








































I-5/ SR 56 CONNECTORS PROJECT 
Steering Committee Meeting Notes 

 
November 16, 2006 

 
 
 
TO:  Steering Committee, File 
 
FROM: Dave Zoumaras 
 
ATTD:     Name  Representing  Phone Number  E-Mail 
 
     Cliff Hanna    Torrey Pines CPG 858-597-4815x3131 channa@biosite.com 
     Bob Lewis  Torrey Pines CPG 858-481-1331  rlewis16@san.it.com 
     Brad Johnson City of San Diego 619-533-3770  bjohnson@sandiego.gov 
     Ron Dargento City of San Diego 619-533-3065  rdargento@sandiego.gov 
     Majid Kharrati Caltrans  619-688-6729  majid.kharrati@dot.ca.gov 
     Tom Nipper  Caltrans  619-688-0282   tom.nipper@dot.ca.gov 
     Kerry Santoro City of San Diego 619-533-3749  ksantoro@sandiego.gov 
     Chris Johnson Dokken Engineering 858-514-8608x108 cjohnson@dokkenengineering.com 
                Gerald Lumabas Dokken Engineering 858-514-8608  glumabas@dokkenengineering.com 
                Dave Zoumaras City of San Diego 619-533-5100  dzoumaras@sandiego.gov 
     Bob Diehl  Resident  858-755-4796  wooddiehl@yahoo.com 
     Bill Graham  EDAW  619-233-1454  bill.graham@edaw.com 
     Whitney Youngs Print Media   
      Pat Stewart  Torrey Pines CPG 
   
LOCATION:  Carmel Valley Library 
 
SUBJECT: I-5/SR-56 Connectors Project Steering Committee 
 
1.  Introductions 
 
2.  New Consultant Team 
 
Dave Zoumaras explained that URS will no longer be associated with the project and that the City of San Diego 
and Caltrans will be entering into a Cooperative Agreement in order to be able to use Dokken Engineering to 
complete the remaining work on the Project Report (PR) and Environmental Document (ED).  
 
Chris Johnson, Project Manager for Dokken Engineering provided information about his company and 
described Dokken’s experience with Caltrans projects including ongoing projects such as the I-5 North Coast 
and the Friars Road/SR-163 Interchange projects. He introduced Gerald Lumabas as the Project Engineer and 
Bill Graham from EDAW, Inc., the environmental sub consultant. 
 
3.  Project Schedule Update 
 
Chris created a preliminary milestone schedule and the draft PR/ED is scheduled to be completed in Spring 
2008 and the PR/ED is scheduled to be approved in Summer 2009.  Dokken will produce a more detailed 
project schedule after they have an approved task order. 



 
4. Local Street Alternative 

  
Chris described the local street alternative which was shown on an exhibit and was described on the handout.  
He said that preliminary drawings for both the local street alternative and the connectors alternative would be 
started before the end of the year.  
 
 
 

QUESTIONS 
 
Bob Lewis: Is the Carmel Mountain Road interchange included in the traffic study? 
Majid Kharrati: Yes, since the full interchange is scheduled to be completed within the next year it is 
included the traffic study. 
 
Bob Lewis and Cliff Hanna: Would the local street alternative meet the requirements of Proposition M? 
Dave Zoumaras: That would require a determination by City attorneys. 

. 
 
Bob Lewis: When will the third westbound lane on SR-56 be constructed? 
Brad Johnson: The third lane westbound lane will be analyzed in both the local street and connectors 
alternatives and once the geometrics and environmental impacts have been analyzed, we will be looking at 
accelerating the design of the third lane so that it could be constructed in the first phase of construction after 
the environmental document has been approved. 
 
Pat Stewart: Doesn’t Proposition M dictate the specific alternative (direct connectors) to be selected so that 
evaluating any other alternatives is a waste of time? 
Majid Kharrati and Bill Graham: The CEQA and NEPA environmental review process must be adhered to 
and consider and evaluate all alternatives with the same level of detail.  The environmental review process 
will be completed independent of Prop M. 
 
A suggestion was made to notify all Steering Committee members when Dokken is officially authorized to 
begin work on the project. Dave Zoumaras agreed with the suggestion and stated that member will be 
notified. 
 
5. Next Steering Committee Meeting 
 
The next meeting will be held at the Carmel Valley Library on Thursday February 15, 2007 at 2 pm.   
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I-5 / SR-56 INTERCHANGE PROJECT 

Steering Committee Meeting Notes 

August 16, 2007 

 

TO:  Steering Committee, File 

FROM:  Dave Zoumaras  

ATTD:  
Name Representing Phone Number E-Mail  
Arturo Jacobo Caltrans (619) 688-6816 Arturo.jacobo@dot.ca.gov 
Barbara Cerny Torrey Pines CPB (858) 755-1443 bjcerny@netzero.com 
Bob Diehl Resident (858) 755-4796 wooddiehl@yahoo.com 
Bob Lewis Torrey Pines CPB (858) 481-1331 rlewis16@san.rr.com 
Brad Johnson City of San Diego (619) 533-3770 bjohnson@sandiego.gov 
Burton Disner  (760) 431-8543 badisner@sbcglobal.net 
Carla Laporte   (858) 525-1933 carla@PacificShoreProperties.com 
Chris Johnson Dokken Engineering (858) 514-8377 cjohnson@dokkenengineering.com 
Cindy Kinkade EDAW (619) 233-1454 cindy.kinkade@edaw.com 
Cliff Hanna Torrey Pines CPB (858) 957-4815x3131 channa@biosite.com 
Darwin Cruz Dokken Engineering (858) 514-8377 dcruz@dokkenengineering.com 
Dave Zoumaras City of San Diego (619) 533-5100 dzoumaras@sandiego.gov 
Gerard Lumabas             Dokken Engineering (858)514-837 glumabas@dokkenengineering.com 
John Eardensohn Latitude 33 (858) 751-0633 john.eardensohn@latitude33.com 
Karen Grant  (858) 755-2774 KGranT2141@aol.com 
Kerry Santoro City of San Diego (619) 533-3749 ksantoro@sandiego.gov 
Larry Kuzminsky City of San Diego (619) 533-3065 lkuzminsky@sandiego.gov 
Lawrence Sheman Palacio Del Mar Resident (858) 793-5676 larrysheman@san.rr.com 
Majid Kharrati Caltrans (619) 688-6729 majid.kharrati@dot.ca.gov 
Marry Hochlentner Portofino Homeowner (858) 481-3596 rhmarketing@san.rr.com 
Phil Schott Schott & Lites Advocates (916) 444-7158 pschott@Schottlites.com 
Scott Tillson Carmel Valley CPB (619) 602-7856 setillson@msn.com 
Richard Hochlentner Portofino Homeowner (858) 481-3596 rhmarketing@san.rr.com 
Wayne Seidel  (619) 742-0141 phmicro@dslextreme.com  
 
LOCATION :  Carmel Valley Library 
SUBJECT : I-5 / SR-56 Interchange Project Steering Committee Meeting 
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1. Introductions 

Members of the Steering Committee introduced themselves. 

2. Project Schedule Update 
 

Chris J stated that the draft Environmental Document (ED) submittal date for Caltrans review is in the 
summer of 2008.  The public review period for the ED will begin in the summer of 2009 with the Record of 
Decision (ROD) in late 2009. The State budget must be signed before the Traffic Operations Analysis Task 
Order could be approved by Caltrans. 

 
3. Traffic Study Updates 
 
Chris J stated the development of existing volumes is complete and the development of future volumes for the 
2030 Direct Connector scenario is 80-90% complete and will be finished within one week. Chris J added that 
they are moving forward with traffic studies and would like to begin operational analysis.  
 
As of November 14, the table below identifies the critical milestones in the Traffic Study. 

Scenario: Status of Model Runs: Status of Volumes: Status of Operations 
2030 Direct Connector Alternative 

(Model Run G) Completed Completed 
Responding to first 
round of comments 

2030 No-Build Alternative 
(Model Run E) 90 % complete Expected 12/21/07 Expected 2/6/08 

2030 Auxiliary Lane Alternative 
(Model Run F) 

Expected 1/14/08 Expected 2/26/08 Expected 4/9/08 

 
Scott T asked to describe operational analysis and how it fits in with traffic studies. Chris J stated that traffic 
operational analysis is developed using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) syncro-software along with 
Level of Service (LOS) and Intersecting Lane Volume (ILV) calculations. The application and study of 
highway capacity software, LOS and ILV calculations, intersections, ramps, weaves, and how drivers exit and 
enter the facility enables determining whether the facility is over or under capacity. 
 
4. Purpose and Need 
 
Chris J stated that during the previous Steering Committee Meeting the purpose of the project came up. Chris 
J added that the Purpose and Need document attempts to address this question and sets the stage for future 
studies. Chris J asked members of meeting to read the Purpose and Need document. 
 
Introduction 
 
Chris J stated that it is necessary to comply with both California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for this project and that Caltrans is the lead agency. 
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Project Objectives 
 
Cliff H stated that “reduce” seems too vague a term and suggested using “significantly reduce”. Cliff H asked 
how a project of such magnitude can be justified unless there is significant reduction in delay and congestion. 
Majid K responded that “reduce” is meant to mean better than status quo. Dave Z added that these are simply 
objectives, and that it is going to take more work to determine how close we will actually get to achieving 
these objectives. Majid K added that it is often important to consider the time saved for the individual driver, 
and not just the improvement in the LOS. 
 
Bob L stated that any accommodation for more vehicles will have negative effects on the community. As the 
number of vehicles goes up, the surface roads will suffer. Bob L added that congestion can have good results 
in that it forces people to look for alternative means of transportation such as public transit. Cliff H added that 
mass transit is part of the regional mobility plan. Arturo J responded that the level and use of mass transit is 
outside of the scope of this project and that it is a regional issue.  Dave Z added that whether we build or not, 
the number of vehicles on the highways will increase. Chris J brought up the example of improvements on I-
15 related to Black Mountain Road. Chris J stated that drivers take alternative routes when I-15 is backed up 
and that improvements on I-15 have helped with congestion on local streets in that community.  
 
Chris J stated that the alternatives being presented accommodate for HOV lanes.  
 
Scott T stated that this project attempts to come up with alternatives for decision makers to choose from, and, 
at some point, a decision will be made. 
 
Background 
 
Scott T stated that more focus must be put on the continuing development of regions outside of the local 
communities as it relates to the increase in traffic. Scott T added that continuing development on I-15, I-5 and 
SR-56 has created more traffic and interregional travel that must be evaluated.  
 
Need 
 
Cliff H stated that there is inconsistency in saying “during peak hours” vs. “throughout the day”. It should be 
more specific. Chris stated that the change would be made. 
 
Barbara asked if statements in the Need section are based on current traffic volume numbers. Residents added 
that they have not seen congestion levels which warrant the Direct Connectors Alternative. Arturo J 
responded that regional congestion in the community has long been a driving force behind this project. Dave 
Z added that it is important to look at what might happen in twenty years (i.e. future volumes). Scott T added 
that the demand is regional and not restricted to local facilities. 
Bob D stated that unacceptable is a relative term and asked how it is defined here. Kerry S responded that it is 
defined in the City’s General Plan that in terms of the LOS measurement system, unacceptable refers to 
anything below an LOS “D”.  Chris J stated that they are using the term unacceptable because it is not know if 
the LOS measurement system is specific enough and measurement may need refinement. Chris J stated that 
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he would remove the term. However, Chris added that this project may not have an LOS specific solution but 
rather help to maintain current traffic levels or improve projected traffic levels. 
 
Logical Termini 
 
Chris J stated that this section defines the limits of the project. Scott T asked why the study has not stretched 
to the next interchange east on SR-56. Chris J responded that the termini may shift in the future depending on 
the traffic impacts of the project. 
 
5. Direct Connectors Alternative  
 
Chris J presented the Steering Committee with four exhibits illustrating the Direct Connectors Alternative. 
Alternative 2A, the “short bridge” without the slip ramp alternative, features a southbound I-5 to eastbound 
SR-56 (S-E) structure beginning south of the last home along Portofino Drive and eliminates the slip off-ramp 
to Carmel Creek Road along eastbound SR-56. Alternative 2A has a lower structural cost due to the shorter 
bridge length. Alternative 2B, the “short bridge” with the slip ramp alternative, features the same S-E 
structure as Alternative 2A, however maintains the slip off-ramp to Carmel Creek Road. Alternative 2B has 
increased impacts to the Carmel Valley Restoration and Enhancement Project (CVREP) just to the south of 
SR-56.   
 
Scott T asked how far the pavement would extend into the CVREP for Alternative 2B. Chris J responded 
approximately fifteen to twenty feet. 
 
Alternative 2C, the “long bridge” without the slip ramp, features an S-E structure beginning 300 m to the 
north of the final home along Portofino Drive and eliminates the slip off-ramp to Carmel Creek Road along 
eastbound SR-56. Alternative 2C has a higher structural cost due to the longer bridge length. Alternative 2D, 
the “long bridge” with the slip ramp alternative, features the same S-E structure as Alternative 2C, however 
maintains the slip off-ramp to Carmel Creek Road. Alternative 2D has increased impacts to the CVREP.  The 
westbound SR-56 to northbound I-5 (W-N) connector was the same for all four alternatives. 
 
Barbara asked what the difference in height between the long and short bridge was. Chris J demonstrated how 
the designs differ by displaying preliminary profiles.   
 
Karen G asked which homes will be impacted along Portofino Drive. Chris responded that twelve homes 
along Portofino Drive will be impacted for the long bridge alternatives compared to six homes for the short 
bridge. Majid K asked if these were homes where only the slopes where being hit. Chris J responded that in 
some cases the homes are we are within feet of the project. Dave Z added that the number of homes which 
will be affected is not definite at this point. 
 
Scott T asked if drivers can enter SR-56 from El Camino Real without having to exit and re-enter the facility. 
Chris J responded yes and pointed out the location on exhibit were the El Camino Real entrance ramp 
connects to SR-56. 
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Scott T asked if there was consideration of an alternative which combines the westbound SR-56 to 
northbound I-5 connector with the southbound I-5 to eastbound SR-56 local streets option. Chris J responded 
that a combination of the local streets and direct connector alternatives has not been considered. Majid K 
stated that based on previously developed traffic volume numbers, existing streets cannot accommodate for 
traffic. According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), both the S-E and W-N connectors must 
be cleared in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Majid K added that typically when the traffic volume 
numbers justify one movement they also justify the reverse movement.  
 
Scott T stated that there will be a desire to have a mix/match alternative. Majid K responded that this is a 
policy decision for the City, Caltrans, the San Diego Association of Governments, and the FHWA based on 
the findings of the EIR. 
 
6. Local Street Alternative 
 
Chris J presented the Steering Committee with two exhibits illustrating the Local Streets Alternative. The 
Local Streets Alternative consists of an auxiliary lane and retaining wall from the southbound diamond I-5 
on-ramp at Del Mar Heights to the Carmel Valley Road off-ramp, a modified NB I-5 on-ramp at Carmel 
Valley Road, and associated improvements to SR-56. Alternative 3A eliminates the slip off-ramp to Carmel 
Creek Road along eastbound SR-56. Alternative 3B maintains the slip off-ramp to Carmel Creek Road along 
eastbound SR-56. 
 
7. Alternatives Matrix 
 
Chris J asked meeting members to read and comment on the Alternatives Matrix. 
 
Mary H asked if there would be mitigation for the loss in property value when a home is taken. Chris J 
responded yes. 
 
Chris J asked for other comments on cost and whether conventional LOS measurements should be used.  
 
Mary H stated that the alternatives do not address the narrowing of I-5 north of SR-56, which causes 
congestion on SR-56. Gerard L responded that I-5 may be widened out in the future and that this will be 
accounted for in the traffic studies. Cindy K added that the improvement in time delay is an important benefit 
for the project. 
 
Bob L asked if peak hour congestion on SR-56 would not change if the connectors were built immediately. 
Majid K responded by explaining peak vs. off peak hours. Majid K added that, during off peak hours, the 
individual driver may save time.  
 
Scott T asked if the Alternative Matrix consider the No Build Alternative.  Gerard L responded yes. 
 
Cindy K stated that the Alternative Matrix could be categorized based on the EIR categories. Scott T stated 
that the P&N should be a “Laymen’s Summary” and suggested separating out the environmental section of 
the Alternatives Matrix into human and non-human impacts. Chris J responded that the matrix serves as a 
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guide for the team and community members. Chris J added that the current evaluation criteria are not final. 
Scott T stated that this project has large impacts on the community (“occupied homes”) and that there should 
be more emphasis placed on those impacts. Dave Z responded the P&N is an important document for the 
Steering Committee and the general public so all input is appreciated.  Scott T stated that the Alternatives 
Matrix must be objective. Chris J stated the most important issues must not be overlooked in the evaluation 
criteria. 
 
8. Next Meeting 

The next Steering Committee Meeting will be held at the Carmel Valley Public Library on Thursday 
November 15, 2007 at 2:00 PM. 

NOTE:  These minutes are the preparer’s understanding of the items discussed at the meeting. If discrepancies 
are noted, please contact the preparer within three days of receipt. 

PREPARED BY: Chris Johnson, P.E.                          




