full
consultation with the affected local governments, that the proposed plan for
public works is in conformity with certified local coastal programs in
jurisdictions affected by the proposed public works.
Section 30605 of the Coastal Act and Section 13356 of Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations provide that where a PWP is submitted prior to certification of the LCP for
the jurisdiction affected by the PWP, the standard of review for certification of the PWP
is the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Section 30605 of the Coastal Act and Section
13357 of Title 14 of the Code of Regulations then also state that where a PWP is
submitted after the certification of an LCP for the jurisdiction affected by the PWP, the
PWP shall be approved by the Commission only if it finds, after full consultation with the
affected local government(s), that it is in conformity with the certified LCP. Section
13371 of the Coastal Act provides that the standard of review for PWP amendments shall
be the same as provided for the review of PWPs.
Within the corridor, there are four cities with fully certified LCPs: San Diego, Encinitas,
Carlsbad, and Oceanside (the NCC PWP/TREP specific projects will not be located in
any portion of the City of Del Mar covered by the City’s certified LCP, and Solana Beach
has a certified Land Use Plan but does not currently have a certified Local
Implementation Plan, and as such does not yet have a fully certified LCP). Therefore,
pursuant to Section 30605 of the Coastal Act, the standard of review for portions of the
NCC PWP/TREP improvements occurring in San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside, is that those portions of the NCC PWP/TREP amendment are in conformance
with the certified LCP of each respective city. Following approval of the subject NCC
PWP/TREP amendment, the NCC PWP/TREP, as amended herein, will provide the
standard of review for NOIDs submitted for NCC PWP/TREP specific projects. The
standard of review for those portions of the NCC PWP/TREP improvements occurring in
the City of Solana Beach, the City of Del Mar, or areas of the Commission’s retained
jurisdiction are the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. For any rail projects that may
be subject to federal consistency review only, and projects located in the Commission’s
retained permit jurisdiction, the standard of review is also the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
The draft amendment was first released to the public in December 2015. On January 26,
2016, Caltrans held a public hearing to solicit feedback and answer questions from the
public. This local hearing was duly noticed to the public and all known interested parties.
The amendment was formally submitted to the Commission on February 5, 2016, and
Coastal staff has continued to accept public comment throughout this review process.

STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION
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Staff from Caltrans, SANDAG, and the Commission have had ongoing coordination
meetings with the corridor cities since the approval of the NCC PWP/TREP in August
2014 to discuss the preliminary NCC PWP/TREP projects as well as the subject NCC
PWP/TREP amendment. Most recently, on February 11, 2016, Commission staff
consulted with staff from the affected corridor cities, including the cities of San Diego,
Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside, to discuss the proposed amendment’s conformity
with the cities’ certified LCPs. The City of Solana Beach, which, again, does not have a
fully certified LCP, was also in attendance.

II.

MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following
resolution and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff
recommendation are provided below.
MOTION:

I move that the Commission certify the North Coast Corridor Public
Works Plan and Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program
Amendment No. PWP-6-NCC-16-0001-1, as submitted.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the
Public Works Plan amendment as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and
findings. The motion to certify passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the
appointed Commissioners.
RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY NCC PWP/TREP AMENDMENT AS
SUBMITTED:
The Commission hereby certifies the North Coast Corridor Public Works Plan and
Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program Amendment No. PWP-6-NCC-160001-1, as submitted, and adopts the findings stated below on the grounds that the
amendment, as submitted, conforms with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and
with the provisions of the Cities of San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad and Oceanside Local
Coastal Programs, as applicable. Certification of the Plan as submitted complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures
and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse
effects of the Plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts
of the Plan on the environment.

III.

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
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A.

PUBLIC WORKS PLAN AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION

The subject NCC PWP/TREP amendment includes the following components:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

clarification of the location of Coastal Rail Trail segments;
clarification of the location of rail station parking improvements;
addition of a new rail undercrossing south of San Elijo Lagoon in Solana Beach;
minor revisions to the community enhancements at Solana Hills Drive trailhead;
additional rock slope protection for bridge abutments and associated mitigation
and monitoring requirements;
allowance for equipment fueling near lagoons in instances when a 100 ft. setback
is not feasible, with additional standards and monitoring requirements; and
modification of maps to identify the general locations of freeway lighting;
addition of a new appendix to incorporate specific lighting design standards.

These proposed modifications to the NCC PWP/TREP are described in greater detail
below.
Coastal Rail Trail
The Coastal Rail Trail is an approved bicycle and pedestrian facility with most segments
located within or directly adjacent to the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo
(LOSSAN) railroad right-of-way. Text within the certified NCC PWP/TREP identifies
that the Coastal Rail Trail segments included in the NCC PWP/TREP would be located
entirely within the LOSSAN rail right-of-way; however, this text is inconsistent with
approved NCC PWP/TREP maps that depict portions of the Coastal Rail Trail outside of
the LOSSAN right-of-way. To correct this inconsistency between the text and maps, the
proposed amendment would add language to Section 4.4.1, Coastal Rail Trail, clarifying
that it is the intent for Coastal Rail Trail segments included for permitting in the NCC
PWP/TREP to be located within or immediately adjacent to the LOSSAN right-of-way –
except in areas where there are environmental, safety, or physical constraints. The
proposed language also acknowledges that in those instances where there are constraints,
the Coastal Rail Trail would not be located any farther than 150 feet from the right-ofway. Finally, it clarifies that Figures 5.3 1A-1E reflect the general alignment of the
Coastal Rail Trail. These proposed changes would allow for future flexibility in project
design while still maintaining the intent of the approved community enhancement feature
as well as connectivity for non-motorized travel through the corridor.
Rail Station Parking
The certified NCC PWP/TREP identifies that parking areas will be expanded at the
corridor’s transit stations; however, the City of Encinitas has determined that due to
constraints at the existing station, additional parking for the Encinitas Rail Station may
need to be sited at City Hall, directly across from the rail station. To allow greater
flexibility for where additional parking may be located, the proposed NCC PWP/TREP
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amendment would add language to allow additional parking areas at, adjacent to, or in
close proximity to the corridor’s rail stations.
New Rail Undercrossing
The proposed amendment would modify the description of Section 4.4.3, LOSSAN
Crossings, to describe a new grade-separated undercrossing. The new San Elijo Lagoon
Gateway Pedestrian Undercrossing would be located directly south of the San Elijo
Lagoon in the City of Solana Beach near Milepost 241. The proposed language describes
that the undercrossing would allow users of the existing San Elijo Lagoon trails to cross
below the railroad tracks, creating safe access to both the Gateway Open Space
Preservation Site and the adjacent shoreline. It also identifies the undercrossing as
Community Enhancement SB#3 and is included in the list of Community Enhancements
in Section 4.4.5.
Community Enhancements
Caltrans and SANDAG have coordinated with the City of Solana Beach, City of
Encinitas, and San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy to reduce the scope of the Solana Hills
Drive community enhancements and instead, fund the purchase of the Gateway Open
Space Preservation Site and construction of a new rail undercrossing, described above.
The Gateway Open Space Preservation Site and new pedestrian undercrossing would
provide public access and recreation benefits to a more diverse user group – visitors of
the San Elijo Lagoon and adjacent beach – than the originally approved Solana Hills
Drive enhancements. The description of the community enhancements (Section 4.4.5)
near the Solana Hills Drive trailhead at the south entrance to the San Elijo Lagoon
Ecological Reserve is proposed to be modified to delete certain components, including
construction of a new trailhead, parallel parking on Solana Hills Drive for trailhead
visitors, pedestrian drop off zone, street trees, street and security lighting, shade structure,
picnic tables, drinking fountain, litter receptacles, pet waste station, and information
board. This community enhancement feature would still include improved signage and
interpretive displays to support trailhead users.
Armoring Bridge Abutments
The proposed amendment would add language to Section 5.8, Site Stability and
Management, that would allow additional armoring, specifically rock slope protection,
for bridge abutments to extend into the optimized channel width, where unavoidable.
Caltrans asserts that additional armoring will likely be necessary to be consistent with
FHWA requirements of which they only became aware of as the specific project for the
San Elijo I-5 Bridge Replacement advanced to final project design. The proposed
language specifies that any additional necessary rock slope protection would be
minimized to avoid impacts to the maximum extent feasible, would be designed to
minimize scour, and would have, at a minimum, an initial 2-foot thick layer of sediment
covering the rock slope protection. In addition, a new Implementation Measure (IM
5.8.13) is proposed which requires CDP and NOID submittals for any armoring that
extends into the optimized channel width to include a mitigation and monitoring program
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to ensure the rock slope protection is not exposed. This mitigation and monitoring
program is to include annual monitoring, as well as additional monitoring for one month
after any 20-year or greater storm event; and required mitigation for permanent impacts
consistent with the provisions of the Resource Enhancement and Mitigation Program
(REMP) in the NCC PWP/TREP.
Equipment Fueling Setback
The certified NCC PWP/TREP requires equipment and vehicles to fuel and store
equipment a minimum distance away from waterbodies to prevent adverse water quality
impacts; however, both 50 feet and 100 feet are referenced as the required minimum
distance in different sections. Thus, the proposed amendment would correct this
inconsistency by replacing all references to 50 feet with 100 feet. In addition, where it is
not feasible for large construction equipment to abide by this 100 ft. setback due to
constrained sites or in-water construction activities associated with lagoon bridge
replacement, additional BMPs and monitoring are proposed to ensure potential impacts to
water quality and biological resources are avoided.
Lighting
The certified NCC PWP/TREP does not identify where existing or proposed freeway
interchange lighting is located. The proposed amendment would update maps (Figures
5.7 1A-1G) in Section 5.7, Visual Resources, to identify the general locations throughout
the corridor where freeway lighting is necessary, including interchange areas. A new
Appendix B-1, Lighting Standards, is also proposed which will incorporate Caltrans’
current lighting design standards and lighting design review process for future project
specific NOID/CDP submittals.

B.

PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states:
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.
Section 30212(a) of the Coastal Act states:
Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1) it is
inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile
coastal resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) agriculture would be
adversely affected. Dedicated access shall not be required to be opened to public
use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility for
maintenance and liability of the accessway.
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Section 30212.5 of the Coastal Act states:
Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the
impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any
single area.
Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states:
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and,
where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational
opportunities are preferred. […]
Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states:
Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for
such uses, where feasible.
Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states:
The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit
service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential
development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads,
(…)
Policy 2.5 in each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states, in
relevant part:
The NCC PWP project scope and resource protection policies,
design/development strategies, and implementation measures may require
amendment . . . to address modified project designs, changes in available project
funding and/or phasing needs, to incorporate new, high priority resource
enhancement opportunities, and/or to address changed site conditions and
resource protection requirements within the NCC Project Overlay area. . . .
Amendment of the NCC PWP that would not result in conflicts with the policies
contained within the NCC Project Overlay would not require future amendment
to the City’s Local Coastal Program.
Policy 3.1.1 in each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states:
Maximum public access to coastal and inland recreational resources in the North
Coast Corridor shall be protected, and where feasible, enhanced, consistent with
public safety needs and sensitive coastal resource protection policies of the NCC
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PWP/TREP (prepared by Caltrans/SANDAG and dated June 2014). Any future
amendment of the original PWP shall not decrease the level of public access
improvements guaranteed by the policies in the NCC PWP/TREP such that
the project as whole would no longer be, on balance, most protective of
significant coastal resources.
Policy 5.3.1 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP states:
Maximum public access to and along coastal and inland recreational resources in
the PWP/TREP planning area shall be protected and enhanced, consistent with
public safety and sensitive coastal resource needs.
Coastal Rail Trail
The Coastal Rail Trail is an approved bicycle and pedestrian facility in the NCC, with
most segments in or adjacent to the LOSSAN rail right-of-way. Once fully completed,
the Coastal Rail Trail would provide a continuous north-south route – mostly comprising
Class I facilities – through the NCC with direct access to coastal resources and
recreational facilities. Caltrans and SANDAG have identified opportunities to complete
approximately 7 miles of the Coastal Rail Trail as part of the NCC PWP/TREP
improvements. These segments also will contribute to the completion of the California
Coastal Trail, a planned 1,200-mile public right-of-way spanning the entire California
coastline. The Coastal Rail Trail segments planned in the NCC PWP/TREP – all of
which are immediately adjacent to the coast – will support the development of the
California Coastal Trail in the NCC by providing additional options for non-motorized
travel along the coast.
As mentioned previously, the proposed amendment is necessary to correct the existing
inconsistency between the text of the NCC PWP/TREP that identifies the location of the
Coastal Rail Trail solely within the LOSSAN right-of-way and the maps that depict
portions of it outside of the right-of-way. Based on discussions with Caltrans and
SANDAG, it is the intent for the Coastal Rail Trail projects included for permitting in the
NCC PWP/TREP to be located within or immediately adjacent to the LOSSAN right-ofway. The proposed language acknowledges that there may be areas where there are
environmental, safety, or physical constraints which may prevent the Coastal Rail Trail
from being located entirely within or immediately adjacent to the LOSSAN right-of-way;
however, in those instances, it is not to be located any further than 150 feet from the
right-of-way. The proposed language would provide future flexibility for project specific
design while still preserving the intent of the regional community enhancement feature –
creation of a continuous north-south bicycle and pedestrian trail along the rail corridor
that will provide safe access to and along the coast. The amendment would not result in
any significant changes to the alignment of the Coastal Rail Trail; however, it would give
SANDAG the flexibility to consider alignments both east and west of the LOSSAN rightof-way in areas where the final design has yet to be completed, such as the community of
Leucadia segment in the City of Encinitas. If future Coastal Rail Trail and regional
planning identifies that it is appropriate to locate the Coastal Rail Trail further than 150
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feet from the right-of-way, it would require a NCC PWP/TREP amendment for that
segment.
Members of the public have submitted comment letters raising concerns about specific
project details for the Coastal Rail Trail segments, particularly the segment in the
community of Cardiff in the City of Encinitas. Members of the public in support of the
Coastal Rail Trail commented on safety and public access benefits of the trail. Members
of the public in opposition to the Coastal Rail Trail, in general, commented that they are
opposed to a formalized (i.e., paved and fenced) Coastal Rail Trail and are concerned
about potential impacts to existing informal pedestrian trails and parking, habitat and
coastal bluffs, public views to the ocean, and community character. However, a projectspecific proposal to develop this Coastal Rail Trail segment in Encinitas is not a
component of the proposed NCC PWP/TREP amendment.
It is important to note that review and approval of the Coastal Rail Trail within the NCC
already occurred as a part of the review and approval of the NCC PWP/TREP in August
2014. The subject NCC PWP/TREP amendment is only necessary to clarify that the trail
will be located within or immediately adjacent to the right-of-way. However, both the
public and the Commission will have the opportunity to review specific project details,
such as the installation of fencing, formalization of parking and other associated
components, for consistency with the NCC PWP/TREP as part of future NOID or CDP
submittals. Thus, the submitted comment letters will be saved for inclusion with a future
SANDAG submittal for the specific project that includes the Coastal Rail Trail segment
in Cardiff. In addition, SANDAG and Commission staff will continue to coordinate with
the cities and local stakeholders to address their concerns regarding the protection of
coastal resources, including public access and visual resources.
In conclusion, the purpose of the proposed amendment is to clarify the location of the
Coastal Rail Trail – an important lower cost visitor and recreational facility that will
improve bicycle and pedestrian network connectivity to and along the coast for both
residents and visitors. The proposed amendment language would not diminish or alter
the important public access connectivity provided by this NCC PWP/TREP component,
but rather removes policy language that in some locations could render portions of the
trail unbuildable.
Rail Station Parking
Rail station and parking improvements at LOSSAN corridor rail stations will increase rail
passenger capacity and improve rail service. The certified NCC PWP/TREP specifically
describes that additional parking spaces will be constructed at the rail stations.
Coordination with the City of Encinitas has identified the need for an amendment to this
language to allow some flexibility regarding where additional parking for rail users may
be located. The proposed language would allow additional parking at, adjacent to, or in
close proximity to the corridor’s rail stations. This language still requires expanded
parking to be located adjacent to or near rail stations in order to be efficient and effective
to the rail users who would utilize it. This language would allow the City of Encinitas to
consider additional parking for the Encinitas Station at City Hall, directly across the street
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(Vulcan Ave) from the rail station, and would also provide greater flexibility for other
corridor cities when they consider expanded parking facilities necessary to serve the rail
corridor. Again, the purpose of this amendment is to clarify the location of additional rail
parking that will supplement the existing parking supply at rail stations and support
access to and along nearby beaches, as well as upland recreational or visitor destinations.
This would have no negative impact on public access and presents no inconsistencies
with the policies listed above.
New Rail Undercrossing
An additional grade-separated rail undercrossing located directly southwest of the San
Elijo Lagoon near Milepost 241 in the City of Solana Beach is proposed to be added to
Section 4.4.3, LOSSAN Crossings. The new undercrossing would allow users of the
existing San Elijo Lagoon trails as well as residents and visitors of Solana Beach to cross
below the railroad tracks, creating safe access to both the Gateway Open Space
Preservation Site and the shoreline. This new pedestrian and bicycle undercrossing
below the rail tracks will better and more safely connect the Solana Beach community to
the beach. The addition of another undercrossing to the NCC PWP/TREP would further
enhance public access to the coast.
Community Enhancements
Some of the community enhancements originally planned at the Solana Hills trailhead
located at the south entrance to San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve are proposed to be
deleted from the NCC PWP/TREP, including construction of a new trailhead, parallel
parking on Solana Hills Drive for trailhead visitors, pedestrian drop off zone, street trees,
street and security lighting, shade structure, picnic tables, drinking fountain, litter
receptacles, pet waste station, and information board. However, this community
enhancement feature is not proposed to be entirely eliminated, and would still include
improved signage and interpretive displays to support trailhead users. Although the
proposed amendment would reduce the scope of the Solana Hills Drive enhancements,
the funds originally allocated for these amenities will be shifted to fund the purchase of
the Gateway Open Space Preservation Site and construction of a new pedestrian
undercrossing. Caltrans and SANDAG have coordinated with the City of Solana Beach,
City of Encinitas, and the San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy to ensure that public access and
recreation to San Elijo Lagoon is maintained and enhanced. The benefits to public access
and recreation outweigh the losses to public access and recreation from the deletion of
these components of the community enhancements at Solana Hills Drive to accommodate
the addition of a rail undercrossing. In fact, the purchase of the Gateway Open Space
Preservation Site and construction of a new undercrossing would provide enhanced
public access and recreational benefits to a more diverse user group – visitors of the San
Elijo Lagoon trail system and adjacent beach.
Conclusion
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment is consistent with the
applicable public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act, as well as Policy 5.3.1
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of the certified NCC PWP/TREP. The certified LCPs of the applicable corridor cities
(San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside) all have a North Coast Corridor PWP
Overlay Zone that authorizes NCC PWP/TREP improvements in very broad terms and
that specifically recognizes the likelihood that amendments to the NCC PWP/TREP’s
scope, policies, design/development strategies, and implementation measures will be
needed for a variety of reasons. The language of those overlays was designed to
minimize the need for further LCP amendments every time such a NCC PWP/TREP
amendment became necessary. Accordingly, each one states that NCC PWP/TREP
amendments that “would not result in conflicts with the policies contained within the
NCC Project Overlay would not require future amendment to the City’s Local Coastal
Program.” The changes described above do not result in any conflict with the policies in
the Overlays. As indicated above, the most relevant policy for the changes listed in this
section is Policy 3.1.1, which requires protection and enhancement of maximum public
access and that NCC PWP/TREP amendments not decrease the level of public access
improvements guaranteed by the policies in the NCC PWP/TREP. As indicated above,
the changes addressed in this section will not decrease the level of public access
improvements or otherwise have any adverse impact on the public access provided by the
original NCC PWP/TREP.

C.

COASTAL HAZARDS AND FILL OF OPEN COASTAL WATERS

Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act states, in part:
(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable
provisions of this division, where there is no feasible less environmentally
damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to
the following:
(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial
facilities, including commercial fishing facilities.
(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in
existing navigational channel, turning basins, vessel berthing and
mooring areas, and boat launching ramps.
(3) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams,
estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the
placement of structural pilings for public recreational piers that
provide public access and recreational opportunities.
(4) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to,
burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of
existing intake and outfall lines.
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(5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in
environmentally sensitive areas.
(6) Restoration purposes.
(7) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar dependent activities.
Coastal Act Section 30236 states:
Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and streams
shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to (1)
necessary water supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no other method
for protecting existing structures in the floodplain is feasible and where such
protection is necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, or (3)
developments where the primary function is the improvement of fish and wildlife
habitat.
Coastal Act Section 30253 states that new development shall do all of the following:
(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire
hazard.
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices
that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
Policy 2.5 of each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states, in
relevant part:
The NCC PWP project scope and resource protection policies,
design/development strategies, and implementation measures may require
amendment . . . to address modified project designs, changes in available project
funding and/or phasing needs, to incorporate new, high priority resource
enhancement opportunities, and/or to address changed site conditions and
resource protection requirements within the NCC Project Overlay area. . . .
Amendment of the NCC PWP that would not result in conflicts with the policies
contained within the NCC Project Overlay would not require future amendment
to the City’s Local Coastal Program.
Policy 3.4.1 of each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states, in
relevant part:
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North Coast Corridor transportation and community enhancement projects shall
be planned and designed to protect, and where feasible, enhance water quality of
the North Coast Corridor’s lagoons, streams, and smaller watershed drainages
which support open water, wetland, and riparian habitats, consistent with the
policies of the NCC PWP/TREP (prepared by Caltrans/SANDAG dated June
2014). Where otherwise approvable new development may potentially result in
negative impacts to open coastal waters, wetlands, and estuaries, appropriate
mitigation measures shall be required and implemented. North Coast Corridor
project development in and adjacent to open water, wetland and riparian habitats
shall be limited to the uses specified in Sections 30233 and 30236 of the Coastal
Act, as applicable, and/or uses specifically defined within and permitted by the
NCC Project Overlay. Any future amendment of the original PWP shall not
decrease the level of water quality improvements or protections of wetlands
guaranteed by the policies in the NCC PWP/TREP such that the project as a
whole would no longer be, on balance, most protective of significant coastal
resources.
In addition, Policy 5.8.1 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP states:
All highway, rail, bicycle and pedestrian projects, and community and resource
enhancement improvements shall be designed and implemented to minimize risks
to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard, and to
minimize risk associated with potential hazardous materials release or spillage.
Site-specific project design shall be based on the results of detailed (design-level)
engineering, geologic and geotechnical studies.
The existing I-5 bridges over coastal lagoon systems in the NCC currently have armored
abutments that protect them from scour, and the replacement of these bridges will also
need to include abutment armoring to protect against potential future scour events.
During development of the NCC PWP/TREP, Caltrans determined, and represented, that
based on preliminary engineering and design, armoring at I-5 replacement bridge
crossings would only occur on the slopes of bridge abutments and would not encroach
into the proposed channel dimensions, as identified in the Lagoon Bridge Optimization
Studies. The Lagoon Bridge Optimization Studies analyzed the potential effects that
proposed bridge design alternatives would have on: tidal circulation flood flows and
associated scour, sediment transport, sea level rise, wildlife connectivity, channel
protection features, and associated impacts on wildlife habitats and federal or state
jurisdictional waters/wetlands. These analyses considered the existing infrastructure
constraints in the context of the optimal lagoon environment in order to identify
appropriate bridge and channel dimensions that would enhance lagoon-wide function and
services, including optimization of tidal and fluvial flows. Armoring within the channel
was not considered necessary when these studies were conducted due to the great depths
(over 100 feet) to which the piles were designed to be drilled in order to protect the
bridge columns. As such, in Section 5.8 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP, Site Stability
and Management, it clearly states that any necessary rock slope protection for bridge
abutments would not encroach into the proposed channel dimensions.
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However, as engineering and design of the replacement bridges progressed, Caltrans and
FHWA identified stability requirements that would necessitate some armoring to be
placed within the optimized channel width in order to provide adequate protection of the
bridge structures. The federal standards for bridge protection that were used to determine
the size and placement of additional armoring were based on a 200-year storm event and
predicted a scour depth of -30 feet (NAVD88) at the abutments. The traditional design
for a riprap revetment to protect against scour includes a full-toe design that extends
down to the maximum scour depth (in this case -30 feet). Working in a marine
environment at these depths is extremely difficult; Caltrans and FHWA have proposed a
measure to make this construction more practical which would involve raising the
construction elevation of the rock placement, while still providing enough material so
that future undermining of the rock would be replaced as rock falls from the elevated
perched-toe into the newly created scour trench (Exhibit 3). Thus, the proposed perchedtoe design will use an equivalent amount of stone as a continuous slope, with a similar
size footprint, but limits the amount of excavation required to place the stone at an
elevation of only -15 feet. The rock apron for the perched toe would be placed two feet
below the design depth as determined by the Bridge Optimization Studies, and would be
covered with earth to maintain a natural bottom through all except the largest storms.
Earthen cover is also proposed to be placed on the return sections.
Caltrans’s consultant, Moffat Nichol, conducted an Alternatives Analysis to evaluate
other types of scour protection, including a concrete lined bank, steel sheet piles, gabions,
and natural measures (i.e., planting of scour-resistant materials). Caltrans and FHWA
found these measures to be unacceptable for a number of reasons. The concrete channel
would be inconsistent with an environmentally sensitive area and would have similar or
greater impacts than the proposed armoring. Steel sheet piles would be impractical due
to the extensive tieback system that would be necessary and would interfere with
abutments and bridge foundations. Gabions would not have sufficient capacity to
withstand the scour forces and would not be suitable for saltwater environments. Natural
banks also would lack the capacity to withstand scour forces and would not meet required
FHWA design standards. Therefore, the proposed perched-toe design was determined to
be the preferred alternative for protection of bridge abutments due to: the decrease in the
required amount of excavation, ability to maintain a natural bottom to recreate aquatic
habitat for benthic organisms, its consistency with FHWA standards, and the ease in
conducting visual inspections after extreme storm events.
Moffat Nichol also completed modeling of the 20- and 50-year storm events at San Elijo
Lagoon to determine when the sediment covering the perched toe would potentially
erode. Batiquitos Lagoon currently has an armored channel with a sediment cover of two
feet, the flow velocities where the sediment cover is stable in Batiquitos Lagoon were
applied to San Elijo Lagoon. At San Elijo Lagoon, the peak velocity within the footprint
of the proposed riprap is predicted to be 2.5 to 3.0 feet per second (fps) for a 20-year
storm and 2.5 to 3.5 fps for a 50-year storm. Both the 20- and 50-year storm velocities
over the perched toe portion of the channel are below the peak spring tide velocities
currently experienced in Batiquitos Lagoon, and under these conditions sediment remains
present under the bridge in Batiquitos Lagoon. Therefore, it is predicted that the
proposed perched-toe design would result in partially exposed rock only under a 50-year
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storm or greater event. Additionally, the proposed widening of the channel that is
associated with the bridge replacement significantly improves water movement
conditions, thus reducing the likelihood of exposure during wet weather conditions. In
addition, storm flows typically have an extended period of flow where any of the scour
that occurred during the peak of the storm is often later filled back in by the
sedimentation occurring at the tail end of the storm. Thus, it is predicted that the time
period for little or no cover of the riprap would be a matter of hours. It is anticipated that
during the highest storm events, the rock would be covered back up within several tidal
cycles, or approximately one to two weeks. Therefore, Caltrans estimates that the earthen
cover would self-regulate.
To ensure that potential adverse impacts to wetlands are avoided and minimized, a new
Implementation Measure (IM 5.8.13) is proposed which would require that NOID or
CDP submittals for any proposed armoring that would extend into the optimized channel
width provide a mitigation and monitoring program to ensure the proposed design
performs as expected. The monitoring program requires annual monitoring, as well as
additional monitoring one month after any 20-year or greater storm event. The last
provision of this implementation measure is the requirement of mitigation for permanent
impacts, since there is the potential for the rock revetment to become exposed and remain
exposed, which would be considered a permanent change in habitat. Therefore, Caltrans
proposes to mitigate now for these potential impacts, and to treat them as permanent
impacts as already set forth in the NCC PWP/TREP. Any mitigation shall be consistent
with the requirements of the REMP. Also, the proposed modifications to the language in
the Shoreline Erosion/Sea Level Rise section specify that where additional armoring is
unavoidable, it would be minimized to avoid impacts to the maximum extent feasible and
would be designed to minimize scour. As such, Caltrans will use the best scour
protection available at the time to ensure that additional areas of disturbance are
minimized and are no greater than the 3.25 acres authorized by this amendment.
Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act only permits the diking, filling, or dredging of
wetlands and open coastal waters where there is no feasible less environmentally
damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to
minimize adverse environmental effects. Additionally, it limits such actions to specific,
enumerated purposes, or uses. Filling to support an expanded highway bridge is not one
of the permitted uses within wetlands. The findings for approval of the original NCC
PWP/TREP (PWP-6-NCC-13-0203-1) – specifically Section G, Wetlands, and Section
M, Conflict Resolution – used the “conflict resolution” provision of Sections 30007.5 and
30200(b) of the Coastal Act to allow the dredging and filling involved in the NCC
PWP/TREP despite its inconsistency with Coastal Act Section 30233. When the
Commission identifies a conflict among Coastal Act policies, Section 30007.5 requires
the Commission to resolve the conflict “in a manner which on balance is the most
protective of significant coastal resources”. The NCC PWP/TREP findings included the
finding that the proposed NCC PWP/TREP raised a conflict between Chapter 3 policies
on the basis that the project proposed in the NCC PWP/TREP resulted in the fill of
approximately 24 acres of wetland and was not one of the identified allowable uses in
Section 30233. However, denying the project because of its inconsistency with Section
30233 would have been inconsistent with mandates of other Coastal Act policies and
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would have resulted in significant adverse effects on public access, biological resources,
water quality and air quality due to the persistence of the existing antiquated
transportation system in the NCC. Thus, the Commission invoked the conflict resolution
approach authorized by Sections 30007.5 and 30200(b) and found that approval of the
NCC PWP/TREP notwithstanding its inconsistencies with Coastal Act Section 30233
was the “most protective of coastal resources” for purposes of the conflict resolution
provision of Coastal Act Section 30007.5.
The proposed amendment would result in approximately 3.25 additional acres of wetland
fill or an increase of 13.5% over the 24 acres of wetland fill that was considered and
approved as part of the NCC PWP/TREP’s initial approval. This increase takes into
account the additional armoring that would be needed to meet FHWA requirements for
the replacement of I-5 bridges throughout the corridor, including at San Elijo Lagoon,
Batiquitos Lagoon, Agua Hedionda Lagoon, and Buena Vista Lagoon. This is a new or
additional inconsistency with Section 30233. However, given the scale of this project,
and the associated scale of the adverse impacts and benefits that the Commission
balanced in approving the NCC PWP/TREP, this 13.5% increase does not represent a
significant new impact that would alter the outcome of that balancing exercise. In
addition, Caltrans conducted an Alternatives Analysis which concluded that there is no
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative that staff, including Dr. Lesley Ewing,
the Commission’s Coastal Engineer, has reviewed and accepts. Because the proposed
design has the potential to result in environmental effects, a mitigation measure (IM
5.8.13) has been proposed to ensure regular monitoring occurs and mitigation of
permanent impacts is required consistent with the provisions of the REMP.
In addition, Coastal Act Section 30253 states that new development shall minimize risks
to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. The impetus for the
proposed additional armoring is to protect freeway bridge structures, consistent with
FHWA requirements that are designed to maximize safety, even during extreme storm
events like a 200-year storm event. Thus, even if the impacts of the proposed amendment
were viewed in isolation, the proposed development that will generate those impacts
presents its own conflict among Chapter 3 policies, since denying the proposal would not
assure stability or minimize the risks to life and property, which would be inconsistent
with the mandates of Section 30253. Because of the significant impairment of coastal
resources involved in rebuilding these bridges in an unsafe manner, the Commission
finds that the proposed project is, on balance, most protective of coastal resources.
Therefore, the Commission finds that, notwithstanding the inconsistencies of the
proposed amendment with Coastal Act Section 30233, the NCC PWP/TREP, as modified
by the proposed amendment, would remain, on balance, most protective of significant
coastal resources for purposes of the conflict resolution provisions of Coastal Act Section
30007.5 and as consistent as possible with the applicable policies, as well as Policy 5.8.1
of the certified NCC PWP/TREP. The certified LCPs of the applicable corridor cities
(San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside) all have a North Coast Corridor NCC
PWP/TREP Overlay Zone that authorizes NCC PWP/TREP improvements in very broad
terms and that specifically recognizes the likelihood that amendments to the NCC
PWP/TREP’s scope, policies, design/development strategies, and implementation
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measures will be needed for a variety of reasons. The language of those overlays was
designed to minimize the need for further LCP amendments every time such a NCC
PWP/TREP amendment became necessary. Accordingly, each one states that NCC
PWP/TREP amendments that “would not result in conflicts with the policies contained
within the NCC Project Overlay would not require future amendment to the City’s Local
Coastal Program.” The changes described above do not result in any conflict with the
policies in the Overlays. As indicated above, the most relevant policy for the changes
listed in this section is Policy 3.4.1, and although that policy limits the allowable uses for
development in open waters, included among those allowable uses are “uses specifically
defined within and permitted by the NCC Project Overlay.” The overlay allows for these
bridges and bridge abutments, including the associated work necessary to make them
safe.
Policy 3.4.1 also requires that NCC PWP/TREP amendments not decrease the level of
water quality improvements or protections of wetlands guaranteed by the policies in the
NCC PWP/TREP such that the project as a whole would no longer be, on balance, most
protective of significant coastal resources. With the included new implementation
measure to the NCC PWP/TREP, the proposed abutment armoring improvements will not
result in decreased water quality or wetland protections as otherwise provided for by the
NCC PWP/TREP and would still on balance be most protective of significant coastal
resources.

D.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states:
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected
as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance
visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic
areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and
Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by
local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.
Policy 2.5 of each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states, in
relevant part:
The NCC PWP project scope and resource protection policies,
design/development strategies, and implementation measures may require
amendment . . . to address modified project designs, changes in available project
funding and/or phasing needs, to incorporate new, high priority resource
enhancement opportunities, and/or to address changed site conditions and
resource protection requirements within the NCC Project Overlay area. . . .
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Amendment of the NCC PWP that would not result in conflicts with the policies
contained within the NCC Project Overlay would not require future amendment
to the City’s Local Coastal Program.
Policy 3.8.1 of each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states:
North Coast Corridor project development shall be sited and designed in a
manner that avoids and minimizes negative impacts to visual resources and
protects, to the extent feasible, scenic public views to significant coastal
resources, including views of the ocean and coastline, coastal lagoons and river
valleys, and significant open space areas. North Coast Corridor project
development shall be sited and designed to be compatible with existing
development and surrounding areas such that potential impacts of grading,
operational activities, community enhancement improvements and direct lighting
on public views outside of the transportation facilities are limited to the greatest
extent feasible. North Coast Corridor project development shall be planned to be
consistent with the visual resource protection policies of the NCC PWP/TREP (as
prepared by Caltrans/SANDAG and dated June 2014). Any future amendment of
the original PWP shall not decrease the level of protection of coastal visual
resources guaranteed by the policies in the NCC PWP/TREP such that the project
as a whole would no longer be, on balance, most protective of significant coastal
resources.
Policy 5.7.1 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP states:
Development of NCC transportation facility and community enhancement projects
shall be sited and designed in a manner that protects, to the maximum extent
feasible, public views to significant coastal resources, including views of the
ocean and coastline, coastal lagoons and river valleys, and significant open space
areas. New development shall be sited and designed to be compatible with
existing development and surrounding areas such that the impacts of grading,
operational activities and direct lighting on public views outside of the
transportation facilities and community enhancement improvements are limited to
the maximum extent feasible.
Design/Development Strategy #5 in Section 5.7.3 of the NCC PWP/TREP states, in part:
Night lighting shall be the minimum required for operations and safety and shall
be excluded from viewsheds containing scenic resources, including at lagoon
crossings, wherever feasible. All lights shall be shielded and directed downward
to the target area to minimize spill-over. All lights shall be of appropriate Kelvin
temperatures that will minimize biological impacts in adjacent natural areas.
New and replacement facility lighting shall use updated, energy efficient lighting
that is better directed to avoid or minimize visual impacts and nighttime glare.
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The Visual Resource maps (Figures 5.7 1A-1G) in the certified NCC PWP/TREP depict
areas identified as “Ingress/Egress Opening and Lighted Area” for access points to the
HOV lanes approved as part of the NCC PWP/TREP; however, these maps do not
identify where existing lighting is located nor where new lighting is proposed throughout
the freeway corridor, including necessary lighting at freeway interchanges. Caltrans
recently conducted an assessment of freeway lighting in the NCC as a component of final
project design for the proposed freeway improvements. This study revealed that existing
lighting along I-5 does not meet current safety standards, and therefore, the lighting as
depicted in the original NCC PWP/TREP did not account for this deficiency. The
existing 1970s-era, unshielded lighting fixtures provide substandard illumination at
current traffic volumes, and more lighting would be required to meet Caltrans safety
standards. Thus, the subject amendment would update the Visual Resource maps in the
NCC PWP/TREP to identify the general locations where additional freeway lighting is
proposed throughout the corridor, including interchanges, to be consistent with Caltrans
safety standards. In addition, a new Appendix B-1, Lighting Standards, is also proposed
which would incorporate Caltrans’ current lighting design standards and the lighting
design review process that would be specific to NCC PWP/TREP projects.
Although the proposed amendment does not identify the number of light poles proposed
at each freeway interchange, Caltrans has determined that the number of light poles
would need to be increased from the current number of existing light poles in order to be
consistent with Caltrans safety standards. Currently, the stretches of highway crossing
the lagoons have minimal or no overhead freeway lighting. Thus, this increase has the
potential to impact both daytime and nighttime visual resources, especially the existing
open space character of the corridor’s lagoons. The proliferation of tall structures,
including new light poles, has the potential to add visual clutter to viewsheds that
currently have limited freeway lighting. Additionally, at night, an increase in the number
of lights has the potential to contribute to greater light trespass into the night sky and
impact adjacent habitat areas. Caltrans has conducted visual simulations and asserts that
additional light from increased light poles would be insignificant in comparison to the
light on the freeway from the headlights of vehicles traveling on the freeway both under
current and future conditions.
There are existing NCC PWP/TREP policies and design/development strategies that
protect visual resources and clearly state that lighting should be the minimum required
for operations and safety and would be excluded from viewsheds containing scenic
resources, including at lagoon crossings, wherever feasible. At the time of Commission
approval of the original NCC PWP/TREP, Caltrans represented that additional lighting
across the lagoon systems would not be required. As proposed in this NCC PWP/TREP
amendment, Caltrans acknowledges that it will need to consider design modifications
from typical freeway lighting standards and commits to implementing such changes when
designing and siting new lighting within the corridor to ensure impacts to visual
resources are avoided and minimized, especially in highly scenic and sensitive habitat
areas such as lagoon crossings. The Lighting Design Process, included in Appendix B-1,
requires the final lighting design to evaluate the need, location, pole spacing and number,
and light intensity and spread. For example, during this design process, there may be
opportunities to eliminate some light poles at wide gore areas, or adjust pole locations to
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concentrate the light spread on the paving. In addition, regulatory signage may use
reflective lettering instead of overhead signage illumination. Also, lighting standards can
change and future projects can be designed to minimize the need for additional lighting.
To address potential impacts to visual resources in scenic viewsheds such as lagoon
crossings, Caltrans has identified that new types of light fixtures would be utilized in
highly scenic or sensitive resource areas. These new light fixtures use precise light beam
angles and linear spread lenses to control the distribution of light; the light beam output
distribution and shape ensures environmental protection by limiting light trespass into the
sky. These lights use updated, better directed, low temperature, energy efficient LED
fixtures to minimize visual and biological impacts. This technology would be the first of
its kind on Caltrans property and would minimize potential impacts to coastal resources.
As technological advances in lighting are realized in the future, Caltrans has committed
to retrofitting freeway lighting in these areas to further minimize potential coastal
resource impacts.
Specifically, future improved technologies related to lighting within the corridor will be
evaluated as part of the performance measure reports prepared every 4-5 years for the
Transportation Report Package. Language within Appendix B-1 provides that Caltrans
shall study and retrofit lighting along sensitive viewsheds (i.e., lagoon crossings), as
improved technologies become available. Retrofits for lighting fixtures in sensitive
viewsheds with minor improvements (a change to more advanced light bulb with lower
Kelvin temperatures, etc.) would occur within one year from release of the Transportation
Report Package. When improved lighting technology is identified that would require
more extensive retrofits (lagoon bridge barrier lighting, etc.), retrofitting would occur
prior to release of the next Transportation Report Package.
The Commission concurs with Caltrans’s assertion that lighting is an important safety
element that is necessary at freeway ramps for motorists to assess the upcoming change
in lane configuration, to see merging traffic, to aid in decision making, and to reduce
accidents. Thus, the subject amendment to identify general areas for proposed lighting is
necessary for safety reasons; however, future project specific submittals (NOID or CDP)
will be required to describe the design development process and include plans that show
the existing freeway lighting, the initial lighting concept based on Caltrans’ standards,
and the proposed final lighting design that has been refined to maximize protection of
visual resources by limiting any expansion of lighting to the minimum amount feasible
when compared to existing lighting, with special consideration given for the protection of
highly scenic and sensitive resource areas such as lagoons. Evaluation of the need for,
number, pole spacing, and light intensity/spread will be part of this future project specific
review and will be designed to minimize the number of these elements necessary to
achieve safe levels of illumination for continued freeway operations.
In conclusion, while there is a likelihood the proposed amendment would result in an
increase in freeway lighting over existing conditions particularly at interchanges, the
updates to freeway lighting are proposed to be sited in the same general vicinity as
existing lighting and, if minimized, could still be visually compatible with the existing
character of the I-5 freeway. The existing I-5 freeway is a major transportation facility
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characterized by signage for way-finding and hazards, overhead signs that are
illuminated, light poles, and vehicle traffic. The proposed addition of light poles at
interchanges would not obstruct existing views to and along the ocean or lagoons.
Further, with the inclusion of a design process as part of future project-specific review
that will carefully design and refine final lighting design to avoid and minimize visual
resource impacts, the scenic and visual quality of the corridor would be protected.
Finally, provisions in the proposed Appendix B-1 require Caltrans to study and retrofit
existing lighting in the corridor as advancements in lighting technology are made, which
would result in the restoration of the visual quality of highly scenic and sensitive habitat
areas.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment is consistent with Section
30251 of the Coastal Act, as well as Policy 5.7.1 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP. The
certified LCPs of the applicable corridor cities (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) all have a North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay Zone that authorizes NCC
PWP/TREP improvements in very broad terms and that specifically recognizes the
likelihood that amendments to the NCC PWP/TREP’s scope, policies, strategies, and
implementation measures will be needed for a variety of reasons. The language of those
overlays was designed to minimize the need for further LCP amendments every time
such a NCC PWP/TREP amendment became necessary. Accordingly, each one states
that NCC PWP/TREP amendments that “would not result in conflicts with the policies
contained within the NCC Project Overlay would not require future amendment to the
City’s Local Coastal Program.” The changes described above do not result in any
conflict with the policies in the Overlays. As indicated above, the most relevant policy
for the changes listed in this section is Policy 3.8.1, which generally mirrors the language
of Coastal Act section 30251 and is no more stringent. Policy 3.8.1 also requires that
NCC PWP/TREP amendments not decrease the level of protection of coastal visual
resources guaranteed by the policies in the NCC PWP/TREP such that the project as a
whole would no longer be, on balance, most protective of significant coastal resources.
Again, as discussed above, the proposed changes would not decrease the level of
protection of coastal visual resources guaranteed by Policy 3.8.1.

E.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states:
(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those
resources shall be allowed within those areas.
(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts
which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with
the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.
Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act states:
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“Environmentally sensitive area” means any area in which plant or animal life or
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special
nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded
by human activities and developments.
Policy 2.5 in each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states, in
relevant part:
The NCC PWP project scope and resource protection policies,
design/development strategies, and implementation measures may require
amendment . . . to address modified project designs, changes in available project
funding and/or phasing needs, to incorporate new, high priority resource
enhancement opportunities, and/or to address changed site conditions and
resource protection requirements within the NCC Project Overlay area. . . .
Amendment of the NCC PWP that would not result in conflicts with the policies
contained within the NCC Project Overlay would not require future amendment
to the City’s Local Coastal Program.
Policy 3.5.1 in each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states:
North Coast Corridor transportation and community enhancement projects shall
be sited and designed to ensure that ESHAs are protected against any significant
disruption of habitat values, and development in areas adjacent to ESHAs shall
be sited and designed to prevent impacts that would significantly degrade those
areas, and be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation
areas, consistent with the policies of the NCC PWP/TREP (prepared by
Caltrans/SANDAG dated June 2014). Where otherwise approvable new
development may potentially result in negative impacts to ESHAs and other
sensitive coastal habitats, appropriate mitigation measures shall be required and
implemented. North Coast Corridor project development in and adjacent to
ESHAs shall be limited to the uses specified in Section 30240 of the Coastal Act
and/or uses specifically defined within and permitted by the NCC Project
Overlay. Any future amendment of the original PWP shall not decrease the level
of protection of ESHA guaranteed by the policies in the NCC PWP/TREP such
that the project as a whole would no longer be, on balance, most protective of
significant coastal resources.
Policy 5.5.1 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP states:
Development of NCC transportation facility and community enhancement projects
shall be sited and designed to ensure that ESHAs are protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values. Development in areas adjacent to ESHAs
shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts that would significantly
degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those
habitat and recreation areas.
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There are several environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) that occur or have the
potential to occur within the NCC, including habitat areas located within coastal lagoons,
coastal and inland waterways, smaller drainages supporting wetland/riparian habitats,
isolated riparian/wetland habitats, and upland habitats, some of which support sensitive
or special-status animal and plant species and provide wildlife corridors. More
specifically, the following native upland habitat types are found within the corridor and
may be found to constitute ESHA: coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, southern
maritime chaparral, coastal sage-chaparral scrub, coast live oak woodland, Torrey pine
forest, southern dune scrub, southern foredunes, and native grassland. Additionally,
designated critical habitat occurs within the corridor for the following: least Bell’s vireo,
western snowy plover, southwestern willow flycatcher, coastal California gnatcatcher,
tidewater goby, Riverside fairy shrimp, San Diego fairy shrimp, spreading navarretia, and
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for Pacific salmon, Pacific groundfish, coastal pelagic
species, and highly migratory species.
The proposed amendment would modify Visual Resource maps (Figures 5.7 1A-1G) in
the certified PWP to identify where new freeway lighting is proposed throughout the
corridor, including necessary lighting at freeway interchanges that are located within or
adjacent to coastal lagoons, which contain habitat areas that are potential ESHAs. The
introduction of additional night lighting in close proximity to the lagoons and on freeway
bridges that cross the lagoons has the potential to adversely impact biological resources.
Artificial lighting at night could alter or disrupt feeding, roosting, breeding, foraging,
migrating, and nesting of wildlife and special-status species. Additional light poles over
and adjacent to the lagoons would also increase the risk of predation by raptors that use
light poles as perches to hunt for wildlife in the lagoon, including special-status species.
To avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts to sensitive biological resources, night
lighting would be the minimum required for operations and safety and would be excluded
from viewsheds containing scenic resources, including at lagoon crossings, wherever
feasible. As mentioned previously, Caltrans proposes to use new light fixtures that use
precise light beam angles and linear spread lenses to control the distribution of light; the
light beam output distribution and shape ensures environmental protection by limiting
light trespass into the sky. These lights use updated, better directed, low temperature of
3,000 Kelvins or less, energy efficient LED fixtures to minimize visual and biological
impacts. Additionally, new light poles will have bird spikes to prevent them from being
used as predator perches. The REMP Working Group was consulted on the proposed
amendment on February 11, 2016, and none of the resource agencies have raised
concerns regarding the proposed lighting due to the inclusion of the aforementioned
mitigation measures, as well as a comprehensive lighting design review process that
would occur for each specific project. With the project design components as described
above, the proposed lighting would not result in significant impacts to ESHAs in adjacent
habitat areas.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment is consistent with Section
30240 of the Coastal Act, as well as Policy 5.5.1 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP. The
certified LCPs of the applicable corridor cities (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
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Oceanside) all have a North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay Zone that authorizes NCC
PWP/TREP improvements in very broad terms and that specifically recognizes the
likelihood that amendments to the NCC PWP/TREP’s scope, policies, strategies, and
implementation measures will be needed for a variety of reasons. The language of those
overlays was designed to minimize the need for further LCP amendments every time
such a NCC PWP/TREP amendment became necessary. Accordingly, each one states
that NCC PWP/TREP amendments that “would not result in conflicts with the policies
contained within the NCC Project Overlay would not require future amendment to the
City’s Local Coastal Program.” The changes described above do not result in any
conflict with the policies in the Overlays. As indicated above, the most relevant policy
for the changes listed in this section is Policy 3.5.1, which generally mirrors the language
of Coastal Act section 30240. Although that policy limits the allowable uses for
development in and adjacent to ESHAs, included among those allowable uses are “uses
specifically defined within and permitted by the NCC Project Overlay.” Policy 3.5.1 also
requires that NCC PWP/TREP amendments not decrease the level of protection of ESHA
guaranteed by the policies in the NCC PWP/TREP such that the project as a whole would
no longer be, on balance, most protective of significant coastal resources. Again, as
discussed above, the proposed changes would not decrease the level of protection of
ESHA guaranteed by Policy 3.5.1.

F.

WATER QUALITY

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states:
Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible,
restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special
biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall
be carried out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of
coastal waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all species of
marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational,
scientific, and educational purposes.
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states:
The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health
shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other
means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams.
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Policy 2.5 in each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states, in
relevant part:
The NCC PWP project scope and resource protection policies,
design/development strategies, and implementation measures may require
amendment . . . to address modified project designs, changes in available project
funding and/or phasing needs, to incorporate new, high priority resource
enhancement opportunities, and/or to address changed site conditions and
resource protection requirements within the NCC Project Overlay area. . . .
Amendment of the NCC PWP that would not result in conflicts with the policies
contained within the NCC Project Overlay would not require future amendment
to the City’s Local Coastal Program.
Policy 3.4.1 in each of the relevant corridor cities’ (San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside) North Coast Corridor PWP Overlay within the certified LCP states:
North Coast Corridor transportation and community enhancement projects shall
be sited and designed such that marine resources are maintained, enhanced, and,
where feasible, restored. North Coast Corridor water quality shall be restored by
minimizing wastewater discharges, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of
groundwater supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow,
encouraging wastewater reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer
areas, and minimizing alteration of natural watercourses, where feasible. North
Coast Corridor transportation and community enhancement projects shall be
planned and designed to protect and, where feasible, enhance water quality of the
North Coast Corridor’s lagoons, streams, and smaller watershed drainages
which support open water, wetland, and riparian habitats, consistent with the
policies of the NCC PWP/TREP (prepared by Caltrans/SANDAG dated June
2014). Where otherwise approvable new development may potentially result in
negative impacts to open coastal waters, wetlands, and estuaries, appropriate
mitigation measures shall be required and implemented. North Coast Corridor
project development in and adjacent to open water, wetland and riparian habitats
shall be limited to the uses specified in Sections 30233 and 30236 of the Coastal
Act, as applicable, and/or uses specifically defined within and permitted by the
NCC Project Overlay. Any future amendment of the original PWP shall not
decrease the level of water quality improvements or protection of wetlands
guaranteed by the policies in the NCC PWP/TREP such that the project as a
whole would no longer be, on balance, most protective of significant coastal
resources.
Policy 5.4.1 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP states:
NCC transportation facility and community enhancement projects shall be
sited and designed so that marine resources are maintained, enhanced,
and, where feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to areas
and species of special biological or economic significance.
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Policy 5.4.2 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP states:
Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will
sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and healthy
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term
commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.
Policy 5.4.3 of the certified NCC PWP/TREP states:
Coastal water quality shall be restored by minimizing wastewater
discharges, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging
wastewater reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural
watercourses.
Both 50 feet and 100 feet are referenced in different sections of the NCC PWP/TREP as
the minimum required distance from waterbodies for fueling and storing construction
equipment; however, the proposed amendment would correct this inconsistency by
replacing all references to 50 feet with 100 feet to clarify that the larger buffer is
necessary to provide the most protection for sensitive coastal waterbodies, including the
corridor’s five lagoons. The proposed language does acknowledge, however, that
equipment fueling within the 100 ft. setback is allowed where i) in-water construction
activities for lagoon bridge replacement are required and it would be impractical to
transport large equipment to an upland location for each refueling, and ii) where there are
site constraints (such as ESHA or existing infrastructure) adjacent to waterbodies.
In order to allow equipment fueling within the 100 ft. setback, staff from Caltrans and
Commission have coordinated and developed language that also includes additional
mitigation and monitoring measures. Where it is not feasible to abide by the 100 ft.
buffer, the amendment language clarifies that the maximum setback possible shall be
provided given the site constraints and additional BMPs shall be implemented.
Furthermore, for any in-water fueling, fueling shall take place in a location that has been
dewatered and all refueling activities shall be monitored by appropriate personnel
identified by the contractor. If any leaks are detected or impacts to water quality occur,
the Site Management Program/Contingency Plan prepared pursuant to Implementation
Measure 5.8.11 shall specify notification requirements and an emergency protocol for
spill containment and clean up. With the inclusion of these mitigation and monitoring
requirements, potential impacts to water quality from equipment leaks and spills would
be avoided.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment is consistent with Section
30230 and Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, as well as Policies 5.4.1, 5.4.2, and 5.4.3 of
the certified NCC PWP/TREP. The certified LCPs of the applicable corridor cities (San
Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside) all have a North Coast Corridor PWP
Overlay Zone that authorizes NCC PWP/TREP improvements in very broad terms and
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that specifically recognizes the likelihood that amendments to the NCC PWP/TREP’s
scope, policies, strategies, and implementation measures will be needed for a variety of
reasons. The language of those overlays was designed to minimize the need for further
LCP amendments every time such a NCC PWP/TREP amendment became necessary.
Accordingly, each one states that NCC PWP/TREP amendments that “would not result in
conflicts with the policies contained within the NCC Project Overlay would not require
future amendment to the City’s Local Coastal Program.” The changes described above
do not result in any conflict with the policies in the Overlays. As indicated above, the
most relevant policy for the changes listed in this section is Policy 3.4.1, which generally
mirrors the language of Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231. Policy 3.4.1 also
requires that NCC PWP/TREP amendments not decrease the level of water quality
improvements or protections of wetlands guaranteed by the policies in the NCC
PWP/TREP such that the project as a whole would no longer be, on balance, most
protective of significant coastal resources. Again, as discussed above, the proposed
changes would not decrease the level of protection of ESHA guaranteed by Policy 3.4.1.

F.

CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS OF PWP AMENDMENT WITH LCPS

There are four cities within the corridor that have certified LCPs affected by the scope of
transportation improvements within the NCC PWP/TREP: San Diego, Encinitas,
Carlsbad, and Oceanside. On August 13, 2014, the Commission approved LCP
amendments for San Diego (LCP-6-SAN-14-0813-1), Encinitas (LCP-6-ENC-14-08141), Carlsbad (LCP-6-CAR-14-0815-1), and Oceanside (LCP-6-OCN-14-0816-1) to
resolve any potential policy conflicts between the cities’ LCPs and the NCC PWP/TREP.
The LCPs were amended to create narrowly defined overlay zones that identify specific
rail, highway, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, community and resource enhancement projects
envisioned to occur within each city’s jurisdictional boundaries. The overlays include
general policy language that mirrors the policy language in the NCC PWP/TREP, but
defer more specific project development standards to the language within the NCC
PWP/TREP. The overlays also identify that their provisions take precedence over other
existing LCP provisions in the event of a conflict. The relationship between the LCPs
and the NCC PWP/TREP was crafted in this manner to provide assurance for the local
affected jurisdictions that they will have future control in the event that significant
changes to the content or scope of the NCC PWP/TREP occur that would create
inconsistency with the LCP overlay and therefore would require an additional future LCP
amendment(s). The relationship was also crafted in this manner to allow for more minor
changes to the NCC PWP/TREP requiring NCC PWP/TREP amendments to occur
without requiring amendments to the LCPs, so long as these changes are still consistent
with the broader policy language included within the overlay.
In this case, the changes proposed by the subject NCC PWP/TREP amendment are
consistent with the broader policy language included in the NCC PWP/TREP overlay
within the cities’ certified LCPs, and no LCP amendments are necessary. Thus, the
Commission finds that, due to the way that the overlay is structured within the cities’
LCPs, resulting in such a close connection between the NCC PWP/TREP policies and the
overlay policies in the LCPs, and because the amendment is not introducing any major
new elements to the NCC PWP/TREP or changing the scope in a manner inconsistent
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with the LCPs, the more specific provisions of the NCC PWP/TREP (design and
development strategies, and implementation measures) as amended herein are consistent
with the LCP policies in the NCC Project Overlay. Therefore, the Commission finds that
the proposed NCC PWP/TREP amendment is consistent with the LCPs of the Cities of
San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside.

G.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21067 and Sections 15050 and 15051 of Title
14 of the California Code of Regulations, Caltrans is the lead agency for purposes of the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), as it is the public agency with principal
responsibility for carrying out the I-5 related improvements and the larger NCC
PWP/TREP. As the lead agency under CEQA, Caltrans certified a Final Environmental
Impact Report addressing the I-5 related components of the subject plan in November
2013. 1 Caltrans is also the state-designated lead agency under CEQA for the rail
component of the plan and released the LOSSAN FINAL Program EIR/EIS in September
2007, with the Record of Decision issued on March 18, 2009
As an agency with a certified regulatory program under CEQA Section 21080.5, the
Commission must consider alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially
lessen any significant adverse environmental effects that the proposal would otherwise
have on the environment. Sections 13371 and 13356(b)(2) of Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations require that the Commission not approve or adopt a PWP unless it
can find that: “…there are no feasible alternatives, or feasible mitigation
measures,…available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact
that the development…may have on the environment.”
The Commission incorporates its findings on Coastal Act consistency at this point as if
set forth in full. These findings address and respond to all public comments regarding
potential significant adverse environmental effects of the proposed amendment that were
received prior to preparation of the staff report. For the reasons discussed in this report,
the proposed amendment to the NCC PWP/TREP is consistent with Coastal Act
requirements. There are no other feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available
that would further lessen any significant adverse effect that the development would have
on the environment.

1

The certification of that EIR is the subject of ongoing litigation in San Diego Superior Court. According
to Caltrans, the matter has been fully briefed and a hearing date has been set for May 20, 2016. However,
at this point, no relief has been granted that would affect the status of this EIR. Moreover, for the reasons
stated in the Commission’s findings in support of its original certification of the NCC PWP/TREP (see July
24, 2014 staff report at pages 26-28), which are incorporated herein by reference, that litigation does not
prevent the Commission from taking the instant action on the subject NCC PWP/TREP amendment.
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APPENDIX A – SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Public Works Plan No. PWP-6-NCC-13-0203-1
Coastal Development Permit No. 6-15-2092
Notice of Impending Development No. NCC-NOID-0005-15
City of San Diego LCP Amendment No. LCP-6-SAN-14-0813-1
City of Encinitas LCP Amendment No. LCP-6-ENC-14-0814-1
City of Carlsbad LCP Amendment No. LCP-6-CAR-14-0815-1
City of Oceanside LCP Amendment No. LCP-6-OCN-14-0816-1
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1) COASTAL RAIL TRAIL DESCRIPTION CHANGES

(pg. XVII)
•

Constructing several missing links of the Coastal Rail Trail within the LOSSAN rail corridor rightof way. These projects would construct more than 7 miles of the Coastal Rail Trail in the cities of
Encinitas and Carlsbad.

(pg. 2-59)
•

Identified PWP/TREP improvements to address deficiencies
-

Identified PWP/TREP improvements that would correct the aforementioned gaps, barriers
and other access deficiencies. These bicycle and pedestrian projects included new and
improved facilities at I-5 highway and LOSSAN rail corridor crossings, implementation of
segments of the Coastal Rail Trail within the LOSSAN right-of-way, and implementation of
the new north-south I-5 North Coast Bike Trail within the highway right-of-way. These
PWP/TREP projects would be implemented as part of the I-5 highway and LOSSAN rail
corridor transportation projects and would include such facilities as upgraded bicycle routes
(e.g., rebuilding an existing Class III bicycle facility as a Class II facility on a new I-5 bridge
overcrossing) and new or wider sidewalks at highway and rail over- and undercrossings.

(pg. 3B-16)
Beyond establishing better connections with the Coastal Rail Trail, the PWP/TREP improvements also
include completing several segments of the Coastal Rail Trail within the NCC. Caltrans and SANDAG
have identified several planned Coastal Rail Trail segments within the LOSSAN rail right-of-way as
projects to be included in the PWP/TREP. These projects, which are discussed further in Section 4.4 and
Section 5.3, would construct more than 7 miles of the Coastal Rail Trail in the cities of Encinitas and
Carlsbad. Where feasible, these Coastal Rail Trail segments would be built concurrently with adjacent
track projects in the LOSSAN rail right-of-way.
(pg. 3B-29)
Creating and constructing a new, corridor-long I-5 North Coast Bike Trail and constructing several missing
links of the Coastal Rail Trail within the LOSSAN rail corridor right-of-way.
(pg. 4-42)
Caltrans and SANDAG have identified opportunities to complete approximately 7 miles of the Coastal Rail
Trail within the LOSSAN rail right-of-way as part of the PWP/TREP improvements, taking advantage of
construction synergy with LOSSAN rail projects whenever possible. These segments also will contribute
to the completion of the California Coastal Trail, a planned 1,200-mile public right-of-way spanning the
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entire California coastline. A “braided trail” concept applies to the California Coastal Trail, meaning that it
may be comprised of several adjacent and complementary trails in any given location, based upon the
specific topography and land use mix of that location, as well as the types of infrastructure required to
support non-motorized transportation (walking trails, bike paths, etc.).13 The Coastal Rail Trail segments
planned in the PWP/TREP—all of which are immediately adjacent to the coast—will support the
development of the California Coastal Trail in the NCC by providing additional options for non-motorized
travel along the coast.
It is the intent for the Coastal Rail Trail projects included for permitting in the PWP/TREP to be located
within or immediately adjacent to the LOSSAN right of way - except in areas where there are
environmental, safety, or physical constraints. In those instances where there are constraints, the
Coastal Rail Trail shall not be located any further than 150 feet from the LOSSAN right of way. The
Coastal Rail Trail projects as generally depicted on Figures 5.3-1A through 5.3-1E The Coastal Rail Trail
segments included for permitting in the PWP/TREP are:
•
•
•
•
•

•

Chesterfield Drive to G Street (Encinitas): Construct approximately 1.7 miles of dedicated
bicycle facility in the LOSSAN right-of-way. Partially overlaps with LOSSAN San Elijo Lagoon
Double Track project.
G Street to Leucadia Boulevard (Encinitas): Construct approximately 1.7 miles of dedicated
bicycle facility in the LOSSAN right-of-way. Partially overlaps with LOSSAN Batiquitos Lagoon
Double Track project.
Leucadia Boulevard to La Costa Avenue (Encinitas): Construct approximately 1.3 miles of
dedicated bicycle facility in the LOSSAN right-of-way. Overlaps with LOSSAN Batiquitos Lagoon
Double Track project.
Poinsettia Station to Palomar Airport Road (Carlsbad): Construct approximately 0.9 mile of
dedicated bicycle facility in the LOSSAN right-of-way.
Palomar Airport Road to Cannon Road (Carlsbad): Construct approximately 0.5 mile of
dedicated bicycle facility in the LOSSAN right-of-way. However, as shown in Figure 4-2E, a small
portion of this segment lies outside the rail right-of-way, and therefore its implementation would
require further coordination with the city.
Cannon Road to Tamarack Avenue (Carlsbad): Construct approximately 1.2 miles of dedicated
bicycle facility in the LOSSAN right-of-way.

(pg. 5.1-44)
Additionally, the corridor vision for bicycle and pedestrian routes and trails includes an extensive network
that provides access to the beaches, lagoons, open spaces, and coastal communities of the NCC. Local
roads cross I-5 at several locations within the corridor, and many of these crossings are narrow and
unaccommodating for bicycles and pedestrians, inhibiting their access to coastal resources. These limited
crossings also reduce bicycle and pedestrian access to the Coastal Rail Trail, a separated facility
adjacent to the LOSSAN rail corridor that is being developed throughout the NCC.
(pg. 5.3-4)
Once fully completed, the Coastal Rail Trail will be a continuous north-south route adjacent to the
LOSSAN rail corridor, providing access to and along coastal facilities. This bikeway serves many users:
short segments support commuter access between adjoining communities; longer segments
accommodate recreational users as well as some commuters; while the full length of the bikeway within
San Diego County serves regional and interregional users. Significant portions of the Coastal Rail Trail
have been completed in Solana Beach, Carlsbad, Oceanside, and San Diego, but several gaps still exist
in the corridor. Beyond the planned improvements within the LOSSAN rail right-of-way that are included
in the PWP/TREP (described in Section 5.3.3.1), the completion of other unfinished segments of the
Coastal Rail Trail is being pursued concurrently by several local jurisdictions.
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(pg. 5.3-13)
•

Identified PWP/TREP improvements to address deficiencies
-

Identified PWP/TREP improvements that would correct the aforementioned gaps, barriers
and other access deficiencies. These bicycle and pedestrian projects included new and
improved facilities at I-5 highway and LOSSAN rail corridor crossings, implementation of
segments of the Coastal Rail Trail within the LOSSAN right-of-way, and implementation of
the new north-south I-5 North Coast Bike Trail within the highway right-of-way. These
PWP/TREP projects would be implemented as part of the I-5 highway and LOSSAN rail
corridor transportation projects and would include such facilities as upgraded bicycle routes
(e.g., rebuilding an existing Class III bicycle facility as a Class II facility on a new I-5 bridge
overcrossing) and new or wider sidewalks at highway and rail over- and undercrossings.

…
Caltrans and SANDAG have identified opportunities to complete approximately 7 miles of the Coastal Rail
Trail within the LOSSAN rail right-of-way as part of the PWP/TREP improvements, taking advantage of
construction synergy with LOSSAN rail projects whenever possible. These segments also will contribute
to the completion of the California Coastal Trail, a planned 1,200-mile public right-of-way spanning the
entire California coastline. A “braided trail” concept applies to the California Coastal Trail, meaning that it
may be comprised of several adjacent and complementary trails in any given location, based upon the
specific topography and land use mix of that location, as well as the types of infrastructure required to
support non-motorized transportation (walking trails, bike paths, etc.).15 The Coastal Rail Trail segments
planned in the PWP/TREP—all of which are immediately adjacent to the coast—will support the
development of the California Coastal Trail in the NCC by providing additional options for non-motorized
travel along the coast.
(pg. 5.3-14)
Beyond the Coastal Rail Trail segments within the LOSSAN rail and I-5 highway rights-of-way that are
planned in the PWP/TREP, the region’s local jurisdictions are also working with SANDAG to identify
funding for the design and construction of several other segments located outside these rights-of-way.
The SANDAG Regional Bicycle Plan Early Action Program (EAP)—described in more detail later in this
section with the other projects permitted separately from the PWP/TREP—includes several projects that
will largely complete the Coastal Rail Trail in the NCC. In addition, the EAP includes the construction of
many segments in San Diego that are located outside the NCC, such as University Towne Center, Rose
Canyon, and Pacific Highway. Taken together, these combined efforts on the Coastal Rail Trail from
SANDAG and local cities demonstrate the region’s intention to complete this important facility.

(pg. 5.10-5)
In addition, bicycle and pedestrian routes that are incomplete, not built to current standards or plans, or
not available for access to coastal areas in the NCC would be upgraded and/or connected. Facilitating
and encouraging non-automobile transportation with new and improved multimodal options will provide
access to the coast and recreation areas with alternative modes of transportation (trails, bike paths, and
transit). The PWP/TREP projects will add and improve sidewalks and bicycle lanes at I-5 highway and
LOSSAN rail crossings throughout NCC communities, providing access to coastal amenities including
Coast Highway, the Coastal Rail Trail, and the California Coastal Trail. The proposed improvements
would improve not only travel choices, but also substantially enhance recreational opportunities in the
corridor by completing linkages among communities and inland and coastal areas, and by providing
access opportunities to the NCC’s regionally significant natural resource and recreation areas. The
PWP/TREP improvements for bicycle and pedestrian routes and trails would enhance an extensive
network that provides access to the beaches, lagoons, open spaces, and coastal communities. In
addition, the PWP/TREP establishes and constructs significant portions of a new I-5 North Coast Bike
Trail—a continuous, non-motorized access trail along the length of the corridor that would complement
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the existing Coast Highway, Coastal Rail Trail, and the California Coastal Trail. Missing links of the longplanned Coastal Rail Trail within the LOSSAN rail right-of-way would also be implemented.

(pg. 5.10-8)
With regard to non-motorized transportation, the PWP/TREP incorporates a number of regional and
community enhancements that would support bicycle and pedestrian activities within the corridor,
including construction of a number of facilities critical to success of the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail and the
Coastal Rail Trail. These facilities include smaller trail connections as well as larger trail portions intended
to connect north-south trail segments. These sections within Caltrans/SANDAG right-of-way would only
be constructed with project approval and are lynchpin elements to the overall non-motorized
transportation system. Proposed improvements to pedestrian crossings across the rail and highway
facilities, and new or improved corridor bike and hiking trails would provide safe, non-automobile
dependent routes to and from the Coastal Zone and to coastal recreation areas.

2.) ROCK SLOPE PROTECTION DESCRIPTION CHANGES
5.8 Site Stability and Management
5.8.2.6 I-5 Highway Corridor Impact Assessment

……
(pg. 5.8-15) Paragraph 1
To further address potential internal shoreline/bank and channel erosion and to ensure I-5 facilities are
designed and constructed to minimize the alteration and channelization of shorelines and/or floodplains,
Caltrans has determined that shoreline armoring at I-5 replacement bridge crossings would only occur on
the slopes of bridge abutments. Where unavoidable, and to be consistent with federal standards for
bridge protection Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements, additional armoring extending
away from the abutments and into the optimized channel width may be required. Encroachment
of Aany additional necessary rock slope protection would not encroach into the proposed
channel width dimensions as identified in the Lagoon Bridge Optimization Studies, as applicable, would
be minimized to avoid impacts to the maximum extent feasible, would be designed to minimize scour,
would be mitigated as a permanent impact, and would have, at a minimum, an initial 2-foot thick layer of
sediment covering the rock slope protection. No part of any proposed armoring shall extend above the
optimized channel depth as identified in the Lagoon Optimization Studies, as applicable. Rock slope
protection in the form of energy dissipaters at new or replacement culverts would be installed only where
culvert outlet velocities are determined to be erosive during the design phase for the facilities and would
be included in the relevant drainage plans.
(pg. 5.8-23)
•

Implementation Measure 5.8.13: NOID or Coastal Development Permit submittals for armoring
that extends into the optimized channel width shall include the following information and
materials:
-A mitigation and monitoring program to be implemented after construction to ensure the rock
slope protection is not exposed.
-The monitoring program shall require, at a minimum, annual monitoring, as well as additional
monitoring one month after any 20-year or greater storm event.
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-Mitigation for permanent impacts shall be required as further described in the REMP.

3.) FUELING SETBACK CHANGES
5.4 Marine Resources
5.4.3.4 Implementation Measures
(pg. 5.4-54)
Implementation Measure 5.4.9: Fueling of construction equipment shall occur in designated areas at a
distance no less than 100 feet from the lagoon, river, or other water bodies and associated plant
communities to preclude adverse water quality impacts. A minimum 100 foot fueling setback from
waterbodies shall be provided except where i) in-water construction activities for lagoon bridge
replacement is required and it would be impractical to transport large equipment to an upland location for
each refueling, and ii) where site constraints (such as ESHA or existing infrastructure) adjacent to
waterbodies do not allow for a setback of 100 ft. Where a minimum 100 ft. setback from waterbodies for
fueling is infeasible, as listed in herein, the maximum setback possible shall be provided given the site
constraints and additional BMPs shall be implemented. Additionally, for any in-water fueling, fueling shall
take place in a location that has been dewatered and all refueling activities shall be monitored by
appropriate personnel identified by the contractor. Equipment and vehicles shall be inspected daily for
fuel or fluid leaks, and leaking equipment or vehicles shall be repaired or replaced immediately. If any
leaks are detected or impacts to water quality occur, the Site Management Program/Contingency Plan
prepared pursuant to IM 5.8.11 shall specify notification requirements and an emergency protocol for spill
containment and clean up. The contractor shall have available at each staging area adequate spill
containment equipment (e.g., absorbent materials, containment booms, etc.) to respond to potential fuel
or oil spills or leaks from project-related vehicles and equipment.

5.8 Site Stability and Management
5.8.3.4 Implementation Measures
(pg. 5.8-22)
Implementation Measure 5.8.11: A Site Management Program/Contingency Plan shall be prepared prior
to construction/demolition of improvements to address known and potential hazardous material issues. All
highway, rail station and pedestrian crossings, and community and resource enhancement improvement
projects shall prepare and implement construction staging plans with designated areas to accommodate
equipment and vehicles fueling a minimum of 50 100 feet away from waterbodies over paved or
impervious surfaces, and any fuel or petroleum products used for project equipment and vehicles shall be
stored a minimum of 50 100 feet from waterbodies and within the staging area paved or impervious
surfaces. A minimum 100 foot fueling setback from waterbodies shall be provided except where i) inwater construction activities for lagoon bridge replacement is required and it would be impractical to
transport large equipment to an upland location for each refueling, and ii) where site constraints (such as
ESHA or existing infrastructure) adjacent to waterbodies do not allow for a setback of 100 ft. Where a
minimum 100 ft. setback from waterbodies for fueling is infeasible, as listed in herein, the maximum
setback possible shall be provided given the site constraints and additional BMPs shall be implemented.
Additionally, for any in-water fueling, fueling shall take place in a location that has been dewatered and all
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refueling activities shall be monitored by appropriate personnel identified by the contractor. Equipment
and vehicles shall be inspected daily for fuel or fluid leaks, and leaking equipment or vehicles shall be
repaired or replaced immediately. If any leaks are detected or impacts to water quality occur, the plan
shall specify notification requirements and an emergency protocol for spill containment and clean up. The
contractor shall have available at each staging area adequate spill containment equipment (e.g.,
absorbent materials, containment booms, etc.) to respond to potential fuel or oil spills or leaks from
project-related vehicles and equipment.
5.8.4.1 Corridor Consistency Analysis
(pg. 5.8-27)
Proposed corridor improvements would be designed and developed to avoid and minimize potential
impacts associated hazardous material release into the environment. Design and development strategies
provide for implementation of Site Management Program/Contingency Plans, when applicable, to address
known and potential hazardous material issues, which could include contaminated soil and groundwater,
lead-based paint, and asbestos-containing materials. The NCC PWP/TREP includes numerous
implementation measures to ensure that potential on-site hazardous materials along the improvement
areas be properly identified and that plans be developed for the handling and disposal of such materials
in a safe and legal manner. To avoid and minimize hazardous materials risks, soils proposed for
disturbance for rail improvements would be investigated for contamination and Phase I and/ Phase II
Environmental Site Assessments prepared, when necessary. Design and development strategies for
future, project-specific improvements also include preparation and implementation of construction staging
plans, which would require that construction refueling/staging occur in pre-designated areas away from
waterbodies (a minimum of 50 100 feet away from waterbodies where feasible) and adequate spill
containment equipment (e.g., absorbent materials, containment booms, etc.) to respond to potential fuel
or oil spills or leaks from project-related vehicles and equipment. In addition, the PWP/TREP requires that
equipment be inspected and maintained at regular intervals, and that appropriate cleanup facilities and
procedures be in place should spills accidentally occur.

4.) RAIL PARKING DESCRIPTION CHANGES
(pg. XII)
Beyond double-tracking, many other infrastructure enhancements are planned for the LOSSAN rail
corridor. The installation of various stub tracks, layover tracks, and track crossovers would improve
operations for all four rail operators (COASTER, Amtrak, Metrolink and BNSF) in the corridor. Like
double-tracking, these projects would increase capacity and decrease conflicts, which would result in
better reliability and shortened travel times. In addition, the program features enhanced pedestrian
crossings, vehicle crossing improvements, and rail bridge replacements to improve safety and
accessibility. Beyond track improvements, the LOSSAN projects also include station and parking
enhancements, within, adjacent to, or in close proximity to existing stations, that will increase access to
rail services for current and potential riders at each of the 6 NCC stations. There are also eight grade
separations (three local roads and five bicycle/pedestrian facilities) planned that will increase the safety
and performance of both the LOSSAN corridor and the facilities that cross it. Finally, a tunnel is planned
that would move the rail alignment away from the fragile Del Mar bluffs, which cannot be double-tracked
because of structural and environmental concerns. The planned LOSSAN rail corridor enhancements
would allow for much greater capacity on the rail corridor than is needed today, ensuring that the rail
infrastructure would be able to accommodate demand growth for many decades.
(pg. XVIII)
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• Expanding parking areas at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to the corridor’s transit stations, which
would support passenger rail service and reduce the possibility of conflicts between rail passenger and
coastal access parking resources on adjacent streets.
(pg. 3B-7 to 3B-8)
Beyond double-tracking, many other infrastructure enhancements are planned for the LOSSAN rail
corridor. The installation of various stub tracks, layover tracks, and track crossovers would improve
operations for all four rail operators (COASTER, Amtrak, Metrolink and BNSF) in the corridor. Like
double-tracking, these projects would increase capacity and decrease conflicts, which would result in
better reliability and shortened travel times, ultimately making the choice to take transit a more attractive
option. In addition, the program features enhanced pedestrian crossings, vehicle crossing improvements,
and rail bridge replacements to improve safety and accessibility. Finally, station and parking
improvements at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to NCC stations would increase passenger capacity,
enhance quality of service, and improve access to coastal rail services. Such improvements also serve to
enhance the passenger experience, which may contribute further to increased ridership.
(pg. 3B-26)
Proposed PWP/TREP improvements for the LOSSAN corridor would contribute substantially to enhancing
mobility throughout the NCC by increasing and improving rail service, providing new rail service at the Del
Mar Racetrack and Fairgrounds, and supplementing parking supply at, adjacent to, or in close proximity
to rail stations for new customers.
(pg. 3B-27)
The presence of adequate parking facilities in coastal areas to serve residents, commercial uses and
visitors who travel by car is an important variable that influences public access and recreation
opportunities in the Coastal Zone. Transit services must be supported by ample parking, walking, and
bicycle facilities in order to ensure maximum accessibility of the NCC’s coastal resources via alternative
modes of travel. In addition, as the majority of rail stations in the NCC are located just blocks from the
beach, constrained parking resources could result in overflow parking by train passengers onto adjacent
streets, which could displace parking resources used by people to access the coast by automobile.
However, where adequate parking supply does occur, these parking resources support access to nearby
beaches and recreation areas. Proposed PWP/TREP improvements include expanding parking areas at,
adjacent to, or in close proximity to the corridor’s transit stations, which would support passenger rail
service and reduce the possibility of conflicts between rail passenger and coastal access parking
resources on adjacent streets. Furthermore, PWP/TREP improvements include construction of new and
enhanced staging areas for bike and trail facilities throughout the corridor. These improvements would
increase access to and use of the NCC’s recreational facilities.
(pg. 4-5 to 4-6)
4.1.2 Station and Parking Improvements
The following station and parking improvements at LOSSAN corridor rail stations would increase
passenger capacity, improve service, and enhance quality of service. (Parking improvements adjacent to
I-5, such as park-and-ride lots, are listed in Section 4.2.6.) These improvements are all in the planning
stage with the exception of Poinsettia Station Improvements, which are being designed.
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•
•
•
•

•
•

Solana Beach Station Parking (Solana Beach): Additional spaces at, adjacent to, or in close
proximity to the COASTER Solana Beach Station.
Encinitas Station Parking (Encinitas): Additional spaces at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to
the COASTER Encinitas Station.
Poinsettia Station Parking (Carlsbad): Additional spaces at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to
the COASTER Carlsbad Poinsettia Station
Poinsettia Station Improvements (Carlsbad): Installation of an inter-track fence and a gradeseparated pedestrian crossing at Carlsbad Poinsettia Station. New station platforms would be
constructed to accommodate these improvements. The project is in the design stage and requires
environmental approval.
Carlsbad Village Station Parking (Carlsbad): Additional spaces at, adjacent to, or in close
proximity to the COASTER Carlsbad Village Station.
Oceanside Station Parking (Oceanside): Additional spaces at, adjacent to, or in close proximity
to the existing Oceanside Transit Center to accommodate additional riders who access the
station by private automobile.

(pg.4-18 to 4-19)
Altogether, the number of park-and-ride spaces available for HOV commuters along I-5 will increase by at
least 43% with implementation of these planned new and enhanced park-and-ride facilities, and could
increase by even more depending on the ultimate design of each facility. Beyond the park-and ride
improvements planned at I-5, improvements to the parking facilities at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to
LOSSAN rail stations are also planned in the PWP/TREP. They are described in Section 4.1.2 with the
other LOSSAN projects.
(pg. 5.1-34)
The LOSSAN rail corridor in the NCC includes a program of projects to expand capacity, improve
performance, and enhance access. These projects are described in detail in Chapter 4 and would include
the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Double-track projects to reduce and eliminate single-track segments to increase capacity an
reliability, and reduce travel time
Trackwork improvements for increased operations and reliability
Bridge replacements to improve the safety of existing services
Expansion of parking at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to rail stations to enhance access
Additional funded transit connections that encourage alternatives to parking at rail stations

(pg. 5.2-13)
The LOSSAN rail corridor improvements would lead to shorter travel times and improved reliability, and
would enable increased frequencies for inter- and intra-city public transit in the corridor. The
improvements would provide a track in each direction in nearly the entire corridor, thereby allowing for an
increase to corridor capacity to over 47,000 passengers each day. Station facilities and parking
improvements at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to LOSSAN rail corridor stations would further increase
passenger capacity and enhance quality of service. LOSSAN rail corridor improvements would also
provide enhanced inter and intra-regional access to coastal-dependent industry and recreation, coastal
and upland areas supporting recreation, various tourist destinations, and visitor-serving areas. Providing
higher-quality rail service in the LOSSAN rail corridor is one of the public infrastructure elements
necessary to fully realize Smart Growth potential in areas around LOSSAN rail corridor stations.
(pg. 5.2-15)
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Station facilities and parking improvements at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to LOSSAN rail corridor
stations would increase passenger capacity and enhance quality of service. The new Del Mar
Fairgrounds Special Event Platform would provide for improved nonautomobile access to coastal
resources, including Cardiff State Beach, San Dieguito River Park and Lagoon, and the Del Mar
Racetrack and Fairgrounds. Parking structures or significant expansions to parking facilities would be
planned for at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to all NCC stations (Oceanside, Carlsbad Village,
Carlsbad Poinsettia, Encinitas, Solana Beach, and Sorrento Valley). Parking at stations is a major
capacity constraint and acts as a barrier to many potential rail corridor users. On average, all of the
COASTER station parking lots (except Oceanside and Sorrento Valley) are at least 90% full on
weekdays, with several exceeding 95%.11 This constraint not only limits the number of people who can
access the stations by automobile, but it also creates uncertainty among potential new riders, who might
wish to commute via rail but cannot rely on parking being available every day. This lack of parking
capacity therefore serves as a barrier to increased ridership. Providing additional parking resources at
NCC rail stations will be a critical component to supporting increased rail use in the future.
(pg. 5.2-16)
Proposed community enhancements would further support nonautomobile transportation. Bike and hiking
trails, including components of the Coastal Rail Trail, pedestrian corridor crossings, adding and widening
of overpass sidewalks and bike lanes, upgraded and expanded parking facilities at, adjacent to, or in
close proximity to rail stations, grade separations, and other improvements would create stronger links in
the corridor. Many of these new links would significantly improve non-vehicular public access to and
within the Coastal Zone and to recreation areas, making access by alternative transportation modes more
desirable. These enhancements are discussed in detail in Section 4.4.1.
(pg. 5.3-6)
In addition, while access to LOSSAN rail corridor stations is primarily by private automobile, constrained
parking currently discourages many potential passengers from using rail. On average, all of the
COASTER station parking lots except Oceanside and Sorrento Valley are at least 90% full on weekdays,
with several exceeding 95%.5 This constraint not only limits the number of people who can access the
stations by automobile, but it also creates uncertainty among potential new riders, who might wish to
commute via rail but cannot rely on parking being available every day. This lack of parking capacity
therefore serves as a barrier to increased ridership. Providing additional parking resources at, adjacent to,
or in close proximity to rail stations will be a critical component to supporting increased rail use in the
future.
(pg. 5.3-10)
In addition, while access to LOSSAN rail corridor stations is primarily by private automobile, constrained
parking at stations currently discourages many potential passengers from using the rail corridor. As the
majority of rail stations are located just blocks from the beach, constrained parking resources result in
overflow parking by train passengers onto adjacent streets, which displaces parking resources that could
used by people to access the coast by automobile; conversely, where ample parking supply does occur at
LOSSAN stations, these excess parking resources could also be used to support access to and along
nearby beaches and recreation areas. Proposed PWP/TREP improvements would include expanding
parking areas at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to the corridor’s transit stations, which would benefit
passenger rail service and eliminate or reduce conflicts between rail passenger and coastal access
parking resources on adjacent streets. Finally, adding a new platform in Del Mar would substantially
improve rail service for coastal access to an area not currently served. The Del Mar platform would

9

provide new access opportunities to the beach, San Dieguito River Park, and Del Mar Fairgrounds and
Racetrack, one of the region’s most popular tourist destinations.
(pg. 5.3-42)
As the primary means for the public to reach shoreline access points and upland recreational destinations
in the corridor, I-5 serves as the gateway to the entire San Diego coastal area and provides a unique
scenic, recreational traveling experience. As travel demand in the I-5 highway corridor continues to
increase, so does the existing coastal access impediment of traffic congestion. Proposed PWP/TREP
improvements focusing on Express Lanes would give priority to ride-sharing and public transit (and when
capacity allows, SOVs), while reducing overall congestion, protecting and facilitating public access, and
funding transit investments. The proposed PWP/TREP program ensures that the corridor’s large and
varying customer base of HOVs (many of which are seeking access to and along coastal resources)
would be provided with a reliable transportation corridor. In addition, rail improvements that increase
capacity, reduce travel time, increase reliability, and provide new service area opportunities, such as
those proposed, are readily recognized as major contributors to protecting and enhancing coastal access
to and along the coast. Proposed PWP/TREP improvements would contribute substantially to enhancing
multimodal access throughout the corridor by increasing rail service; providing new rail service at Del Mar
Fairgrounds and Racetrack; accommodating better vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle access to rail
stations; and supplementing parking supply at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to rail stations to support
access to and along nearby beaches and upland recreational areas.
(pg. 5.4-32)
5.4.2.3 LOSSAN Rail Corridor Impact Assessment
Proposed rail facility track improvements would not result in significant expansion of impermeable
surfaces and thus would not contribute substantially to increased stormwater runoff. The majority of rail
improvements would be contained within the existing right-of-way or in deep tunnels and, thus, would
minimize the need for excessive grading and landform modification that could otherwise disrupt and/or
interfere with surface water flow or result in increased peak flood discharge, erosion, and sedimentation
to receiving waterbodies. Rail improvements include parking area expansion at, adjacent to, or in close
proximity to stations and a new platform at Del Mar that would involve increased impervious surfaces and
could contribute to increased runoff, erosion, and pollutant loads to receiving waterbodies; however, with
the exception of the proposed platform at Del Mar, all stations now have, or are developing, vertical
parking structures in already developed areas. It is expected that proposed parking resources would likely
be met through additional parking levels in the existing structures; therefore, impervious surface at ground
level would not increase substantially.
(pg. 5.5-13)
5.5.2.3 LOSSAN Rail Corridor Impact Assessment
The PWP/TREP improvements would result in unavoidable impacts to upland and wetland ESHAs as the
LOSSAN rail facility is an existing north-south transportation corridor that transects the east-west lagoon
systems and is adjacent to existing ESHAs. Proposed rail track improvements would be contained
primarily within the existing right-of-way or in tunnels that would minimize the need for significant grading
and landform modification that could otherwise disrupt or displace existing ESHAs; however, it is still
possible that upland or wetland ESHAs could be located within the right-of-way. Rail improvements
involving parking area expansion at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to stations would occur primarily in
developed areas and are therefore not likely to result in substantial impacts to ESHAs; however,
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construction of a new platform at the Del Mar Fairgrounds could involve new development in the San
Dieguito River Valley area and therefore could possibly affect adjacent sensitive resources.
(pg. 5.7-19)
Station parking improvements would include adding new parking spaces and/or new parking
structures for at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to the Oceanside, Carlsbad Village, Carlsbad
Poinsettia, Encinitas, and Solana Beach stations. Parking structure improvements could increase the
structural mass of the stations as viewed by passengers. In addition, a new special-event platform at Del
Mar Racetrack and Fairgrounds is proposed in the San Dieguito River Valley (Figure 5.7-1B), an area
generally characterized by open space and the rural and cultural features of Del Mar Racetrack and
Fairgrounds. Depending on the ultimate location and design of the Del Mar platform improvements, the
improvements could be visible to rail travelers.
(pg. 5.7-32)
Station parking improvements would include adding parking spaces and/or new parking structures for at,
adjacent to, or in close proximity to the Oceanside, Carlsbad Village, Carlsbad Poinsettia, Encinitas, and
Solana Beach stations. These improvements would occur at, adjacent to, or in close proximity to existing
stations in developed areas inland from the coastline and therefore are not likely to obscure significant
traveler or adjoining views to the shoreline. A new platform at Del Mar Fairgrounds is proposed in the San
Dieguito River Valley, which, although minimal in size and scale, would introduce a new transportation
facility in an area generally characterized by open space and the rural and cultural features of Del Mar
Racetrack and Fairgrounds. Potential impacts to significant coastal views and area aesthetics for
travelers and adjoining views would be analyzed during project-level analysis to ensure the location and
design of station and platform improvements protect coastal visual resources to the extent possible and to
ensure overall compatibility with the visual resources of the area.

5.) COMMUNITY ENHANCEMENT CLARIFICATIONS
(pg. 3B-17)
Along the LOSSAN rail corridor, the PWP/TREP includes five new grade-separated crossings for bicycles
and pedestrians, plus three additional roadway grade separations that will include bicycle/pedestrian
improvements. Along I-5, Tthe PWP/TREP includes replacement overcrossings at 20 locations, a new
overcrossing at 1 location, and widened undercrossings at 11 locations—all of which would result in
improvements over existing conditions (see Section 4.4 and Section 5.3 for specific project details).
Among the 40 32 projects locations to receive crossing improvements projects, and accounting for bicycle
and pedestrian facilities separately, the benefits include:
•

2 would maintain the current sidewalk facilities.

•

274 would improved sidewalks over existing conditions.

•

1510 would add new sidewalks or pedestrian crossings where none currently exist.

•

17 would maintain the current bicycle facilities

•

1613 would improved bicycle facilities over existing conditions.

•

61 would add new bicycle facilities or crossings where none currently exist.

(pg. 3B-17, footnote 11)
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The sum of these figures exceeds 3040 because they account for crossings that contain both pedestrian
and bicycle facilities, as well as crossings that provide improvements on one side of a roadway and new
facilities on the other.
(pg 4-6 to pg. 4-7)
In addition to these roadway grade separations, three five additional grade-separated crossings of the
LOSSAN rail corridor are planned exclusively for bicycle and pedestrian users. They are listed below, and
discussed in greater detail in Section 4.4 with the other bicycle and pedestrian improvements:
•

Coast to Crest Trail Crossing (Del Mar): Also listed as Community Enhancement DM#1

•

San Elijo Lagoon Gateway Pedestrian Undercrossing (Solana Beach): Part of Community
Enhancement SB#3

•

Hillcrest Drive Pedestrian Undercrossing (Encinitas)

•

Chestnut Avenue LOSSAN Pedestrian Crossing (Carlsbad): Also listed as Community
Enhancement CB#6

•

Harbor Drive LOSSAN Crossing Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvements (Oceanside): Also listed
as Community Enhancement OC#12

(pg.4-44)
•

Coast to Crest Trail Crossing (Del Mar): Construct a new grade-separated crossing of the
LOSSAN corridor at the Coast to Crest Trail, in the general proximity of the Del Mar Fairgrounds.
The Coast to Crest Trail is a 55-mile east-west trail facility that is a major feature of the San
Dieguito River Park. The majority of the trail system is built, but it lacks a facility for hikers to
cross the LOSSAN rail corridor to reach the coast. As part of the PWP/TREP program of
improvements, this essential link would be completed, providing safer coastal access between
upland recreation areas and the shoreline. This project is also designated as Community
Enhancement DM#1 and is included in the list of Community Enhancements in Section 4.4.5. It
does not yet have funding identified.

•

San Elijo Lagoon Gateway Pedestrian Undercrossing (Solana Beach): Construct a new
grade-separated crossing of the LOSSAN rail corridor at San Elijo Lagoon, in the general
proximity of Milepost 241. This would allow users of the existing San Elijo Lagoon trails to cross
the railroad tracks, creating new access to both the shoreline and the Gateway Open Space
Preservation Site. This project is part of Community Enhancement SB#3 and is included in the list
of Community Enhancements in Section 4.4.5.

(pg. 4-47 to 4-48)
4.4.5.3 City of Solana Beach
•

SB#1 Streetscape Enhancements on Ida Avenue: Streetscape enhancements would be
constructed along Ida Avenue from Academy Drive to south of Genevieve Street, including
sidewalks, curbs, and landscaping. Improvements are consistent with the Eden Garden Master
Streetscape Plan and Master Plan.

•

SB#2 Pedestrian Trailhead Amenities at Solana Hills Drive: Construct street improvements
along the northern end of Solana Hills Drive and construct a new near the trailhead at the south
entrance to San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve. This would include improved signs and parallel
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parking on Solana Hills Drive for trailhead visitors, pedestrian drop-off zone to facilitate trail
access, street trees, street and security lighting, and shad structure, picnic tables, drinking
fountain, litter receptacles, pet waste station, interpretive displays, and information board as well
as other amenities to support trailhead users. Better parking, access, and amenities would
encourage public use of the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve.
•

SB#3 Gateway Open Space Preservation Site and Pedestrian Undercrossing: Contribute to
the purchase of the Gateway Open Space Preservation Site parcel by the San Elijo Lagoon
Conservancy and construct a new grade-separated crossing of the LOSSAN rail corridor near
Milepost 241. The 3.2-acre Gateway site, immediately adjacent to San Elijo Lagoon and Cardiff
State Beach, will be preserved as open space. The new grade separation will allow users of the
existing San Elijo Lagoon trails to cross the railroad tracks, creating new access to both the
Gateway site and the shoreline.

(pg.5.3-16)
•

Coast to Crest Trail Crossing (Del Mar): Construct a pedestrian crossing of the LOSSAN rail
corridor at the western end of the Coast to Crest Trail, a 55-mile east-west recreational corridor
connecting Del Mar with Volcan Mountain near Julian. The partially completed trail is a major feature
of the San Dieguito River Park, but it has several gaps, including the lack of a facility for hikers to
cross the LOSSAN rail corridor to reach the coast. As part of the PWP/TREP program of
improvements, this essential link would be completed, enhancing safety as well as facilitating coastal
access between upland recreation areas and the shoreline. This project is also designated as
Community Enhancement DM#1 and is included in the list of Community Enhancements later in the
section. It does not yet have funding identified.

•

San Elijo Lagoon Gateway Pedestrian Undercrossing (Solana Beach): Construct a new gradeseparated crossing of the LOSSAN rail corridor at San Elijo Lagoon, in the general proximity of
Milepost 241. This would allow users of the existing San Elijo Lagoon trails to cross the railroad
tracks, creating new access to both the shoreline and the Gateway Open Space Preservation Site.
This project is part of Community Enhancement SB#3 and is included in the list of Community
Enhancements later in this section.

(pg. 5.3-21)
•

SB#2 Pedestrian Trailhead Amenities at Solana Hills Drive: Construct street improvements along
the northern end of Solana Hills Drive, including improved signs and interpretive displays, a new near
the trailhead and parking at the south entrance to San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve. This would
provide greater access improved amenities to users of the San Elijo Lagoon recreational facilities for
bicycles and pedestrians, including those who wish to drive from farther destinations in order to utilize
the reserve’s many trails and recreational facilities. The I-5 North Coast Bike Trail would also share
this facility, providing corridor-length mobility for bicycles and pedestrians.

•

SB#3 Gateway Open Space Preservation Site and Pedestrian Undercrossing: Contribute to the
purchase of the Gateway Open Space Preservation Site parcel by the San Elijo Lagoon
Conservancy and construct a new grade-separated crossing of the LOSSAN rail corridor near
Milepost 241. The 3.2-acre Gateway site, immediately adjacent to San Elijo Lagoon and Cardiff State
Beach, will be preserved as open space. The new grade separation will allow users of the existing
San Elijo Lagoon trails to cross the railroad tracks, creating new access to both the Gateway site and
the shoreline.
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Table 6A-1 (pg. 6A-3)
Highway Adjacent
• EN#1 Bike/Ped Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at San Elijo
• EN#5A Encinitas Blvd Bike/Ped Enhancements
• EN#2B Villa Cardiff & MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements
• EN#8 Manchester Avenue Trail to Nature Center
• SB#3 Gateway Open Space Preservation Site & Pedestrian Undercrossing
Table 6A-1 (pg. 6A-4)
• SD#3 Bike/Ped Trail & Bridge on W Side of I-5 at San Dieguito
• SD#4 Ped Overpass Connection N of Del Mar Heights Rd
• SB#1 Streetscape Enhancements on Ida Ave
• SB#2 Ped Trailhead Amenities at Solana Hills Dr
(pg.6A-7 and pg. 6A-9))
−

Edits to Figures 6A-1A and 6A-1B

6.) CHANGES TO UPDATE VISUAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
(pg. 5.7-3 through pg. 5.7-15)
−

Edits in Section 5.7 (Visual Resources) to Figures 5.7-1A thru 5.7-1G

(Appendix B)

−

Add new “Appendix B-1” Lighting Standards

7.) CHANGES TO REPORTING REQUIREMENTS/PERFORMANCE MEASURES
(pg.6A-22)
Table 6A-2 NORTH COAST CORRIDOR TRANSPORTATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Performance Measure

Definition

Improving Efficiency and Managing Demand
Transportation Demand Management
Implementation of TDM programs and activities that support NCC mobility, access
Programs/Activities
and education.
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Transportation System Management
Operations/Infrastructure
Improvements Made Outside NCC that
Improve Conditions within NCC
Coordinated Project Construction to
Avoid/Minimize Impacts

Implementation of TSM operational and infrastructure improvements that support
NCC mobility, and access, and safety (including new technologies to minimize
adverse visual and environmental impacts from lighting, signage, and
miscellaneous highway appurtenances).
Infrastructure and operational investments and improvements that support NCC
mobility and access.
Description of coordinated project construction activities that avoid/minimize
impacts.
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I-5 NCC PWP/TREP AMENDMENT
LIGHTING STANDARDS (APPENDIX B-1)

PURPOSE: The purpose of Appendix B is to define the lighting design standards and describe the lighting design
process used to implement the visual mitigation measures contained in the I-5 North Coast Corridor PWP/TREP.
These guidelines are intended to guide engineers, architects and landscape architects who will design the
physical lighting elements of the corridor improvements. Development of future project specific NOID
submittals for transportation lighting will incorporate this guidance.
VISUAL MITIGATION MEASURES: The visual mitigation implementation measures require transportation lighting
to be sited and designed such that the impacts from direct light on public views outside of the transportation
facilities are limited to the maximum extent feasible by limiting, shielding and directing lights to only that
required for operations and safety. Night lighting shall be the minimum required for operations and safety and
shall be excluded from viewsheds containing scenic resources, including at lagoon crossings, wherever feasible.
LIGHTING DESIGN STANDARDS: The Lighting Design Standards contain Caltrans policy and procedures regarding
issues such as safety, operations, and maintenance. Lighting Design Standards provide guidance used to
determine the type, quantity and layout of lighting fixtures. Lighting designers use these standards to evaluate
the site specific conditions that influence the ultimate lighting design. The following Lighting Design Standards
will be used for specific NOID transportation submittals:
•

•

•

•

MASTER LIGHTING TABLE: The Master List is intended to be a basis for corridor light equipment
selection. It is not feasible to include every potential lighting type and available fixture to the lighting
designer. Future standards, improved technologies and project specific requirements may amend the
list for project specific NOID submittals, therefore the list of lighting types and fixtures identified in the
Master Lighting Table is subject to change. These unlisted fixtures may be used where appropriate as
suggested by Caltrans Electrical Design, Caltrans Landscape Architecture or local jurisdictions with the
concurrence of the California Coastal Commission.
2010 STANDARD PLAN LIGHTING DETAILS: These details correspond with the Master Lighting Table and
represent current standards. Future technologies related to lighting, signage, and miscellaneous
highway appurtenances may result in changes to the standard details. These updated details would be
incorporated within future project specific NOID submittals.
CHAPTER 9- TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND LIGHTING (TRAFFIC MANUAL): The purpose of highway safety
lighting is to promote the safe and orderly movement of traffic by illuminating certain permanent
features or conditions which are unusual, which require additional care and alertness to negotiate, and
which, if illuminated, may be more readily comprehended and so compensated for by the motorist. The
Traffic Manual describes Highway Safety Lighting Design Standards for freeway interchanges, ramps,
connections, freeway ramp-surface street intersections and local streets.
STATE OF CA •DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION TRAFFIC OPERATIONS POLICY DIRECTIVE TR-0011 (REV
0812009): The California DOT “2003 High Occupancy Vehicle Guidelines for Planning, Design, and
Operations” (HOV Guidelines) and the content of this Policy Directive shall be applied during the
planning and development of freeway managed lane projects, including conversions of existing
managed lanes to incorporate tolling or utilize continuous access.
Page 4 0f 12 Lighting shall be provided for each access opening to facilitate decision making and lane
changing maneuvers during hours of darkness. Deviations from this requirement shall be approved by
1
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the Traffic Liaison. Lighting will alert drivers that they are approaching left side weaving sections where
lane changing and turbulence may be concentrated. Lighting should also be considered for freeway
segments located between an access opening and a freeway-to-freeway interchange when the access
serves that interchange. This is due to the higher weaving volumes and higher number of lane changes
expected in these areas. Contact the district Electrical Design office for information on lighting
requirements and assistance in the location and design of all lighting systems.
Attachment 1 Updating signing and lighting of limited-access designs
Express Lane signing is new to the industry, was just added to the 2009 edition of the federal MUTCD
and in May 2010 was accepted by the California Traffic Control Devices Committee for addition to the
next (2011) edition of the CA MUTCD. In addition, the Department's freeway safety team (comprised of
district and headquarters traffic safety staff and the Traffic Liaisons) recommended the use of lighting
along all limited-access openings. This was based on research and the collision studies performed in
support of the Strategic Highway Safety Program Challenge Area 5 Action Plan. Speeds, weaving
volumes and density are high and headlight glare prevail especially during the critical periods just prior
to the morning peak period, and just beyond the evening peak period. Overhead lighting will mitigate
the impact of adverse infrastructure and operating conditions (headlight glare, narrow shoulders, and
speed differential) on HOV and Express Lane drivers attempting to execute the complex weaving
maneuvers required.
LIGHTING DESIGN PROCESS: The design development process begins by assessing the existing freeway lighting;
proposing an initial design for the freeway improvements by analyzing ramp geometrics, potential conflict areas,
and freeway volume; and then refining this design to minimize visual impacts. The future project specific NOID
submittals will describe the design development process and include figures to show the existing freeway
lighting, initial lighting concept and proposed final lighting design. The final design will evaluate the need,
location, and spacing of each light pole with consideration of safety and to limit direct light on public views
outside of the freeway footprint. Coordination with the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission shall occur
during this iterative lighting design process, including review and approval of the Final Lighting Design.
•

•

•

Existing Lighting Design: The assessment of existing freeway lighting reveals that lighting usually does
not meet current safety standards. The 1970 era, unshielded fixtures provide substandard illumination
at current traffic volumes. More light poles would typically be required to meet current safety
standards at the existing freeway facility.
Initial Freeway Lighting Concept: Safety lighting is provided to increase the comfort level for drivers,
reduce accidents and thereby reduce traffic. The lighting designer evaluates the proposed freeway
improvements and applies the Lighting Design Standards. Lighting is proposed at ramps and at potential
conflict areas where major weaving would occur. The designer then adjusts the number of lights and
their location in response to the site conditions. The design goal is to provide just enough light for the
driver to assess the traffic, but not too much so that the driver’s vision is impaired. The lighting designer
considers different combinations of light intensity, spread and spacing with the goal of minimizing the
number of poles, shielding unwanted light and providing adequate safety lighting for the driver.
Final Lighting Design: The designer considers modifications to minimize visual impacts to coastal visual
resources by assessing each light location, pole spacing and number, and light intensity and spread.
There may be opportunities to eliminate some light poles at wide gore areas, or adjust pole locations to
concentrate the light spread on the paving. Overhead signage illumination would be assessed. HOV
2
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signage would always be illuminated, but regulatory signage may use reflective lettering. The goal is to
limit direct light on public views outside of the freeway footprint with consideration of safety.
PERFORMANCE MEASURE REPORTING: Future improved technologies related to lighting within the corridor will
be evaluated as part of the performance measure reports prepared every 4-5 years for the Transportation
Report Package (Chapter 6A). Caltrans shall study and retrofit lighting along sensitive viewsheds within the
corridor (i.e., lagoon crossings), as improved technologies become available, in order to minimize visual and
environmental impacts within the corridor. Retrofits for lighting fixtures in sensitive viewsheds with minor
improvements (a change to a more advanced light bulb with lower Kelvin temperatures, etc.) shall occur within
one year from release of the next Transportation Report Package. When improved lighting technology is
identified that would require more extensive retrofits (such as lagoon bridge barrier lighting, etc.), retrofitting
shall occur prior to release of the next Transportation Report Package.

3

Appendix B-1 Lighting Table and Standard Details
Lighting Type
Freeway Lighting
OH Sign Illumination
Ramp Meter Lighting

Intersection Lighting

Advance Warning Flashing Beacon
CCTV
Bike Path
Parking Lot
Street and Driveway

Standard Plans

Pole and Fixture Mounting
Heights

Remarks

Type 21
Type 30
Type 31
Type 32

LED, Roadway 3
LED, Roadway 3
LED, Roadway 3
LED, Roadway 3

ES-6A
ES-6E
ES-6E
ES-6G

35' and Varies
35' and 39'-6"
35' and 37'
35' and 40'

Barrier Rail Mounted

TRUSS

LED

ES-15A

See OH Sign Plans

Single Post Type

Tubular

LED

ES-15A

See OH Sign Plans

Single Post Type

Type 15TS

LED, Roadway 1

ES-7A

30' and 34'-3"

Type 61
Type 15
Type 15TS
Type 17
Type 19
Type 24
Type 26

LED, Roadway 1
LED, Roadway 1
LED, Roadway 1
LED, Roadway 1
LED, Roadway 1
LED, Roadway 1
LED, Roadway 1

ES-7H
ES-6A
ES-7A, ES-7R, Detail D
ES-7E
ES-7F
ES-7F
ES-7F

30' and 34'-3"
30' and 34'-3"
30' and 34-3"
30' and 34'-3"
30' and 34'-3"
30' and 34'-3"
30' and 34'-3"

Type 1-A
Type 15-FBS

Flashing LED Signal Module
Flashing LED Signal Module

ES-7J
ES-7J

10'
18'

Ramp Meter

Type VDS 40 (MOD)

ES-16D and Structure Plans

40'

Cantilevered Arm for Dual CCTV

Type CCTV 35
Bollard LED
Parking Lot Lighting

LED
LED

ES-16B
See Attachment
Special Design

35'
8" Dia x 45" Height
12'-15'

At Bikenodes

Parking Lot Lighting

LED

Special Design

12'-15'

Type 15

LED, Roadway 1
Ped Bridge Handrail Strip LED
Light(Insert)
Soﬃt LED
Soﬃt LED
Step Light LED

ES-6A

30' and 34'-3"

Structures (Bridges and Walls)
City Street

Luminaire

Pole Type

City Lighting

LED, Roadway 1

At Entrance Ramp
Lighting and CCTV Combo

See Structure Plans

Mounted Below Bottom Rail

See Structure Plans
See Electrical Detail Plans
See Electrical Detail Plans

Pendant

San Diego Regional Standard

Recessed Wall Mounted
25' to 28'

Concrete Pole

I-5 NORTH COAST CORRIDOR PWP/TREP
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COUNTY

ROUTE

POST MILES

SHEET

TOTAL PROJECT

No.

TOTAL
SHEETS

BACK OF FIXTURE

M PROJECTED LENGTH

M PROJECTED LENGTH
P

REGISTERED CIVIL ENGINEER

R

O

F

E

SS

ION

A
L

E

D
R

E

Stanley P. Johnson

IN

RE G IST

G

E

N

E

May 20, 2011

DATE

C57793

No.

N

Exp.

3-31-12

CIVIL
S

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

T

A

THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

T

E

OF

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

AL

I

FO

R

N

I

A

"
"

A
ES-7M

Det B

Det A

Min

RAIN TIGHT CAP

2"
"- 11NC - 1"

LONG

HS CAP SCREWS, TOTAL 3.

B11-53

2"

TAP POLE PLATE
OR

GALVANIZING
B11-55

OR

DRAIN HOLE

2" ` HOLE

3"

P
A
ES-7M

PROVIDE REMOVABLE

MAST ARM PLATE

" ` Max

CHASED EDGES
FOR ELECTRICAL

CONDUCTORS

SHAPE TUBE IN

IF REQUIRED FOR

B11-56

OR

BOTTOM BOLT
CLEARANCE

B11-57

HANDHOLE,

1"

BAR "

ES-70

SEE NOTE 3

x 5"

POLE PLATE

Elev B

FRONT VIEW

SIDE VIEW

ES-6B

DETAIL R

HEIGHT

BARRIER

5’-0"

452

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM CONNECTION

C

ES-7N
Det A
2’-6" `

BOLT HOLE = ANCHOR BOLT ` + "

TYPE 15 AND TYPE 21

TYPE 15 AND TYPE 21 BARRIER RAIL MOUNTED

ELEVATION A

ELEVATION B

C

AXIS OF POLE

BC

POLE DATA

BASE PLATE DATA

2010 STANDARD PLAN ES-6A

MOUNTING HEIGHT (VARIES)

4"

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM DATA

POLE

Min OD

A

TYPE

WALL

BC = BOLT
C

HEIGHT
15

30’-0"

BASE

TOP

THICKNESS

8"

3"

0.1196"

CIRCLE

35’-0"

8"

3"

ANCHOR BOLT SIZE

1" ` x 3’-0" *
1’-0"

21

THICKNESS

1’-0"

2"

0.1793"

* FOR BARRIER RAIL BOLTS, SEE STANDARD PLAN ES-6B.

1" ` x 3’-0" *

M
PROJECTED

N

LENGTH

RISE

6’-0"

2’-0"¨

3"

8’-0"

2’-6"¨

3"

Min
OD

10’-0"

3’-3"¨

12’-0"

4’-3"¨

15’-0"

4’-9"¨

P

NOMINAL
THICKNESS

AT POLE

0.1196"

TYPE 15

TYPE 21

31’-6"¨

36’-6"¨

32’-0"¨

37’-0"¨

32’-9"¨

37’-9"¨

33’-9"¨

38’-9"¨

34’-3"¨

39’-3"¨

BASE PLATE
DETAIL A

3"

NOTES:

4"

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1.

2.

Indicates mast arm length to be used unless otherwise
noted on the plans.

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS

For Type 15-SB, use Type 15 standard with Type 30 slip

(LIGHTING STANDARD,

base plate details, see Standard Plan ES-6F.

3.

Handhole shall be located on the downstream side of traffic.

4.

For additional notes and details, see Standard Plans ES-7M and ES-7N.

TYPES 15 AND 21)
NO SCALE

ES-6A
11-1-10

C

N

APPROVAL

ER

PLANS

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS

Dist

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM DATA
PROJECTED

ROUTE

POST MILES

MOUNTING
HEIGHT

P

REGISTERED CIVIL ENGINEER

TOTAL
SHEETS

R

OF

E

SS I
ON

A
L

D

E
R

Stanley P. Johnson

IN

E

May 20, 2011

G

36’-9"¨

RE G IST

E

x 0’-5"

N

BAR 1 x

E

3"

No.

"
" MAST ARM PLATE

4"
PROVIDE REMOVABLE

* 6’-0"

SHEET

TOTAL PROJECT

POLE

MINIMUM
OD AT POLE

THICKNESS
LENGTH

COUNTY

0.1196"

37’-3"¨

PLANS

APPROVAL

DATE

C57793

No.

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS

* 15’-0"

4"

39’-6"¨

5"

37’-0"¨

0.1793"

Min

HS CAP SCREWS, TOTAL 3

3-31-12

CIVIL
T

A

THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

T

E

OF

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

AL

I

FO

R

N

I

A

TAP POLE PLATE

2"

** 20’-0"

" - 11NC - 1" LONG
39’-0"¨

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

S

3"

* 12’-0"

2"

38’-0"¨

R

3"

Exp.

* 10’-0"

TYPE 30

3"

2" ` HOLE,

TYPE 31

CHASED EDGES FOR

NOTES:

ELECTRICAL CONDUCTORS
1. Sheet steel shall have a minimum yield of
48,000 psi.

2. For slip base details see Standard Plan ES-6F.

PROJECTED LENGTH OF

1" POLE PLATE

POLE

FRONT VIEW

3. For Type 30 fixed base use Type 15 base plate

SIDE VIEW

and foundation shown on Standard Plan ES-6A.

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM

Use 1" Dia x 3’-6" anchor bolts.

TYPE 30

TYPE 30

20’-0"

DETAIL A

4. For Type 31 fixed base use Type 32 base plate,
anchor bolts and foundation on Standard Plan ES-6G.

5. Handhole shall be located on the downstream side
TYPE 31

of traffic.

FOR TYPE 30, SEE DETAIL A
FOR TYPE 31, SEE DETAIL B

POLE

6. For additional notes and details, see Standard
Plans ES-7M and ES-7N.

"
PROVIDE REMOVABLE

POLE

BAR 2 x

1" MAST ARM PLATE

RAIN TIGHT CAP

x 0’-7"

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM,
SEE TABLE
"-10NC-2" LONG
8"

HS CAP SCREWS, TOTAL 4

3"

Typ

Typ

456

3"

TAP POLE PLATE

2" ` HOLE,
CHASED EDGES FOR

MOUNTING HEIGHT SEE TABLE

ELECTRICAL CONDUCTORS

35’-0"

´ 9" x 1" x 9"

1" POLE PLATE

SIDE VIEW

1"

TYPE 30 ROUND TAPERED STEEL POLE

TYPE 31

3" x 8" Min OD x 35’-0",

Min

FRONT VIEW

G
WALL THICKNESS 0.1196"

2010 STANDARD PLAN ES-6E

15’-0" UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

DETAIL B

DETAIL C
TYPE 31 ROUND TAPERED STEEL POLE
SLIP BASE ´

5" x 10" Min OD x 35’-0",

METAL SLEEVE AT

WALL THICKNESS 0.1793"

EACH WELD JOINT

5’-0"

POLE SPLICE
ES-7M

ES-7M

Det B

Det A

HANDHOLE, SEE NOTE 5

ES-7N

ES-7O

8"

Det A

Elev B

2’-6" `

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1"

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
ELEVATION A

(LIGHTING STANDARD,
TYPES 30 AND 31)
DETAIL C
NO SCALE

ES-6E
8-4-10

C

RAIN TIGHT CAP

* 8’-0"

Dist

COUNTY

ROUTE

POST MILES

SHEET

TOTAL PROJECT

P

REGISTERED CIVIL ENGINEER

No.

R

O

F

E

SS

TOTAL
SHEETS

ION

A
L

E

D
R

E

Stanley P. Johnson

IN

E

RE G IST

G

E

N

May 20, 2011

PLANS

APPROVAL

DATE

C57793

No.

Exp.

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS

x 0’-7"

T

A

THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

T

E

OF

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

"

PROVIDE REMOVABLE

3-31-12

CIVIL
S

BAR 2 x

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

AL

I

FO

R

N

I

A

RAIN TIGHT CAP
" - 10NC - 2" LONG

10"

Typ

TAP POLE PLATE

3"

1"

POLE

Typ

MAST ARM PLATE 1"

HS CAP SCREWS, TOTAL 4.

30’-0"
ROUND TAPERED STEEL MAST ARM, 6" Min OD

NOTES:
1.

AT THE POLE END AND THICKNESS = 0.1793"

Handhole shall be located on the downstream
side of traffic.

2" ` HOLE.

2.

CHASED EDGES FOR
ELECTRICAL CONDUCTORS
Typ

3"

1"

Plans ES-7M and ES-7N.

´ 9" x 1" x 9"

Typ

SEE DETAIL A

For additional notes and details, see Standard

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM

2010 STANDARD PLAN ES-6G

1" POLE PLATE

Det B

Det A

HANDHOLE
(SEE NOTE 1)

ES-70
Elev B

SIDE VIEW

Min

DETAIL A

1"

MOUNTING HEIGHT = 40’-0"

G

METAL SLEEVE AT
EACH WELD JOINT

POLE SPLICE
DETAIL B

1" ` HOLE FOR 1" `
ANCHOR BOLTS, TOTAL 4

HOLE Dia = POLE INSIDE Dia - 2"

5’-0"

458

ES-7M ES-7M

FRONT VIEW

AND THICKNESS = 0.1793"

’-0
" T
AN
AY
GE
BE
NT
US
ED

M

ROUND TAPERED STEEL POLE 5" x 10" Min OD x 35’-0"

10

1" ` x 42"
ANCHOR BOLTS

ES-7N

2’-6" `

Det A
BOLT CIRCLE,
BC = 1’-2"

ELEVATION A

BASE PLATE
1"

1’-2" x 3" x 1’-2"

PLAN

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS

(LIGHTING STANDARD,
BASE PLATE DETAIL

TYPE 32)

DETAIL C
NO SCALE

ES-6G
8-9-10

C

POLE

ER

POLE

COUNTY

Dist

ROUTE

POST MILES

SHEET

TOTAL PROJECT

TOTAL

No.

SHEETS

NOTES:
1.

For additional notes, details and data for Type 15TS and Type 21TS Standards,

P

REGISTERED CIVIL ENGINEER

R

O

F

E

SS

ION

A
L

D
E

see Standard Plan ES-6A.

R

E

Stanley P. Johnson

IN

RE G IST

G

E

N

E

July 19, 2013

PLANS

APPROVAL

DATE

C57793

No.

Exp.

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS

THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

3-31-14

CIVIL
S

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

T

A

T

E

OF

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

AL

I

FO

R

N

I

A

BACK OF FIXTURE

TO ACCOMPANY PLANS DATED
M PROJECTED LENGTH
SEE NOTE 1

PROVIDE REMOVABLE

N

SEE

STREET SIGNS
BY OTHERS

2 NPS STANDARD PIPE

PROVIDE REMOVABLE
RAIN TIGHT CAP

10’-0" Max

P

PIPE

BASE

"

A

SEE NOTE 1

FOR STREET SIGN AND PPB

HANDHOLE
(SEE NOTE 2)

3’-4"

3’-4"

APS

5" BOLT CIRCLE

FINISHED
2’-0"

GRADE

5"

Det B

3’-4"

ES-7M

Det A

45^

45^

Galv STEEL PIPE

7’-0"

10’-0"

.
ES-7M

12’-0" Max

SECTION

2 NPS STANDARD

" ` x 1’-0"

Min

CUT HOLE TO

ANCHOR BOLTS

BASE PLATE

FIT PIPE
DETAILS SAME AS PPB POST

.

.

C

ES-7O

C

DEPTH

Elev B

.

B

FINISHED GRADE

" ` HOLES

5"
4’-0"

.

1’-6"

.

.

1’-6" `

ES-7N
Det A

" ` x 2’-0"

BASE PLATE

ELEVATION

C

2’-6" `

ANCHOR BOLTS

PBA POST

ES-7N

2’-0" `

Det A

COMBINED STREET SIGN

BASE PLATE

TYPE 15TS AND 21TS STANDARD

TYPE 15TS AND 21TS

PUSH BUTTON ASSEMBLY POST

DETAIL A

DETAIL B

ELEVATION A

PUSH BUTTON ASSEMBLY POST

2010 REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7A

NOTE 1

RAIN TIGHT CAP

DETAIL C

(See Note 1)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

BASE PLATE DATA

POLE DATA

CIDH

POLE
TYPE

15TS

Min OD

A

WALL

BC = BOLT

BASE

TOP

30’-0"

8"

3"

THICKNESS

35’-0"

9"

3"

SIZE

CIRCLE

1’-1"

2"
1’-3"

1’-2"

DEPTH

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
(SIGNAL AND LIGHTING STANDARD, TYPE TS,

7’-6"

1’-0"

0.1793"
21TS

ANCHOR BOLT
THICKNESS

C
HEIGHT

AND PUSH BUTTON ASSEMBLY POST)

1" ` x 42"
8’-6"

NO SCALE
RSP ES-7A DATED JULY 19, 2013 SUPERSEDES STANDARD PLAN ES-7A
DATED MAY 20, 2011 - PAGE 462 OF THE STANDARD PLANS BOOK DATED 2010.

REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7A
6-18-13

C

Handhole shall be located on the downstream side of traffic.

ER

2.

COUNTY

POST MILES

ROUTE

SHEET

TOTAL PROJECT

TOTAL
SHEETS

No.

A

Dist

ES-7M

HS Hex HEAD CAP

Det S

SCREW, TOTAL 4,
P

REGISTERED CIVIL ENGINEER

RO

F

E

S

S IO

N

A

E

D

L

TAP POLE PLATE

R

E

E

N

RE G IST

2" ` HOLE, CHASED EDGES

July 19, 2013

Stanley P. Johnson

INE

2 NPS PIPE

G

E PROJECTED LENGTH

E
FOR ELECTRICAL CONDUCTORS

PLANS

" ´ TOP, BOTTOM

ES-7M

APPROVAL

DATE

C57793

No.

Exp.

Det S

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS

AND SIDES

~

J

S

THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

T

A

TE

OF

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

CA

L I FO

R

N

I

A

A

I

X

3-31-14

CIVIL

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

CHASED EDGES

R

F
3’-6

SIGN

SIGN

NOTE:
PROVIDE REMOVABLE

ES-7N
35 lb

K

RAIN TIGHT CAP

L

35 lb

Det U

TO ACCOMPANY PLANS DATED

GALVANIZED DRAIN

Handhole shall be located on the downstream side

HOLES, 2 BOTH SIDES

of traffic.
M PROJECTED LENGTH

(65 lb FOR PV)

(65 lb FOR PV)

Typ

ES-7O

6’-0" x 1’-0", 65 lb,
Typ

Det A

A

Det B

VIEW A-A

ES-7C
Det W

H

ES-7M

10’-0"

ES-7M

ELEVATION C

ALTERNATIVE SECTION

G

ON PROJECT PLANS

HANDHOLE

SIGNAL MAST ARM CONNECTION
3’-6"

Det S
SIGN

C

7’-0"

3’-4"

X
ES-7M

Det S

(SEE NOTE)

Elev B

F

ES-7M

DETAIL A

APS

ES-7O

E PROJECTED LENGTH

BOLT HOLE = ANCHOR
ES-7N

SIGN

BOLT ` + "

Det T-2
ES-7N

35 lb

35 lb
(65 lb FOR PV)

MAST ARM
C

(65 lb FOR PV)
6’-0" x 1’-0", 65 lb,

BC

Det A

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED

ES-7O

STREET NAME SIGN IN LIEU

Elev B

A

DEPTH

ES-7N

TYPE 17-3-100

P

Det U

AXIS OF SIGNAL
FINISHED GRADE

LENGTH B AND

J

Elev B

OF SIGNAL WHEN SHOWN

17’-0" Min

N

ES-7O

STREET NAME SIGN IN LIEU

THICKNESS = 0.1196"

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED

TYPE 16-3-100, 18-3-100,
BASE PLATE

23-3-100, 27-3-100

NPS COUPLING WHEN

IISNS SHOWN ON PLANS

DETAIL B

ELEVATION A

G

ON PROJECT PLANS

ES-7M

ES-7M

Det B

Det A

H

.

Dia

10’-0"

17’-0" Min

OF SIGNAL WHEN SHOWN

SIGNAL MAST ARM DATA
G
MOUNTING

SPACING

HEIGHT

I

Min
H

OD

THICKNESS

AT POLE

HS CAP

BOLT

SCREWS

CIRCLE

J

K

PLATE

MAST ARM ´

POLE ´

SIZE

THICKNESS

THICKNESS

L

Elev B

X

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM DATA

Max
M

7"

21’-8"¨

15’-0"

17’-6"

8’-0"
20’-0"

21’-8"¨

0.1793"

-

LENGTH
1’-0"

12"
25’-0"

PROJECTED

7"

22’-8"¨

1"

1"

P MOUNTING HEIGHT

Min

N

RISE

OD

THICKNESS

30’-0"

AT POLE

POLE

23^

7"

35’-0"

POLE

6’-0"

2’-0"¨

3"

31’-6"¨

36’-6"¨

8’-0"

2’-6"¨

3"

32’-0"¨

37’-0"¨

10’-0"

3’-3"¨

32’-9"¨

37’-9"¨

12’-0"

4’-3"¨

33’-9"¨

38’-9"¨

15’-0"

4’-9"¨

34’-3"¨

39’-3"¨

FINISHED GRADE

DEPTH

F
Min

LENGTH

3’-4"

ES-7O

E
PROJECTED

ES-7N
Det A

12’-0"

30’-0"
35’-0"

8"
14’-0"

23’-0"¨

16’-0"

10’-6"

1"-7NC-3"

8"

0.2391"

21^

0.1196"

Dia

3"
40’-0"

9"

1"

1’-1"

13"

1"

15’-0"

15^
23’-8"¨

45’-0"

TYPE 17-3-100, 24A-3-100,

13’-0"

10"

7’-0"

APS
HANDHOLE (SEE NOTE)

4"

19-3-100, 26-3-100,
BASE PLATE DATA

POLE DATA
POLE

LOAD

TYPE

CASE

ALTERNATIVE SECTION

WIND

VELOCITY
(mph)

A

BC =

Min OD
THICKNESS

HEIGHT
BASE

B

LENGTH

TOP

C
BOTTOM

TOP

BOLT

CIDH PILE FOUNDATION
LUMINAIRE

THICKNESS

ANCHOR BOLT SIZE

MAST ARM

19A-3-100, 26A-3-100, 24-3-100

2010 REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7E

Elev B

SIGNAL
MAST ARM

DIAMETER

DEPTH

REINFORCED

ELEVATION B

CIRCLE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

16-3-100

18’-6"

17-3-100

30’-0"

18-3-100

17’-0"

8"

NONE

19-3-100

30’-0"

7"

10’-0"

NONE

8"

NONE

0.1793"
10"

6"

1" ` x 42"

1’-5"
10’-0"

7"

6"

6’-15’ 12’-0"

7"

6’-15’ 12’-0"

15’-0",

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

8’-6"

20’-0"

NONE

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS

9’-6"
25’-0",

9"
19A-3-100

35’-0"

6"

15’-0"

6"

6’-15’ 15’-0"

(SIGNAL AND LIGHTING STANDARD,

30’-0"

0.2391"
23-3-100
24-3-100

3

100

17’-0"

1’-0"

30’-0"

9"

NONE

7"

10’-0"

1’-7"

1’-5"

3"

2" ` x 42"

7"

3’-0"

NONE
6’-15’ 12’-0"

11’-0"

24A-3-100

35’-0"

26-3-100

30’-0"

26A-3-100

35’-0"

6"

15’-0"

7"

6"

10’-0"

6’-15’ 15’-0"

7"

27-3-100

17’-0"

7"
9"

0.3125"

15’-0"
NONE

7"

CASE 3 SIGNAL MAST ARM LOADING,

MAST ARM LENGTHS 15’ TO 45’)

6’-15’ 12’-0"

9"
1’-2"

YES

WIND VELOCITY=100 MPH AND SIGNAL

35’-0"

9"

1’-11"

1’-9"

2" ` x 42"

40’-0",

6’-15’ 15’-0"
NONE

3’-6"

45’-0"

INDICATES MAST ARM LENGTH TO BE USED UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLANS.

12’-0"

NO SCALE
RSP 7E DATED JULY 19, 2013 SUPERSEDES STANDARD PLAN 7E

DATED MAY 20, 2011 - PAGE 466 OF THE STANDARD PLANS BOOK DATED 2010.

REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7E
6-17-13

COUNTY

POST MILES

ROUTE

SHEET

TOTAL PROJECT

TOTAL

No.

SHEETS

A

Dist

HS Hex HEAD
CAP SCREW, TOTAL 4

P

REGISTERED CIVIL ENGINEER

R

O

FES

S

ION

A

D
E

TAP POLE PLATE

L

R

E

E

2" ` HOLE,

BOTTOM AND

CHASED EDGES

SIDES

FOR ELECTRICAL

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

CONDUCTORS

THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

CHASED

A

NOTE:

ES-7O

PROVIDE REMOVABLE

K

3-31-14

CIVIL
T
A

T

E

OF

O
AL IF

R

N

I

A

Elev B

1.

TO ACCOMPANY PLANS DATED

Handhole shall be located on the downstream side of traffic.
M PROJECTED LENGTH

2 BOTH SIDES

L

POLE

RAIN TIGHT CAP

35 lb

Typ

(65 lb FOR PV)

ES-7C
N

Det W
6’-0" x 1’-10", 65 lb,

E PROJECTED LENGTH

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED
STREET NAME SIGN

X

G

F

ELEVATION C

VIEW A-A
3’-6"

ES-7M

Det B

Det A

A

SIGN

ES-7M

SIGNAL MAST ARM CONNECTION

Det S

H

ES-7M

10’-0"

WHEN IISNS SHOWN ON PLANS

DETAIL A
ES-7M

APS

Det S

ES-7N

Det U
35 lb
35 lb
C

(65 lb FOR PV)

(65 lb FOR PV)

P

ES-7O

Elev B

Det T-2

ES-7N

SIGN

7’-0"

3’-4"

HANDHOLE (SEE NOTE)

LENGTH B AND

Elev B
NPS COUPLING UNDERSIDE REQUIRED

ALTERNATIVE SECTION

ES-7O

THICKNESS = 0.1196"

Typ

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED

ES-7O

Elev B

MAST ARM
C

BC

23-4-100,

G

IISNS SHOWN ON PROJECT PLANS

ES-7M

ES-7M

Det B

Det A

10’-0"

AXIS OF SIGNAL

TYPE 18-4-100,

UNDERSIDE REQUIRED WHEN

17’-0" Min

.

Det A

STREET NAME SIGN
NPS COUPLING

H

DEPTH

BOLT ` + "

ES-7N

A

6’-0" x 1’-10", 65 lb,
BOLT HOLE = ANCHOR
FINISHED GRADE

Dia

APS

27-4-100
ELEVATION A

3’-4"

ES-7O

Elev B

BASE PLATE

7’-0"

HANDHOLE (SEE NOTE)

DETAIL B

E

F

G

PROJECTED

Min

MOUNTING

LENGTH

SPACING

HEIGHT

25’-0"

10’-0"

22’-8"¨

30’-0"

12’-0"

Min
H

OD

I
THICKNESS

AT POLE

BOLT
CIRCLE

HS CAP
SCREWS

14’-0"

J

K

L

PLATE

MAST ARM ´

POLE ´

SIZE

THICKNESS

1’-0"

1"

THICKNESS

23’-0"¨

1"

23

16’-0"

8"

10’-6"
0.2391"

1"-7NC-3"

9"

13"

21
1’-1"

1"

15
23’-8"¨

POLE DATA

LOAD

TYPE

CASE

VELOCITY

A

Min OD

(mph)
18-4-100

HEIGHT

BASE

17’-0"

BC =

ALTERNATIVE SECTION

TOP

C
B LENGTH

BOTTOM

TOP

BOLT

ANCHOR

2’-0"¨

3"

8’-0"

2’-6"¨

3"

3’-3"¨

12’-0"

4’-3"¨

15’-0"

4’-9"¨

THICKNESS

CIRCLE

BOLT SIZE

0.1196"

LUMINAIRE
MAST ARM
NONE

7"

10’-0"

6’-15’ 12’-0"

4"

19-4-100

30’-0"
35’-0"

6"

15’-0’

23-4-100

17’-0"

9"

NONE

30’-0"

7"

35’-0"

6"

9"

7"

24-4-100

4

100

6’-15’ 15’-0"

6"
1’-7"

12"
0.3125"

1’-5"
2" ` x 42"

10’-0"

7"

MAST ARM

9"
24A-4-100
26-4-100

30’-0"

26A-4-100

35’-0"

27-4-100

17’-0"

14"

15’-0"

8"

10’-0"

7"

15’-0"

10"

NONE

9"

6"

6’-15’ 15’-0"

8"

6’-15’ 12’-0"

7"

23"

21"

2" ` x 42"

POLE

POLE

Det A

31’-6"¨

36’-6"¨

32’-0"¨

37’-0"¨

32’-9"¨

37’-9"¨

TYPE 19-4-100, 19A-4-100,

33’-9"¨

38’-9"¨

24-4-100, 24A-4-100,

34’-3"¨

39’-3"¨

26-4-100, 26A-4-100

Dia

DEPTH

REINFORCED

11’-0"
3’-0"

35’-0"

YES

40’-0",

6’-15’ 15’-0"

ELEVATION B
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Dia

30’-0"

NONE
6’-15’ 12’-0"

3"

35’-0"

SIGNAL

25’-0",

19A-4-100

30’-0"

CIDH PILE FOUNDATION

NONE

9"

THICKNESS

AT POLE

6’-0"

BASE PLATE DATA

THICKNESS

OD

10’-0"

ES-7N

P MOUNTING HEIGHT

Min

13’-0"

10"

WIND

N
RISE

3"

1"

15’-0"

POLE

PROJECTED
LENGTH

8"

40’-0"
45’-0"

M

X
Max

7"

12"
35’-0"

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM DATA

DEPTH

FINISHED GRADE

SIGNAL MAST ARM DATA

2010 REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7F

J

(65 lb FOR PV)

17’-0" Min

C57793

No.

Exp.

DRAIN HOLES,

Det U
35 lb

DATE

I

EDGES

ES-7N

APPROVAL

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

GALVANIZED
SIGN

PLANS

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS

J

Det S

Det S

RE G IST

" ´ TOP,

S

ES-7M

ES-7M

POLE

ER

X

Stanley P. Johnson

INE

July 19, 2013

SIGN

G

F

3’-6"

N

2 NPS PIPE

12’-0"
3’-6"

45’-0"
NONE

INDICATES MAST ARM LENGTH TO BE USED UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLANS.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
(SIGNAL AND LIGHTING STANDARD,
CASE 4 SIGNAL MAST ARM LOADING,
WIND VELOCITY=100 MPH AND SIGNAL
MAST ARM LENGTHS 25’ TO 45’)
NO SCALE
RSP ES-7F DATED JULY 19, 2013 SUPERSEDES STANDARD PLAN ES-7F
DATED MAY 20, 2011 - PAGE 467 OF THE STANDARD PLANS BOOK DATED 2010.

REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7F
6-18-13

C

E PROJECTED LENGTH

POLE
E PROJECTED LENGTH
R = 1" Typ

X

12’-0" Min

3’-6"

NPS COUPLING UNDERSIDE
REQUIRED WHEN IISNS SHOWN
ON PLANS

ES-7M
Det S

AXIS OF SIGNAL

SIGN

MAST ARM

ES-7O
SIGN

Det U

35 lb
(65 lb FOR PV)

PROVIDE
REMOVABLE
RAIN TIGHT
CAP

Elev B

ES-7M

ES-7N

C

BOLT HOLE = ANCHOR
BOLT + "

C

F

Det S

BC

35 lb
(65 lb FOR PV)

35 lb
(65 lb FOR PV)

Q

6’-0" x 1’-10", 65 lb,
INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED

M PROJECTED LENGTH

SE
CT
I
ON
Mi
n

BASE PLATE

Det S

35 lb
(65 lb FOR PV)

Det A

ES-7N

Det T-2

35 lb
(65 lb FOR PV)
Q

6’-0" x 1’-10", 65 lb,

MAST ARM
BOLT

MAST ARM
PLATE

CIRCLE = "I"
J

ES-7M

Det B

Det A

Elev B

HANDHOLE (SEE NOTE 2)
L

POLE
Typ

MAST ARM

1

(Min)

Elev B
J

FINISHED GRADE

"

FINISHED GRADE
" PLATES

DRILL AND TAP FOR

GUSSET PLATE

1" Dia HS CAP

PLATE

SCREWS

TYPE 61-5-100,

ELEVATION

PLAN

MAST ARM

MAST ARM PLATE

ES-7N
Det A

61A-5-100

Dia

(See Note 1)

ELEVATION B
LUMINAIRE MAST ARM DATA

DETAIL A
M
PROJECTED
LENGTH

SIGNAL MAST ARM DATA
G

PROJECTED

Min

MOUNTING

LENGTH

SPACING

HEIGHT

I

Min
H

THICKNESS

OD

BOLT
CIRCLE

AT POLE

HS CAP
SCREWS

J

K

PLATE MAST ARM ´
SIZE

THICKNESS

6’-0"

Q SECTION

L
POLE ´
THICKNESS

LENGTH THICKNESS

X
Max

N

OD

RISE

THICKNESS

AT POLE

2’-0"–

3"
3"

8’-0"

2’-6"–

10’-0"

3’-3"–

15’-0"
65’-0"

23’-7" TO
25’-7"

0.1793"
16’-0" 1’-1"

24’-0"
20"

1"-6NC-4"

1’-8"

POLE

LOAD

TYPE

CASE

VELOCITY
(mph)

60-5-100

2"

A

12’-0"

4’-3"–

0.1196"

BASE
17’-0"

0.3125"

C

BOLT

THICKNESS

ANCHOR BOLT SIZE

15’-0"

4’-9"–

4"

CIDH PILE FOUNDATION
LUMINAIRE

SIGNAL

MAST ARM

MAST ARM

DIAMETER

DEPTH REINFORCED

NONE

1’-1"

5

100

30’-0"

16"

11"

0.3125"

2’-0"

1’-11"

3"

2"

x 60"

3’-6"
6’-15’ 15’-0"

61A-5-100

35’-0"

36’-6"–

32’-0"–

37’-0"–

32’-9"–

37’-9"–

33’-9"–

38’-9"–

shall not exceed ". Fillet weld size to be increased by
amount of gap.
2.

Handhole shall be located on the downstream side
of traffic.
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

39’-3"–

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
(SIGNAL AND LIGHTING STANDARD,
CASE 5 SIGNAL MAST ARM LOADING,
WIND VELOCITY=100 MPH AND SIGNAL
MAST ARM LENGTHS 60’ TO 65’)
NO SCALE

60’-0",
61-5-100

POLE

31’-6"–

34’-3"–

CIRCLE

TOP

1. The radial separation between the face of the pole and
the adjacent insides of the top and bottom gusset plates

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

BASE PLATE DATA
BC =

THICKNESS

35’-0"

14’-0"
29’-0"

Min OD

HEIGHT

0.2391"

15^

0.2391"

POLE DATA
WIND

2"

30’-0"
POLE

3"
60’-0"

NOTES:

P MOUNTING HEIGHT

Min

E S -7H

SIGNAL MAST ARM CONNECTION

F

RSP

" SIDE
GUSSET PLATE
WITH GALVANIZING
DRAIN HOLES

" SIDE

E

= 0.1793"

DEPTH

PLATE

POLE PLATE

POLE PLATE

PLA N

HS Hex HEAD
CAP SCREWS

MAST ARM
AXIS

3’-4"

"

B AND

APS
ES-7O

MAST ARM PLATE
THICKNESS = K

7’-0"

.

" SIDE
GUSSET PLATE

ES-7O
ES-7M

H

POLE
1"

STREET NAME SIGN

17’-0" Min

Dia

G

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED
2 NPS PIPE,
CHASED EDGES

SE
CT
I
ON
Mi
n

STA ND A RD

ELEVATION A

P

ES-7M
35 lb
(65 lb FOR PV)

A

Det U

9’-6"

SIGN

DEPTH

ES-7N

TYPE 60-5-100

NPS COUPLING
UNDERSIDE REQUIRED
WHEN IISNS SHOWN
ON PLANS

SIGN

THICKNESS

ES-7M
Det S

LENGTH

7’-0"

3’-4"

X

ES-7N
FINISHED GRADE

FINISHED GRADE

ES-7C
Det W

3’-6"

R E V IS E D

ES-7O

12’-0" Min

7’-6" TO

APS
Elev B

ALTERNATIVE SECTION

E PROJECTED LENGTH
F

10’-0"

HANDHOLE (SEE NOTE 2)

A

Det A

H

ES-7M

Det B

10’-0"

ES-7M

2010

N

G

17’-0" Min

POLE

DETAIL B

STREET NAME SIGN

13’-0"

YES

65’-0"

10"
INDICATES MAST ARM LENGTH TO BE USED UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLANS.

RSP ES-7H DATED JULY 19, 2013 SUPERSEDES STANDARD PLAN ES-7H
DATED MAY 20, 2011 - PAGE 469 OF THE STANDARD PLANS BOOK DATED 2010.

REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7H
6-18-13

Dist

12" ONE SECTION

PHOTOELECTRIC CONTROL

SIGNAL WITH BACKPLATE

UNIT AND ADAPTER

ES-7N

Det B

ES-7N
OR

COUNTY

ROUTE

POST MILES

SHEET

TOTAL PROJECT

TOTAL

SHEETS

No.

ES-7O

Det C

PROVIDE REMOVABLE

Elev B

1" FROM OUTER EDGE

A

RAIN TIGHT CAP

OF POLE, SEE NOTE 1

P

REGISTERED CIVIL ENGINEER

R

O

F

E

S

S

ION

A

L

D
E

" x 1"

R

E

NIPPLE
FLASHING BEACON
CONTROL ASSEMBLY.

UNLESS PROVIDED
5’-6"

ELSEWHERE, SEE

7’-6"

NOTE 2

ES-7M

ES-6F

1"C Min,

´

THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

"

3-31-14

CIVIL
T

A

T

E

OF

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

TYPE 1 CONDUIT

C A L I FO

RN

I

A

TOP, BOTTOM

~

AND SIDES

A

TO ACCOMPANY PLANS DATED

15
1

"

GALVANIZED DRAIN

1

"

NOTES:

HOLES, 2 BOTH
SIDES

1. See Revised Standard Plan RSP ES-4A and Standard
Plan ES-4D for attachment fitting details.
2. For wiring diagram, see Standard Plan ES-14B.

Typ

3. For additional notes and details, see

ELEVATION B

Standard Plans ES-7M and ES-7N.
4. Handhole shall be located on the downstream

Det A

side of traffic.

1" - 7NC - 3"
HS Hex HEAD

HANDHOLE

5. See project plans for type of standard to

CAP SCREW.

(SEE NOTE 4)

SLIP PLANE

C57793

No.

Exp.

~
AND THICKNESS = 0.1196"

10’-6"

16’-0"

ABOVE)

CHASE

DATE

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

be installed.

TAP POLE PLATE

6’-6"

2" ` HOLE, CHASED

EDGES FOR ELECTRICAL
CONDUCTORS
ES-7N

"

1

Det A

-

1’-1"

FINISHED GRADE

FLASHING BEACON CONTROL
ASSEMBLY UNLESS PROVIDED

’

ELSEWHERE. SEE NOTE 2

1

2’-6" `
CJP

FRONT VIEW

SIDE VIEW

ONE SECTION SIGNAL WITH

.

12" SIGNAL INDICATION

TYPE 15-FBS

AND BACKPLATE

ADVANCE FLASHING BEACON WITH SLIP BASE INSTALLATION

2’-0"
Typ

DETAIL A
1 NPS

1’-1"

CHASE

40’-0"

SIGN LIGHTING FIXTURE

NIPPLE
TAPERED STEEL MAST ARM 3" x 9" AND THICKNESS = 0.239"

VIEW A-A

1"C, Min, TYPE 1 CONDUIT

BEACON

MAST ARM

BEACON
CONTROL

ASSEMBLY.
SEE NOTE 2

1

NPS

CHASE
NIPPLE

Det B

ES-7M
Det A

HANDHOLE

5’-6"

ES-7M

FINISHED GRADE

FINISHED GRADE

ES-7N

11’-0"

(SEE NOTE 4)

TAPERED STEEL POLE

17’-0" Min

FLASHING

16’-0"

15

10’-0" Typ

90 lb MAXIMUM

FLASHING

FLASHING BEACON MAST ARM
CONNECTION DETAIL
DETAIL B

SLIP FITTER

FINISHED GRADE
ES-7O
Elev B

TYPE 1-A, 1-B, 1-C AND 1-D

1’-7"
BOLT HOLE = ANCHOR
R = 1", Typ

BOLT ` + "

ADVANCE FLASHING

BEACON INSTALLATION
BC = 1’-5"

AXIS OF FLASHING
BEACON MAST ARM

1’-7"

12" FLASHING BEACON

23’-0"

4-WAY SINGLE SECTION,

9" x 12" x 17’-0" AND THICKNESS = 0.2391"

Det S

5’-6"

ES-7M

2010 REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7J

14’-9"

FACE (SAME AS

TAPERED STEEL POLE 8" x 5" x 18’-0"

12" SIGNAL
1 NPS

APPROVAL

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS

ER
INE

"

0

-

OTHERWISE NOTED

PLANS

FOR ELECTRICAL CONDUCTORS

Stanley P. Johnson

S

’

4

SIGN W3-3, UNLESS

July 19, 2013

2 NPS PIPE CHASED EDGES

G

SIGN LIGHTING FIXTURE

BACKING RING

RE G IST

E

N

2’-0"

DETAIL D
See Note 5

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

´ 3"

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
2" ` x 42" ANCHOR BOLTS
SET TO 1’-5" BOLT CIRCLE

(FLASHING BEACON ON A TYPE 1,
TYPE 15-FBS AND TYPE 40 STANDARD)

BASE PLATE

NO SCALE

Det A

TYPE 40-0-100

DETAIL C
3’-0" `

RSP ES-7J DATED JULY 19, 2013 SUPERSEDES STANDARD PLAN ES-7J
DATED MAY 20, 2011 - PAGE 471 OF THE STANDARD PLANS BOOK DATED 2010.

ELEVATION A

REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7J
6-26-13

Dist

MISCELLANEOUS ATTACHMENT,
Max EPA 1.6 SQUARE FOOT,

A

10 lb (Max), SEE NOTE 6

COUNTY

ROUTE

POST MILES

AS PER THE MANUFACTURER
" STAINLESS

P

REGISTERED CIVIL ENGINEER

S

I

O

N

A

E

R

E

E

July 19, 2013

in)

PLANS

APPROVAL

DATE

RE G I ST

(M

Stanley P. Johnson
C57793

No.
Exp.

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS
T

A

A

THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

MOUNTING TUBE

3-31-14

CIVIL
T

I

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

ER
INE

6"

G

Max EPA 1.6 SQUARE FOOT,

N

1’

10 lb (Max), SEE NOTE 6

2’-6" (Max)

S

F

L

MISCELLANEOUS ATTACHMENT,

S

1’ (Min)

RO

D

STEEL BANDS
BRACKET

TOTAL
SHEETS

No.

INSTALLED IN THE FIELD

SPECIFICATIONS

EXTENDED MOUNTING

SHEET

TOTAL PROJECT

CONNECTORS SHALL BE

E

OF

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

CAL

I FO R

N

MISCELLANEOUS ATTACHMENT,

Max EPA 1.6 SQUARE FOOT,

1’ (Max)

10 lb (Max), SEE NOTE 6

SIGNAL MAST ARM

TO ACCOMPANY PLANS DATED

6" DRIP LOOP

HYBRID CABLE,
1’

SEE NOTE 5

(Min)
6" DRIP LOOP

STEEL BANDS
COUPLING, WATERTIGHT

A

COUPLING, WATERTIGHT,

1" ` (Max)

1" ` (Max)

6" DRIP LOOP

SIGNAL MAST ARM MOUNT

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM MOUNT

LUMINAIRE MAST ARM MOUNT

DETAIL B

DETAIL A

MISCELLANEOUS ATTACHMENT,

DETAIL C

MISCELLANEOUS ATTACHMENT,

Max EPA 1.6 SQUARE FOOT,

Max EPA 1.6 SQUARE FOOT,

10 lb (Max), SEE NOTE 6

10 lb (Max), SEE NOTE 6

1’ (Min)

NOTES:
" STAINLESS
STEEL BANDS

6"

1.

Exact mounting location of miscellaneous attachment and bracket shall

be approved by the Engineer per manufacturer’s recommendation.

.

2.
COUPLING, WATERTIGHT,

6" DRIP LOOP

Location of cable entrances on signal pole shall be a minimum
of 1’ from any flange or base plate.

1" `
3.

Hybrid cable entrances on signal pole shall be drilled for weathertight
coupling as required.

" STAINLESS
STEEL BANDS

4.

Hybrid cable shall have a drip loop at the entrance into signal pole,

2’-6" (Max)

luminaire mast arm and signal mast arm.
6"

MOUNTING BRACKET AS
PER MANUFACTURER

5.

SPECIFICATION

MISCELLANEOUS ATTACHMENT,

A single hybrid cable shall run continuous and shall not be twisted from
the miscellaneous attachment to the controller cabinet. No splices shall

1’ (Min)

be allowed.

Max EPA 1.6 SQUARE FOOT,
10 lb (Max), SEE NOTE 6
6.

Use the manufacturer’s Effective Projected Area (EPA) for miscellaneous
attachment. The maximum EPA for each miscellaneous attachment shall

6" DRIP LOOP

be 1.6 square feet.
Max COMBINED
EPA = 17 SQUARE FEET,

7.

Maximum of two miscellaneous attachments per traffic signal structure.

8.

Maximum of one miscellaneous attachment per mast arm.

9.

Miscellaneous attachment shall be mounted using clamping devices.

150 lb (Max), SEE NOTE 6

" STAINLESS
STEEL BANDS

HYBRID CABLE, SEE NOTE 5

2010 REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7R

" STAINLESS

HYBRID CABLE,

MAST ARM

SEE NOTE 5

COUPLING,
WATERTIGHT,

HANDHOLE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

1" ` (Max)

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FINISHED GRADE

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS

6" DRIP LOOP

(SIGNAL AND LIGHTING,

MISCELLANEOUS ATTACHMENT)

SECTION A-A

NO SCALE

SIGNAL POLE MOUNT
RSP ES-7R DATED JULY 19, 2013 SUPERSEDES STANDARD PLAN ES-7R
DATED MAY 20, 2011 - PAGE 479 OF THE STANDARD PLANS BOOK DATED 2010.

DETAIL D
REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-7R
6-17-13

SAFETY RAILING
(SHOWN IN RAISED POSITION)
TO LIGHTING FIXTURE, SEE
NUMBER
LENGTH
OF PANEL

OF
FIXTURES

CONDUIT ENTRANCE DETAIL
FIXTURE
SPACING
SEE NOTES

"

WALKWAY GRATING

CONDUIT FITTING

(EACH)

x 1" BOLT (4 PER FIXTURE)
" WASHER (4 PER FIXTURE)

5’-0"

2’-6"

6’-0"

3’-0"

7’-0"

3’-6"

8’-0"

4’-0"

FIXTURE MOUNTING PLATE (1 PER FIXTURE)

4’-6"

(SEE DETAIL THIS SHEET)

9’-0"
10’-0"

1

AS REQUIRED
"

5’-0"

"

11’-0"

5’-6"

12’-0"

6’-0"

13’-0"

6’-6"

STRAIGHT TYPE 4

WALKWAY GRATING

" LOCK WASHER

14’-0"

7’-0"

CONDUIT CONNECTOR

WITH Galv CLAMPS

(4 PER FIXTURE)

15’-0"

7’-6"

16’-0"

8’-0"

17’-0"

4’-3":8’-6"

18’-0"

4’-6":9’-0"

19’-0"

4’-9’:9’-6"

20’-0"

5’-0":10’-0"

21’-0"

5’-3":10’-6"

22’-0"

5’-6":11’-0"

SIGN

"C

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

x 1" BOLT (4 PER FIXTURE)

"C, TYPE 4 CONDUIT

STRUCTURE

STEEL CLAMPING NUT - GROOVED AND SERRATED
SECURE CONDUIT TO

FOR USE IN 1" WIDE MOUNTING CHANNEL
(4 PER FIXTURE)
RETAINING SPRING (4 PER FIXTURE)

ALL BOLTS, NUTS, WASHERS AND OTHER HARDWARE
" WASHER (4 PER FIXTURE)

SHALL BE SAE GRADE 5 AND CADMIUM-PLATED.

LIGHTING FIXTURE MOUNTING DETAIL (TYPICAL)
NOTES:
HOLE IN FIXTURE TAPPED FOR
1.

The first number listed is the

"C FITTING

dimension from the edge of

5’-9’:11’-6"

"C-45^ TYPE 4

the sign panel to the center

CONDUIT CONNECTOR

6’-0":12’-0"

of the end-most fixture. The

25’-0"

6’-3":12’-6"

second number listed is the

TO LIGHTING FIXTURE, SEE

26’-0"

6’-6":13’-0"

dimension between centers of

CONDUIT ENTRANCE DETAIL

STA ND A RD

2

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR
THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

NUT (4 PER FIXTURE)

2010

23’-0"
24’-0"

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS

" LOCK WASHER (4 PER FIXTURE)

successive fixtures.
27’-0"

6’-9’:13’-6"

28’-0"

7’-0":14’-0"

29’-0"

7’-3":14’-6"

combination of these panels

30’-0"

7’-6":15’-0"

(and spaces) shall be considered

31’-0"

7’-9":15’-6"

32’-0"

8’-0":16’-0"

SECURE CONDUIT TO
2.

Where adjacent sign panels are

LOCKNUT

spaced 1’-0" or less the

35’-0"

5’-10":11’-8"

36’-0"

6’-0":12"-0"

mounting details may vary from
what is shown.

37’-0"

6’-2":12’-4"

38’-0"

6’-4":12’-8"

39’-0"

8’-0"-16’-0"

49’-0"

6’-1":12’-3"

50’-0"

6’-3":12’-6"

51’-0"

6’-4":12’-9"

52’-0"

6’-6":13’-0"

53’-0"

6’-7":13’-3"

54’-0"
4

"
2

7’-0":14’-0"
7’-1":14’-3"

58’-0"

7’-3":14’-6"

59’-0"

7’-4":14’-9"

60’-0"

7’-6":15’-0"

61’-0"

7’-7":15’-3"
7’-9":15’-6"

"

"
6
8"

4"

WALKWAY GRATING
SAFETY

1"
CAP THE CONDUIT AT

6’-10":13’-9"

57’-0"

" "U" BOLTS

LIGHTING FIXTURE

6’-9":13’-6"

56’-0"

64’-0"

1’-1

48’-0"

CONDUIT CLAMPED TO SIGN
STRUCTURE "I" BEAMS WITH

"

7’-10":15’-8"

GASKETED COVER PLATE)

1

7’-8":15’-4"

47’-0"

1"

7’-6":15’-0"

46’-0"

"T" CONDUIT FITTING WITH

"

45’-0"

1"

7’-4":14’-8"

"

44’-0"

("C x "C x "C

3

7’-2":14’-4"

FITTING WITH GASKETED
COVER PLATE.

"

7’-0":14’-0"

43’-0"

"

42’-0"

63’-0"

"C, TYPE "T" CONDUIT
2"

2"

1"

6’-8":13’-4"
6’-10":13’-8"

62’-0"

TYPE 1, "C Min
8"

6’-6":13’-0"
3

41’-0"

55’-0"

5"
3"

E S -15A

40’-0"

CONDUIT ENTRANCE DETAIL

1’-9"

"

x 1" LENGTH

9 HOLES - "

TOP VIEW

LIGHTING FIXTURE

RAILING

MOUNTING CHANNEL SHALL

THE FIRST SUPPORT
PAST THE LAST FIXTURE

4 HOLES,

1"

5’-8":11’-4"

FIXTURE MOUNTING PLATE
(AS REQUIRED)

PLA N

5’-6":11’-0"

34’-0"

"C, TYPE 4 CONDUIT

Physical configuration and

4

496

33’-0"

a single panel.
3.

WALKWAY GRATING
WITH Galv CLAMPS

SIGN STRUCTURE
(SUPPORTING ARM)

EXTEND 1" BEYOND
THE FIRST SUPPORT PAST
THE LAST FIXTURE

SIDE VIEW
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

SIGN ILLUMINATION FIXTURE MOUNTING PLATE (TYPICAL)
NOTES:

7’-10":15’-9"
1.

Material: 0.135" hot-dip galvanized sheet steel after fabrication.

2.

Left side is symmetrical with right side.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
(SIGN ILLUMINATION EQUIPMENT)

8’-0":16’-0"

NO SCALE

ES-15A
10-5-09

POLE DATA

CIDH

BASE PLATE DATA

Min OD

POLE TYPE

THICKNESS

HEIGHT "h"
BASE
CCTV 25

25’

CCTV 30

30’

8"

CCTV 35

35’

8"

CCTV 40

40’

9"

CCTV 45

45’

"C"

THICKNESS

BC = BOLT CIRCLE

ANCHOR BOLT SIZE

Dia

"d"

TOP

7"

1’-1"

11"

1’-1"
3"

0.1793"

1’-2"

7’-0"

1’-0"
1"

1"

x 36"

7’-6"

1’-1"

2’-6"

8’-0"

1’-1"
1’-3"

8’-6"
1’-2"
"

10"

´

BASE PLATE TO MATCH
CCTV BASE

"C" SQUARE

6"

2010

CCTV MOUNTING ADAPTER DETAIL
SHALL BE SUBMITTED BY THE
CONTRACTOR FOR THE ENGINEER’S
APPROVAL, SEE DETAIL C

2" HOLE

3"

R = " Typ

– ", TAPERED STEEL

POLE SECTION t = 0.1793",

BOLT HOLE =
B
C

SLOTS " x 1"

J HOOK FOR
CABLE SUPPORT

TOTAL 4

7" BOLT CIRCLE
TOP PLATE

ACCESS PLATE ATTACHED
TO THE SAFETY CHAIN
WITH " NUT AND BOLT

1"

BASE PLATE

8"

R = 1" Typ

SECURE ONE FOOT SAFETY
CHAIN TO THE SAFETY
CHAIN BRACKET

6"x 6" x 6" (" THICK)
WELDED PLATE BOX ENCLOSURE,
SEE DETAIL D

´ " x 8" x 8"

R E V IS E D

MAY USE 3 NPS Std PIPE

BOLT Dia + "

DETAIL A

6"
4"

DETAIL B

– ", TAPERED STEEL

POLE SECTION t = 0.1793",
MAY USE 3 NPS Std PIPE

J HOOK FOR CABLE
SUPPORT GRIP. " Dia
ROUND BAR. SEE
DETAIL E

29
^

A

A

R

1"

"

ES-7O

=

"

"

TOP PLATE, SEE DETAIL B

2

Det B
SAFETY CHAIN
BRACKET,
SEE DETAIL F

1"

1

SEE TABLE FOR POLE DIMENSIONS

TOP PLATE

CLOSED CIRCUIT TELEVISION MOUNTING ADAPTER

ES-6B
MGS, TYPICAL

ES-7M

Det B

Det A

2"

DETAIL C

MORTAR PAD,
2" (Min) - 3" (Max)

NOTES:

J HOOK
BOX ENCLOSURE

HANDHOLE

RSP

ES-7M

TACK WELD
Hex NUT

Det N

PLA N

1’-3" Max
FOR SLOPED
FINISHED
GRADE

BASE PLATE

STA ND A RD

.

ROUND TAPERED STEEL POLE HEIGHT = "h"

SQUARE

1. The Contractor shall verify controlling field dimensions before

DETAIL E

ordering or fabricating any material.

DETAIL D
2. During pole installation, the post shall be raked as necessary
with the use of leveling nuts to provide a plumb pole axis.

2" (Min) - 3" (Max)

3. Wind Loadings (3-second gust): 100 mph

SEE TABLE

"
ANCHOR BOLTS,

ANCHOR PLATE

4. Unit Stresses (Structural Steel):

SAFETY CHAIN BRACKET
POLE

a. fy = 55,000 psi (tapered steel tube and anchor bolts)
b. fy = 50,000 psi (unless otherwise noted)
"

TOTAL 4, SEE TABLE

J HOOK

3"

Clr

Det A

2

5. Unit Stresses (Reinforced Concrete):
ES-7N

"d"

E S -16B

BOTTOM
OF BASE
PLATE

" ´ TYPICAL

a. f’c = 3,625 psi

0.201"

b. fy = 60,000 psi
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

" NEOPRENE GASKET

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

CEMENTED TO ACCESS PLATE

POLE = CIDH PILE FOUNDATION

1"
SEE

ACCESS PLATE

TABLE

6" x 6" (" THICK)
" HHCS-" LS
TACK WELD Hex NUT
INSIDE (TOTAL 4)

ELEVATION A

SECTION A-A

SAFETY CHAIN BRACKET
DETAIL F

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
(CLOSED CIRCUIT TELEVISION,
25’ TO 45’ POLE)
NO SCALE

RSP ES-16B DATED NOVEMBER 15, 2013 SUPERSEDES STANDARD PLAN ES-16B
DATED MAY 20, 2011 - PAGE 501 OF THE STANDARD PLANS BOOK DATED 2010.

REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-16B
10-4-13

Dist

COUNTY

ROUTE

POST MILES

SHEET

TOTAL PROJECT

TOTAL

No.

SHEETS

TABLE A

WHEN CCTV IS REQUIRED,
CCTV MOUNTING ADAPTER DETAIL

"D"

BASE PLATE DATA

POLE DATA

SHALL BE SUBMITTED BY THE

2’-6" `

CONTRACTOR FOR

R

O

F

E

SS

ION

A

E
R

BC = BOLT CIRCLE

LEVEL
UP TO 2:1

SIZE

BASE

P

REGISTERED CIVIL ENGINEER
D

ANCHOR BOLTS

THICKNESS

GROUND

November 15, 2013

Stanley P. Johnson

E

TOP

IN

"H"

"C"

THICKNESS

E

HEIGHT

G

TYPE

N

Det C

CIDH Pile
Min OD

E

POLE

L

APPROVAL, SEE

ES-16B

RE G IST

THE ENGINEER’S

8"

1’-1"

1’-1"

0.1793"

3"

1"

1’-2"

1" ` x 3’-0"

1’-2"

C57793

No.

Exp.

OR AGENTS SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR

11’-0"

3-31-14

CIVIL
S

8"

35’

VDS 35

DATE

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR ITS OFFICERS

13’-0"
TOP PLATE LEVEL

APPROVAL

11’-0"

T

A

THE ACCURACY OR COMPLETENESS OF SCANNED

T

E

OF

COPIES OF THIS PLAN SHEET.

SEE NOTE 15

40’

VDS 40

1’-3"

9"

1’-3"

12’-0"

I

FO

R

N

I

A

TO ACCOMPANY PLANS DATED

TOP LEVEL

NOTES:

TABLE B

RAIN TIGHT

TABLE C

COUPLING

COUPLING, 1" ` Max,

1. All steel shall be galvanized after fabrication.

SPREAD FOOTING

POLE TYPE

SEE DETAIL D

necessary with the use of leveling nuts to provide

GROUND

VDS 30

2. During pole installation the post shall be raked as

REINFORCEMENT

FOOTING SIZE
(LENGTH x WIDTH x DEPTH)
3’-6"

VDS 35

TOP & BOTTOM

8’-6" x 8’-6" x 2’-0"

12 - #5 EW

10’-0" x 10’-0" x 2’-0"

15 - #5 EW

LEVEL

4’-9"

a plumb pole axis.
3. The foundation shall be treated as level ground

NEXT TO TOP LEVEL
RAIN TIGHT

condition if the slope inclination is flatter

VDS 40

UP TO 2:1

than 4 : 1 (Horizontal : Vertical)

COUPLING, 1" ` Max,
SEE DETAIL D

4. For devices mounted and mounting heights,

SEE ELEVATION A FOR

TABLE D - LIMITATION ON ATTACHMENTS *

5’ SPACES

EXPOSURE AT SLOPE

see TABLE B.

MAXIMUM TOTAL EPA
ANCHOR PLATE

LOCATION

5. Design Specification: AASHTO Standard Specification

MAXIMUM TOTAL WEIGHT

PER LEVEL

for structural support for highway signs, luminaires

(lb)

(SQUARE FEET)

and traffic signal dated 2001.

POLE
#8
SEE NOTE 18

24"

Det A

6. Wind Loadings: 100 mph (3-second gust)

200

10 ***

LEVEL #3

7. Unit Stresses (Structural Steel):

LEVEL #4

a. fy = 55,000 psi (tapered steel tube)

(VDS 35 AND

AT 8" BOTH WAYS

b. fy = 50,000 psi (unless otherwise noted)

VDS 40 ONLY)

3"

5’

14

LEVEL #2

#5 STIRRUPS

ES-7N

2’-0"

SEE DETAIL D

LEVEL #1

Tot 10

LEVEL #5

CLEAR

COUPLING, 1" ` Max,

FG
SECTION

RAIN TIGHT

3’-6" TOP

LEVEL # 2

.

2010 REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-16D

4’

E1(Max) E2(Max)

SEE NOTE 18

"H", SEE TABLE A (ROUND TAPERED STEEL POLE HEIGHT)

AL

14’-0"

8. Anchor bolts: fy = 55,000 psi

BOTTOM OF

(VDS 40 ONLY)

FOOTING

NEXT TO

2.5

9. Unit Stresses (Reinforced Concrete):

50

TOP LEVEL

a. f’c = 3,600 psi

TOP LEVEL

b. fy = 60,000 psi

ON TOP
SEE NOTE 18

ALTERNATIVE FOOTING

10.

PLATE LEVEL **

The Contractor shall verify all controlling field
dimensions before ordering of fabricating

LEVEL # 1

ELEVATION B

any material.

* MAXIMUM HORIZONTAL EXTENT BEYOND POLE FACE IS 4 FEET.

** MAXIMUM EXTENT ABOVE TOP PLATE IS 3 FEET.
11.

*** 14 IF LEVEL #1 IS ZERO.
RAIN TIGHT

shall be located on the downstream side and

COUPLING, 1" ` Max,

perpendicular to the roadway.

SEE DETAIL E

U-CHANNEL
SQUARE

U-BOLTS
7" BOLT

ELECTRODE

SEE DETAIL C

BC

SLOTS " x 1",

CIRCLE

12.1’-3" (Max) for sloped finished grade.

"C"

R = " Typ

2" ` HOLE

GROUNDING

13. Bottom of base plate.

R = 1"

NEMA 3R

Typ

ENCLOSURE

TOTAL 4

CONDUCTOR

14. Handhole.

RAIN TIGHT

15.Top plate.
Install a blank flange on the top plate when closed

10’

2" ` Max

"

CONDUCTOR

SEE NOTE 16

U-CHANNEL

SEE NOTE 14

DETAIL A

16.

ES-7O
Elev B

SEE NOTE 17

BASE PLATE

TOP PLATE
ES-6B

circuit television is not used.

ELECTRODE

SQUARE
TABLE B

Typ

TABLE B

MGS

BOLT Dia +

GROUND BUS

GROUNDING

SEE NOTE 13
E1, SEE

E2, SEE

26" (W) x 56" (H) x 12" (D)

BOLT HOLE =

8"

ES-7M
Det A

COUPLING,

´ " x 8" x 8"

SEE DETAIL E

ES-7M
Det B

RAIN TIGHT

U-BOLT

COUPLING, 2" ` Max,

NEMA 3R ENCLOSURE,

When no barriers are used, the NEMA 3R enclosure

DETAIL C

DETAIL B

17. U-channel with bracket.

Det N

18.

Use the manufacturer’s Effective Projected Area

FG

1" Min

FG

45^

COUPLING

PLATE

3"

Det A

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

COUPLING
2" COUPLING

ANCHOR BOLTS, TOTAL 4

ES-7N

level and sum each level, see Table D for limitations.
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CONDUIT

ANCHOR

45^

CONDUIT

1" COUPLING

Clr

"D", SEE TABLE A

(EPA) for attachments. Assign attachments to nearest

SEE NOTE 12

POST WALL

POST WALL

6" Max

ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
(CLOSED CIRCUIT TELEVISION WITH
VEHICLE DETECTION SYSTEM,

"

POLE =

"

CIDH PILE

FOUNDATION

1" COUPLING
ELEVATION A

2" COUPLING

30’ TO 40’ POLE)
NO SCALE
RSP ES-16D DATED NOVEMBER 15, 2013 SUPERSEDES RSP ES-16D DATED JULY 19, 2013 AND

DETAIL D

DETAIL E

STANDARD PLAN ES-16D DATED MAY 20, 2011 - PAGE 503 OF THE STANDARD PLANS BOOK DATED 2010.

REVISED STANDARD PLAN RSP ES-16D
10-4-13

C

PLANS

30’

VDS 30

ER

SEE NOTE 18

11"
(3) LOOSEN THREE HEXAGON SCREWS
TO RE-LAMP

10.5"

SANDBLASTED PYREX
GLASS LED ENCLOSURE
MAXIMUM LAMP:
30W LED/4000K
FLARED LOUVER REELECTOR SHADES
FABRICATED OF HEAVY GAUGE CAST IRON.
INNER SURFACES COVERED BY A CLEAR
POLYCARBONATE ENCLOSURE WITH
WHITE REFLECTIVE SURFACES AND
WATERTIGHT SEALS.

7" CONDUIT OPENING

10" BOLT CIRCLE

(3) HEAVY GAUGE STAINLESS STEEL
CONNECTING STRUTS

45"

12"
ELETRONIC DRIVER FOR
120-277 VOLT OPERATION

0.6" HOLE

8" Dia COR-TEN STEEL POLE

8" Dia

12" Dia CORTEN STEEL BASE PLATE
SECURED WITH FOUR " Dia X 15"
HOT DIP GALVANIZED STEEL ANCHOR
BOLTS EMBEDDED IN 1’-6" Dia X 2’-0" D
CONCRETE FOUNDATION

12"

0.5"

FG

BASE PLATE DETAILS

(4) " Dia X 15"
HOT DIP GALVANIZED
STEEL ANCHOR BOLTS

1" CONDUIT

BOLLARD LIGHT DETAIL

BOLLARD LIGHT
NO SCALE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA •DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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TRAFFIC OPERATIONS POLICY DIRECTIVE
TR-0011 (REV 0812009)

Any one or all three of these types of at-grade access openings may be adequate for a given location. The tvoe of access
opening used in a corridor should be consistent to better satisfy driver expectations. Site-specific operating conditions may
warrant the use of a different type. Variations will typically require mitigation in the form of additional signing, enhanced pavement
markings, lighting, and/or other traffic control , management, or safety systems.
Existing interchange spacing is the primary consideration for determining the location of access openings. An equally important
consideration is the existing and expected location of mainline operational bottlenecks and geometric constraints that produce
recurrent congestion and queuing along the general purpose lanes. Access openings should be located and designed such that
they will perform at Level of Service (LOS)
or •on. as per HDM Index 504.7. They should not produce adverse impacts to
managed lane and general purpose lane performance. nor should they be placed where recurrent general purpose lane
congestion is expected. This avoids the potential for undesirable conditions that result in operational and safety deficiencies. If
the mainline queuing at a proposed access location is limited to a small portion of the overall peak period, then a "weave lanen or
"merge lane" configuration might need to be evaluated and provided if it will eliminate or minimize adverse impacts.

·en

Access openings should have a minimum length of 2000 feet (ft). A minimum of 800 ft per lane change should be provided
between the opening and the nearest freeway entrance or exit ramp. These lengths should also be utilized at the beginning and
ending of managed lanes. These changes supersede the measurements shown in Figure 4.2 of the HOV Guidelines. A figure
showing the new measurements for access openings is provided in Attachment 3.
The type and location of proposed access openings shall be determined by the operational analysis. It is expected that an
iterative process would be used. For example, an access opening using the simplest design and minimum lengths might be
evaluated first. If the analysis supports this concept, then no further analysis of that location is necessary. Otherwise, the process
would continue until an appropriate concept is identified, or all concepts are exhausted. The iterative process may require
consideration of the following modifications or features (not necessarily in this order):
•
Increased weaving lengths.
• Alternative types of access.
• A second managed lane in the vicinity of the opening.
•
Relocation of the access opening.
• The addition of auxiliary lanes connecting ramps on the general purpose lanes.
•
The use of drop or direct connector ramps.
Proposed access openings that are estimated to operate below the performance thresholds or use less than the
minimum lengths or spacing shall be subject to the review and written concurrence of the Traffic Liaison. Approval will
be considered when the need for the opening is justified by traffic data and the safety analysis and if traffic impact mitigation is
incorporated. Approval may also require specific system monitoring to identify and correct potential performance deficiencies.
Lighting shall be provided for each access opening to facilitate decision making and lane changing maneuvers during
hours of darkness. Deviations from this requirement shall be approved by the Traffic Liaison. Lighting will alert drivers
that they are approaching left side weaving sections where lane changing and turbulence may be concentrated. Lighting should
also be considered for freeway segments located between an access opening and a freeway-to-freeway interchange when the
access serves that interchange. This is due to the higher weaving volumes and higher number of lane changes expected in these
areas. Contact the district Electrical Design office for information on lighting requirements and assistance in the location and
design of all lighting systems.
CONTINUOUS-ACCESS MANAGED LANES DESIGN AND PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS
Continuous-access managed lane facilities are designed to allow vehicles to enter or leave at any point. No specific
ingress/egress locations are designated. Instead, vehicles move into and out of the managed lane at any point in the same way,
they would change lanes in the general-purpose lanes.
Traditionally, continuous-access facilities have only been employed in areas with shorter durations of directional congestion during
peak commute traffic periods. However, continuous-access operation may be utilized whether the managed lane operates
full-time or part-time. Detail M-2 in the HOV Guidelines shows an option for full-time continuous-access managed lanes.
A limited-access facility may be converted to a continuous-access facility if the conversion is funded by the project sponsor
requesting the change. A traffic study, as described in this directive, shall be required for any conversion project.
If a new or conversion project is on a route where Express Lanes are planned within the next five years, and there is an
intent to operate the Express Lane with continuous access, joint consultation shall be conducted between the project

Attachment 1

Updating signing and lighting of limited-access designs
Express Lane signing is new to the industry, was just added to the 2009 edition of the federal MUTCD
and in May 2010 was accepted by the California Traffic Control Devices Committee for addition to the
next (2011 ) edition of the CA MUTCD. In addition, the Department's freeway safety team (comprised of
district and headquarters traffic safety staff and the Traffic Liaisons) recommended the use of lighting
along all limited-access openings. This was based on research and the collision studies performed in
support of the Strategic Highway Safety Program Challenge Area 5 Action Plan. Speeds, weaving
volumes and density are high and headlight glare prevail especially during the critical periods just prior to
the morning peak period, and just beyond the evening peak period . Overhead lighting will mitigate the
impact of adverse infrastructure and operating conditions (headlight glare, narrow shoulders, and speed
differential) on HOV and Express Lane drivers attempting to execute the complex weaving maneuvers
required.
A selection of references:
1. A Comparative Safety Study of Limited Versus Continuous Access High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
Facilities, University of California at Berkeley UCB-ITS-PRR-2009-22, 2009
2. Assessment and Validations of Managed Lanes Weaving and Access Guidelines, University of Texas
at Arlington, 2010, http://www.uta.edu/ce/faculty/williams/report0-5578-1.pdf
3. Managed Lane Ramp and Roadway Design Issues, Texas Transportation Institute, 2003,
http://tti.tamu.edu/documents/4160-1 O.pdf
4. Managed Lanes - Traffic Modeling, Texas Transportation Institute, 2002,
http://tti.tamu.edu/documents/4160-4.pdf

Attachment 3

Access Types with Minimum Recommended Opening Lengths and Weaving Distances

Traffic Manual
Chapter 9 - Traffic Signals and Lighting
Section 9-06 - Highway Safety Lighting

9-06.1 Introduction The purpose of highway safety lighting is to promote the safe and orderly movement
of traffic by illuminating certain permanent features or conditions which are unusual, which require
additional care and alertness to negotiate, and which, if illuminated, may be more readily comprehended
and so compensated for by the motorist.

Section 9-07 - Freeway Lighting

9-07.1 General On freeways, highway safety lighting should be installed at particular points in
interchange areas. This lighting serves to illuminate areas of potential vehicle conflict and to
delineate exit ramps, entrance ramps, and island noses. Except where required by unusual freeway
geometrics, lighting should not be installed unless the traffic volumes shown in Section 9-07.2 are
met. The high standard of signing, markings, and delineation now being provided makes it possible
in such situations to defer the installation of lighting facilities until required by increased traffic.
The use of high mast lighting systems may be considered where conventional lighting standards
are difficult to maintain.
9- 07.2 Warrants

1. Definitions.
a. Urban, Suburban and Rural Conditions. Urban conditions are
considered to exist in those areas so designated on maps
approved by the FHWA. Suburban conditions are considered to
exist in those areas contiguous to the designated urban areas.
Rural conditions exist in all other areas.
b. ADT is the average daily traffic for up to five years after the
freeway is opened to traffic.
c. A surface street is any street other than a freeway. A local street is a surface
street under the control of a local agency.
2. Freeway Interchange Safety Lighting.
Freeway Interchange safety lighting is considered to be warranted under either of
the following conditions:
a. Where the total sum of the ADT ramp traffic entering and leaving
the freeway within the interchange area exceeds 5,000 under urban
conditions, 3,000 under suburban conditions and 1,000 under rural
conditions. The above figures refer to the total sum of the ADT for the
normal four ramps at an interchange. Where the number of ramps

connecting with the freeway is less than four, the above total sum of
ADT may be reduced proportionately.
b. Where the ADT on the freeway exceeds 25,000 for urban
conditions, 20,000 for suburban conditions and 10,000 for rural
conditions.
3. Freeway Ramp-Surface Street Intersection Safety Lighting.
Safety lighting at the intersection of a freeway ramp and a surface street is considered
warranted if either of the conditions in 2a or 2b above are satisfied.
4. Lighting of Existing Local Streets within the Limits of the Freeway Project.
Lighting of existing local streets within the limits of a freeway project,
including lighting on local streets over or under the freeway, is
considered warranted if:
a. The local street is lighted to modern standards up to the freeway
right of way and the local agency agrees to assume ownership and
cost of maintenance; orb. The local street is not lighted to modern
standards and the local agency agrees to assume ownership and
all costs of installation and maintenance.
If a local agency indicates that it proposes to install lighting on the local street
within five years after construction is completed, the following should be installed
on the project at 100% State expense:
a. Conduit and other equipment in and under paved areas.
b. Provisions for future structure lighting as stated in (7) below:
5. Lighting of New Local Streets within the Limits of the Freeway Project..
The installation of lighting on new local streets, including new frontage roads
that are constructed on new alignment for a local agency shall be governed by
the following:
a. Lighting may be installed when requested by the local agency,
only if there is existing lighting in the area and if that lighting is
owned by the local agency. The lighting design and financing
shall follow the guidelines in Section 9-09.7.
b. Where the existing lighting is owned by a private utility, only
equipment that will be in or under paved areas shall be installed
by the State. See Section 9-09.7.

c. If no lighting exists in the area, new lighting shall be installed
only if the local agency agrees to finance the installation and to
assume the cost of ownership and maintenance.
6. Lighting for Exclusive Pedestrian Facilities.
The lighting for exclusive pedestrian facilities within the freeway project is
considered warranted at the following locations:
a. Separated walkways (not sidewalks) and crosswalks within the
interchange areas.
b. Bicycle paths at roadway crossings and at underpasses.
c. Bus stops within the interchange areas.
d. Pedestrian overcrossings and undercrossings.
Lighting shall be provided on pedestrian overcrossings and undercrossings
where the local agency agrees to assume ownership and cost of maintenance.
Pedestrian undercrossings shall be provided with adequate daytime as well as
nighttime illumination.
7. Freeway Structures Lighting.
Lighting on or under a freeway structure is considered warranted if:
a. The lighting is for the purpose of illuminating acceleration
lanes, deceleration lanes, weaving areas or walkways.
b. It is a part of local street lighting as stated in (4) or (5) above.
Provision for future lighting may be installed in structures for
freeway illumination only if there is a definite requirement to install
lighting as warranted above in the future. Provision for future
lighting consists of conduit, pull boxes, anchor bolts and flush soffit
luminaires.
8. Replacement of Lighting Owned by Other Agencies.
See Section 9-09.7
9. Lighting for Ramps at Rest Areas and Truck Inspection Stations.
Lighting on freeway acceleration and deceleration lanes at rest areas and
truck weight and inspection stations shall be considered in the same manner
as interchange ramps.

Section 9-09 - Highway Safety Lighting Development Procedures
9-09.7 Reconstruction of Existing Facilities
1. Freeways
When affected by State freeway construction, existing street lighting facilities
owned by a local agency shall be replaced in kind, as nearly as possible, at
100% State expense using salvaged material where feasible. In the event the
local agency desires to have the relocated local agency owned lighting system
reconstructed to an improved standard as part of a State contract, the
difference in cost between replacement in kind and the construction requested
shall be estimated and the agency shall agree to reimburse the State for the
additional cost. The reconstruction of existing street lighting facilities owned
by a private utility is the responsibility of the utility and will be handled by
the Division of Right of Way. See Section 9-07.2(5b).
Section 9-10 - Highway Safety Lighting Design Standards
9-10.1 General The design of highway safety lighting by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) is based upon the following publications:
1. Traffic Manual (Caltrans)
2. Standard Specifications (Caltrans)
3. Standard Plans (Caltrans)
4. Signal and Lighting Design Guide (Caltrans)
9-10.2 Freeway Ramps and Connections A minimum of two luminaires should be placed at
each freeway exit ramp and one luminaire at each freeway entrance ramp. Typical locations are
shown in Figures 9-25 and 9-26. Typical locations for luminaires at the intersections of freeway
ramps and surface streets are shown in Figure 9-26.One or more additional luminaires may be
installed when justified by geometrics, traffic patterns, background ambient lighting and/or
freeway ramp traffic volumes. Additional lighting may be installed if ramp traffic meets the
following volumes during one hour of darkness:
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