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General Information about This Document 
What’s in this document: 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as assigned by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), has prepared this Initial Study with Mitigated Negative 
Declaration/Environmental Assessment with Finding of No Significant Impact, for the 
proposed project located in San Mateo County, California. Caltrans is the lead agency 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). The document tells you why the project is being proposed, what 
alternatives have been considered for the project, how the existing environment could 
be affected by the project, the potential impacts of each of the alternatives, and the 
proposed avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures. The Initial 
Study/Environmental Assessment circulated to the public for 30 days between 
November 19, 2025, and December 19, 2025. Comments received during this period 
are included in Section 4.3. Changes made to the document since the draft document 
circulation are shown with a vertical line in the margin. Descriptions have also been 
added to the text to explain what changes have been made. Minor editorial changes 
and clarifications are not shown. Additional copies of this document and the related 
technical studies are available for review at Caltrans District 4 111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623. This document may be downloaded at the following website: 
www.caltransd4environmental.com. 

Alternative Formats: 
For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document can be made available in Braille, 
in large print, on audiocassette, or on computer disk. To obtain a copy in one of these 
alternate formats, please call or write to Caltrans, Attn: Jeneane Crawford, P.O. Box 
23660, MS:8B, Oakland, CA 94623-0660; (510) 390-3253 (Voice), or use the California 
Relay Service 1 (800) 735-2929 (TTY to Voice), 1 (800) 735-2922 (Voice to TTY), 1 
(800) 855-3000 (Spanish TTY to Voice and Voice to TTY), 1-800-854-7784 (Spanish 
and English Speech-to-Speech) or 711.  

  

https://www.caltransd4environmental.com/
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Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Pursuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code 

Project Description 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to realign the existing 
roadway approximately 32 feet to the east on State Route 1 near Pescadero Creek 
Road in San Mateo County from post mile (PM) 13.1 to PM 13.9. 

Determination 
Caltrans has prepared an Initial Study for this project and, following public review, has 
determined from this study that the project would not have a significant effect on the 
environment for the following reasons: 

The project would have no effect on air quality, mineral resources, noise, population and 
housing, public services, and recreation. 

In addition, the project would have less than significant effects on aesthetics, agriculture 
and forestry resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas 
emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and 
planning, transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, and 
wildfire. 

With the implementation of mitigation measures MM-BIO-1 (Unlined Wetland Drainage 
Ditch), MM-BIO-2 (Coastal Bluff Mitigation), MM-BIO-3 (Monterey Pine Habitat 
Mitigation), and MM-BIO-4 (Amphibian Wildlife Crossing Mitigation) incorporated, the 
project would have less than significant effects to biological resources. 

________________________________ ____________________ 
David D. Ambuehl Date 
Acting District Director 
Caltrans District 4 
CEQA/NEPA Lead Agency 
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 

FOR 

Pescadero Minor Realignment Project 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has determined that the Build 
Alternative will have no significant impact on the human environment. This FONSI is 
based on the attached Environmental Assessment (EA) which has been independently 
evaluated by Caltrans and determined to adequately and accurately discuss the need, 
environmental issues, and impacts of the proposed project and appropriate mitigation 
measures. It provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that an 
Environmental Impact Statement is not required. Caltrans takes full responsibility for the 
accuracy, scope, and content of the attached EA. 

The environmental review, consultation, and any other actions required by applicable 
Federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried out by 
Caltrans pursuant to 23 USC 327 and the Memorandum of Understanding dated 
May 27, 2022, and executed by FHWA and Caltrans. 

DAVID D. AMBUEHL 
Acting District Director 
Caltrans District 4 
NEPA Lead Agency 

Date 
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
Since 2007, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has performed 
federal responsibilities for environmental decisions and approvals under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for highway projects in California that are funded or 
otherwise approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). These 
responsibilities have been assigned to Caltrans by FHWA pursuant to Title 23 United 
States Code (USC) Sections 326 and 327 and two Memoranda of Understanding 
signed by FHWA. Please see the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference (SER) 
Volume 1, Chapter 38, “NEPA Assignment” for additional information. 

Caltrans proposes a road realignment of State Route (SR) 1 near Pescadero in San 
Mateo County. The Pescadero Minor Realignment Project (project) is located on SR 1 
from post mile (PM) 13.1 to 13.9 (see Figure 1-1). SR 1 in San Mateo County was built 
in 1939. This section of SR 1 is an important transportation artery that provides access 
to the coastal communities and state beaches between San Francisco, Santa Cruz, and 
the communities around Monterey Bay. 

The project is funded by the 2022 State Highway Operation and Protection Program 
(SHOPP), under Program 201.131, the Major Damage Restoration Program. 

Caltrans owns and operates SR 1. Caltrans, as assigned by the FHWA, is the lead 
agency under the NEPA. Caltrans is also the lead agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and is the project sponsor. 

The project is included in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) Bay 
Area Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Plan Bay Area 2050 (Association of Bay Area 
Governments [ABAG] and MTC 2021; RTP ID No. 21-T01-004). The project is in the 
2025 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which was adopted by the MTC on 
September 25, 2024 (MTC 2024; TIP ID No. VAR170010). The FHWA approved the 
2025 TIP on December 16, 2024. 
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Figure 1-1. Project Location Map 
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1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.2.1 Purpose 
The purpose of this project is to maintain the structural integrity and operation of SR 1. 

1.2.2 Need 
The project is needed due to the severe rutting in the shoulder and deep cracking in the 
roadway pavement within the project vicinity along SR 1. Coastal bluff erosion, 
deterioration, and damage surrounding the project area has been documented in a 
Damage Assessment Form by the Caltrans Division of Maintenance.  

Southbound SR 1 in the project location is adjacent to the Pacific Ocean. Over the 
years, due to the proximity of SR 1 to the ocean storms, tidal action, wind, landslides, 
and sea level rise, the bluff to the west of the roadway has eroded to the point that it is 
now jeopardizing the structural integrity and viability of SR 1 (see Figure 1-2 through 
Figure 1-4). Erosion of the coastal bluff has been a concern at this location as 
evidenced by past emergency efforts at and near this location to protect SR 1 from 
erosion. Repeated emergency maintenance attempts to repair this area have been met 
with varying degrees of success and have only provided a temporary solution at this 
location. The project would greatly reduce the risk for additional maintenance work 
(such as emergency rock slope protection [RSP] placement and fill) to the roadway until 
a future, more permanent, major realignment project is constructed. 

To ensure stability, it is recommended that the roadway of SR 1 be realigned toward the 
east, where the ground is more stable and can help prevent further damage caused by 
the deterioration of the bluff. 

 
Figure 1-2. Roadway Depression. This figure shows a roadway depression where 

the road surface and underlying support is sinking due to erosion occurring 
below the roadway surface.  
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Figure 1-3. Roadway Cracking. This figure shows cracks running along the 

roadway surface, a symptom of underlying erosion occurring below the surface 
of the roadway. 

 
Figure 1-4. Cracks Running Longitudinally to the Roadway Surface. These areas 
are also indicators of subsurface failure of the support of the roadway surface 

due to erosion occurring at the bluffs and under the roadway embankment. 
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1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
This section describes the proposed action and the project alternatives developed to 
meet the purpose and need of the project while avoiding or minimizing environmental 
effects. The two alternatives under consideration are the No Build (or No Action) 
Alternative and the Build Alternative: Realigning the Existing Roadway. 

SR 1 in San Mateo County was built in 1939. This highway is an important 
transportation artery that provides access to the coastal communities and state beaches 
between San Francisco, Santa Cruz, and the communities around Monterey Bay. It also 
serves an important role for commercial, agricultural, recreational, and national defense 
purposes, as well as for residents who live in the small nearby coastal towns of 
Pescadero and San Gregorio that must commute to work outside of the area. Some 
portions of SR 1 experience frequent landslides and erosion that have closed the 
roadway for long periods of time or required rerouting vehicle traffic entirely. 

The project limits are from PM 13.1 to PM 13.9 along SR 1 in San Mateo County. The 
project limits are also adjacent to Pescadero State Beach, owned and operated by 
California State Parks. There are residences scattered along SR 1 and Pescadero 
Creek Road. The small community of Pescadero is nearby as well. Most of the land in 
the area around the project limits is either undeveloped or agricultural.  

1.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

1.4.1 No Build (No Action) Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would leave the roadway in the current condition and location 
without stabilizing it. This alternative involves taking no action to preserve the structural 
integrity of the roadway and leaves it in its current condition. If Caltrans does not realign 
the roadway, the continued deterioration of the bluff will result in further damage to the 
roadway, which could impact the safety of motorists and pedestrians. The roadway will 
become more susceptible to erosion due to sea level rise and high surf events, which 
could result in deep cracking and potholes. This will increase the need for constant 
repairs and maintenance, which would result in increased costs, delays, disruption, and 
inconvenience to the public who rely on the roadway in the long term. Moreover, the 
damage to the roadway could negatively impact the surrounding environment, causing 
soil erosion and water runoff that could lead to ecological degradation. Therefore, the 
No Build Alternative is not a viable long-term solution for preserving the structural 
integrity of the roadway. 

1.4.2 Build Alternative  
This project proposes to realign a 0.5-mile stretch of SR 1 approximately 32 feet to the 
east, from PM 13.1 to PM 13.9 near Pescadero State Beach, extending to Pescadero 
Creek Road in San Mateo County (see Figure 1-5). 
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The realignment would include moving SR 1 to its proposed location. To support the 
newly relocated roadway surface, the realignment would have a new pavement 
structural section consisting of hot mix asphalt, aggregate base, and new pavement 
delineation and markers over the newly placed asphalt. There is existing K-rail, which is 
a temporary barrier, west of this existing segment of SR 1. The K-rail will be removed 
once the existing roadway segment is realigned. Currently, the roadway has 4-foot 
shoulders, and the realigned roadway will maintain the same 4-foot shoulder width. 

To accommodate the realignment and improve drainage from it, the project includes 
relocating approximately 2,300 feet of an existing unlined drainage ditch by installing a 
new 30-foot-wide unlined drainage ditch. The outer edge of the unlined drainage ditch 
would be installed approximately 20 feet east outside of Caltrans right of way (ROW). In 
addition to the 20 feet required for the unlined drainage ditch, an additional 10 feet 
outside of Caltrans ROW would be designated as a permanent drainage easement. The 
drainage easement would remain in place to allow for any necessary future 
maintenance of the proposed unlined drainage ditch. The new unlined drainage ditch 
would be created onsite as a first order of work to avoid temporal loss of aquatic habitat 
for special-status species and offset impacts to delineated Waters of the United States 
(U.S.), as well as California Coastal Commission (CCC) wetlands. During construction, 
a 5-foot temporary construction easement (TCE) would be required. The TCE would 
remain in effect only for the duration of project construction. 

In the event that there is standing water in the existing unlined drainage ditch, 
dewatering will have to occur to keep the ditch dry during construction. Temporary 
measures such as gravel bags or a small diversion pipe may be used to redirect the 
standing water. All dewatering activities would be conducted in accordance with 
Caltrans Best Management Practices (BMPs). 

The project would impact Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) through the 
realignment of the roadway and the installation of the new unlined drainage ditch. All 
ESHAs will be mitigated onsite with the installation of the new unlined drainage ditch. 
After removing the old roadway pavement, the new drainage will be planted with a 
vegetation palette matching impacted sensitive natural communities to restore the area.  

Vegetation removal of shrubs, grasses, and herbaceous plants would be required. 
There are 30 Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) trees that were identified within the project 
study area. These Monterey pines, while a native California tree species, are planted 
outside of their native range. There are 22 Monterey pines that are expected to be 
removed to realign the roadway and install the new unlined drainage ditch. Existing 
trees and shrubs outside of clearing and grubbing areas would be preserved to the 
maximum extent feasible and provided with protection as needed. Revegetation, 
including temporary irrigation and plant establishment, will be required in the removed 
roadway segment and in other areas of vegetation removal. The old roadway segment 
would be removed and restored to a vegetated area using native plants to meet 
required mitigation obligations. 
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The project also proposes to upgrade six cross-culverts to at least 24-inch-diameter 
pipes and replace two longitudinal driveway culverts. An inlet and a riprap energy 
dissipator, consisting of RSP, would be installed at each cross-culvert location (see 
Figure 1-6). Any above-grade drainage structures or pipes shall be treated with colors 
and/or textures that blend with the surrounding soils and vegetation.  

The project would also upsize one of the six existing cross-culverts to at least 36 inches 
to function as an amphibian wildlife crossing. The upgraded culvert would increase the 
value and functionality of the habitat onsite by connecting proposed restoration areas on 
both sides of SR 1 and reducing roadway hazards to special-status species by 
facilitating species to cross under the roadway. The specific location would be identified 
during the design phase with the appropriate permitting agencies. 

The Build Alternative would require one-way traffic control (i.e., one lane closure at a 
time) during construction. There are no full closures planned. Constructing a new 
roadway would include the following sequence of activities to maintain one lane of traffic 
during construction. The new unlined drainage ditch would be constructed first. Then 
the area where the new road would be constructed would be prepared for construction 
(including clearing and grading). The new road would be constructed 32 feet inland, and 
both ends of the new road would be connected to the existing roadway. Once the new 
roadway is installed and operational, the old roadway surface and supporting 
substructure would be converted, restoring it to a vegetated area using native plants 
that will meet required mitigation obligations. 

Some vehicles may experience delays in crossing through the project area during times 
of one-way traffic control. Work on the project would occur during the day or potentially 
at night and could affect both workday commute and recreational travel. Access through 
the project area, and to nearby recreation areas, will remain open during construction. 
Reversible lane closures would be used when working at each end of the project area 
where the new highway meets the existing highway. 
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Figure 1-5. Project Elements (sheet 1 of 6) 



Pescadero Minor Realignment Project   9 

 
Figure 1-5 (Continued). Project Elements (sheet 2 of 6)  
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Figure 1-5 (Continued). Project Elements (sheet 3 of 6)  
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Figure 1-5 (Continued). Project Elements (sheet 4 of 6)  
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Figure 1-5 (Continued). Project Elements (sheet 5 of 6)  
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Figure 1-5 (Continued). Project Elements (sheet 6 of 6)  
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Figure 1-6 Drainage Details 

 

During final design, a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be developed to 
address traffic delays from project construction. The TMP would include outreach to 
inform agencies, California State Parks, and the public of the times and locations of 
upcoming construction, construction signs in and approaching the project area, and 
incident management for traffic control in the vicinity of construction activities. Access 
will be maintained for emergency response vehicles at all times. 
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All staging is expected to occur within Caltrans ROW along SR 1. Unpaved roadside 
areas may be used if additional staging or storage is required. After construction is 
completed, the unpaved, roadside areas would be returned to pre-existing conditions, 
including decompaction and soil amendment prior to the application of erosion control. 
Staging and storage will not impact access to Pescadero State Beach or the Pescadero 
Marsh Trail. 

1.5 PROJECT FEATURES 
This project contains a number of standardized project measures that are employed on 
most, if not all, Caltrans projects and were not developed in response to any specific 
environmental impact resulting from the project. Project features (PFs) are separate 
from avoidance and/or minimization measures (MMs), which directly relate to impacts 
resulting from the project. AMMs and MMs are discussed separately in Chapters 2 and 
3. 

PF-TR-1: Transportation Management Plan (TMP). During final design, a TMP will be 
prepared in accordance with Caltrans requirements and guidelines to minimize the 
construction-related delays and inconvenience for travelers and recreational users in 
the project area. The TMP will include dissemination of information to local agencies 
and property owners and will involve coordination with the California Highway Patrol 
(CHP). 
PF-AQ-1: Contractor Air Quality Compliance. The contractor will adhere to Caltrans 
Standard Specifications for Construction, Section 14.9-02, which require contractor 
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations related to air quality, including air 
pollution control district and air quality management district regulations and local 
ordinances. 

PF-HAZ-1: Hazardous Material. During final project design, a Preliminary Site 
Investigation will be performed in accordance with current Caltrans guidance to 
investigate hazardous materials concerns related to soil and groundwater within the 
project limits and will include required measures for managing hazardous materials 
encountered during project construction. 

PF-WQ-1: Temporary Water Quality Best Management Practices (BMPs). The 
contractor will adhere to the instructions, protocols, and specifications outlined in the 
most current Caltrans Construction Site Best Management Practices Manual and 
Caltrans Standard Specifications. At a minimum, protective measures will include the 
following: 

• The discharge of pollutants from vehicle and equipment cleaning into storm 
drains or watercourses will not be allowed. 

• Storing or servicing vehicles and construction equipment, including fueling, 
cleaning and maintenance, will be performed at least 50 feet from aquatic habitat 
unless separated by a topographic or drainage barrier or unless otherwise 
approved through the project’s permits. 
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• Equipment will be maintained to prevent the leakage of vehicle fluids such as 
gasoline, oils, or solvents, and a spill response plan will be developed. 
Hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, or solvents, will be stored in sealable 
containers in a designated location that is at least 50 feet from aquatic habitats. 

• Temporary stockpiles will be covered. 

• Graded areas will be protected from erosion using a combination of silt fences, 
fiber rolls, and erosion control netting (jute or coir), as appropriate. 

PF-WQ-2: Permanent Water Quality and Stormwater Treatment. The project design 
will include permanent BMPs to avoid the potential for project-related stormwater 
discharges that would substantially alter drainage patterns, violate water quality 
standards, or substantially degrade water quality. 

PF-GEO-1: Seismic Standards. Caltrans’ design and construction guidelines 
incorporate engineering standards that address seismic risks. Project elements will be 
designed and constructed to meet seismic design requirements for ground shaking and 
ground motions, as determined for the project vicinity and site conditions. 

PF-CUL-1: Discovery of Human Remains. If human remains are discovered during 
excavation, all work within 60 feet of the discovery would halt, and Caltrans' Cultural 
Resource Studies office would be called. Caltrans' Cultural Resources Studies Office 
Staff would assess the remains and, if determined human, would contact the County 
Coroner as per Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 5097.98, 5097.99, and 7050.5 
of the California Health and Safety Code. If the Coroner determines the remains to be 
Native American, the Coroner will contact the Native American Heritage Commission 
who would then assign and notify a Most Likely Descendant. Caltrans would consult 
with the Most Likely Descendant on respectful treatment and reburial of the remains. 
Further provisions of PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. 

PF-CUL-2: Discovery of Archaeological Resources. If archaeological materials are 
discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and around the 
immediate discovery area would be diverted until a Caltrans qualified archaeologist can 
assess the nature and significance of the find. 

PF-TCR-1: Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources. In the event that Tribal Cultural 
Resources (as defined by local consulting Tribes and CEQA) are exposed during 
construction activities, all construction work occurring within 60 feet of the find shall 
immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the Interior 
Professional Qualifications for Archaeology can evaluate the significance of the find, in 
consultation with local Tribes, to determine whether or not additional study is warranted. 

PF-WF-1: Minimize Fire Risks. BMPs would be incorporated, such as clearing 
vegetation from the work area, prohibiting the use of highly flammable chemicals, 
following locally changing meteorological conditions, and maintaining awareness of the 
possibility of increased fire danger during the time work is in progress. 
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PF-BIO-1: Revegetation. On project completion, all temporarily disturbed previously 
vegetated areas will be contoured to preconstruction grades, where appropriate, and 
replanted with appropriate native vegetation. Caltrans will prepare a revegetation plan, 
incorporating native species during the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates phase 
(referred to as final design). 

PF-BIO-2: Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA). Wetlands, waters, riparian 
habitat, designated critical habitat, and special-status species habitat will be delineated 
as ESAs on contract plans and defined in contract specifications. Appropriate protective 
measures, including installation of temporary high-visibility fencing, will be implemented 
during construction. 

PF-BIO-3: Work Areas. All construction equipment will be restricted to operating within 
the existing roadway, pre-identified construction footprint, or staging locations. 

PF-BIO-4: Trash Control. To eliminate an attraction to predators of protected species, 
all food-related trash items (e.g., wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps) will be 
disposed in solid, closed containers (trash cans) and will be removed from the project 
footprint and vicinity at the end of each working day. 

PF-BIO-5: Firearm Restriction. No firearms will be permitted within the construction 
site at any time. 

PF-BIO-6: Pet Restrictions. No pets will be allowed within the construction site at any 
time. 

1.5.1 Independent Utility and Logical Termini 
FHWA regulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 771.111 [f]) require that the 
action be evaluated: 

1. Connect logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters 
on a broad scope. 

2. Have independent utility or independent significance (be usable and be a reasonable 
expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made). 

3. Not restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable 
transportation improvements. 

Logical termini are defined as (1) rational end points for a transportation improvement, 
and (2) rational end points for a review of the environmental impacts. Independent 
utility, or independent significance, is defined as being a usable and reasonable 
expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made. 

The project has independent utility because no additional transportation improvements 
would be needed to satisfy the purpose and need. The project would address the 
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deficiencies of the roadway and includes all work necessary to complete the 
construction process.  

The project has logical termini because immediately north and south of the project, the 
coastal bluff extends further to the west, and the roadway surface shows no signs of 
instability. There also has been no need for past emergency work immediately to the 
north and south of the project limits. These limits will address a critical area of repeated 
potential failure due to coastal bluff erosion, particularly during periods of high surf 
events. While there are other areas further to the north and south of this proposed 
project with erosion concerns, those areas are lower risk of imminent need for repair 
and will be addressed with a proposed project to address the longer-term coastal 
erosion needs in this area and along a greater section of coastline in and around 
Pescadero.  

1.6 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
This section compares the Build Alternative and the No Build Alternative that are 
analyzed in this environmental document. The criteria for evaluation are primarily the 
respective alternatives’ adherence to the project’s purpose and need. 

The Build Alternative meets the purpose and need of the project. Implementing the 
improvements described above would preserve the structural integrity of the roadway in 
a safe and cost-effective manner. The Build Alternative is anticipated to cost 
approximately $15.8 million to construct and take approximately 200 working days. 
Construction is anticipated to be completed in about one season. 

Under the No Build Alternative, the roadway will remain in its current condition. If the 
project is not constructed, continued storm seasons could cause highway failure, and 
the structural integrity of the highway would not be preserved. This alternative would not 
satisfy the purpose and need of the project. 

1.7 IDENTIFICATION OF A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
After the public circulation period, all comments from the public and reviewing agencies 
were considered, the Project Development Team selected a preferred alternative, and 
Caltrans made a final determination of the project’s effect on the environment. The 
Project Development Team identified the Build Alternative as the Preferred Alternative 
on January 5, 2026. The Build Alternative would include realigning a segment of SR 1 
near Pescadero in San Mateo County. While Caltrans received many public comments 
during the public review period, no new substantive information was received leading to 
the identification of new alternatives that meet the scope, purpose and need of the 
project (see Chapter 4 for public comments and Caltrans’ responses). No new or more 
severe environmental impacts than those disclosed in the Initial Study/Environmental 
Assessment were identified. Additionally, no new information was received that would 
substantially change Caltrans’ Environmental Commitments Record for the project 
(Appendix C). 
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The following summarizes the reasons for choosing the Build Alternative over the No 
Build Alternative. Overall, the Build Alternative would best meet the project’s purpose 
and need compared to the No Build Alternative. The Build Alternative would proactively 
realign the roadway approximately 32 feet inland to a more stable location. This would 
improve long-term roadway safety and reliability while reducing vulnerability to coastal 
erosion and sea level rise. The project would also upgrade drainage infrastructure, 
improve stormwater management, and restore the old roadway footprint to vegetated 
habitat. Although the Build Alternative would result in temporary construction impacts 
and some permanent effects to sensitive habitat, these impacts would be minimized and 
mitigated through on-site restoration, habitat enhancements, and wildlife connectivity 
improvements, including a dedicated amphibian crossing. The project would maintain 
traffic access during construction and provide a durable, long-term transportation 
solution with environmental restoration benefits.  

The No Build Alternative would have left the roadway in its current, unstable location 
along an eroding coastal bluff. Continued bluff erosion, sea level rise, and high surf 
events would have further damaged the roadway, creating increasing safety risks for 
motorists and pedestrians. Over time, the roadway would have experienced more 
severe cracking, potholes, and structural failure, leading to frequent repairs, higher 
maintenance costs, traffic disruptions, and long-term inconvenience to the public. 
Ongoing deterioration could have also worsened erosion and runoff, contributing to 
environmental degradation. Because it does not provide a long-term solution to roadway 
instability or climate-related hazards, the No Build Alternative was determined to be 
infeasible. 

1.8 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM 
FURTHER DISCUSSION PRIOR TO DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 

There were no additional alternatives considered for this project. 

1.9 PERMITS AND APPROVALS NEEDED 
Table 1-1 summarizes the permits, licenses, agreements, and certifications that are 
required for project construction. 
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Table 1-1. Permits and Approvals 

Agency 
Permit/License/ 

Agreement/Certification Status 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) 

Biological Opinion Technical Assistance was 
initiated with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) on August 13, 
2024. USFWS concurred with 
Caltrans preliminary finding of 
likely to adversely affect the 
California red-legged frog and 
San Francisco garter snake 
and with the proposal to 
conduct Section 7 formal 
consultation under the federal 
Endangered Species Act. 
Consultation will occur and a 
Biological Opinion (BO) will 
be obtained during the final 
design and permitting phase 
of the project. 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) 

Nationwide Permit 
(anticipated) (Clean Water 
Act [CWA] Section 404) 

 A CWA 404 permit 
application will be submitted 
during the final design and 
permitting phase of the 
project. 

California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) 

2081 Incidental Take 
Permit (2081 ITP) 

A 2081 ITP application will be 
submitted during the final 
design and permitting phase 
of the project. 

California Coastal 
Commission (CCC)/San 
Mateo County Local 
Coastal Program 

Consolidated Coastal 
Development Permit under 
the San Mateo County 
Local Coastal Program 
/CCC  
 

Caltrans will continue to 
coordinate with the Coastal 
Commission and San Mateo 
County to pursue a 
consolidated Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) 
and a Consistency 
Certification for this project 
throughout the design and 
permitting phase of the 
project. 
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Agency 
Permit/License/ 

Agreement/Certification Status 
San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) 

Water Quality Certification 
(CWA Section 401) 

 A CWA 404 permit 
application will be submitted 
during the final design and 
permitting phase of the 
project. 

California Transportation 
Commission (CTC) 

Vote to approve funds Following certification of the 
environmental document and 
approval of the PR, which 
constitutes Caltrans final 
agency decision, the CTC will 
consider the project for 
funding approval. 
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Chapter 2 Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures 

2.1 RESOURCE TOPICS DISMISSED FROM ANALYSIS 
As part of the scoping and environmental analysis carried out for the project, the 
following environmental topics were considered, but no adverse impacts were identified. 
During circulation of the IS/EA, no substantive comments were received that changed 
the initial consideration. As a result, no further analysis is necessary about these topics 
in this document. 

2.1.1 Existing and Future Land Use 
The project would not change the land use of the existing roadway, or surrounding area. 
The project would be consistent with Caltrans land use policies. This project would not 
preclude future projects in the area. 

2.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and 
Programs 

The project would not change the existing land use. The project would not alter the 
number of travel lanes on SR 1. There are no applicable Habitat Conservation Plans or 
Natural Community Conservation Plans that overlap the project limits. For these 
reasons, the project would not conflict with any state, regional, or local plans and 
programs. The project is located within the Coastal Zone. Consistency with policies 
specific to the Coastal Zone are analyzed separately in this document in Section 2.2.1. 

2.1.3 Wild and Scenic Rivers 
The project would not affect any designated wild and scenic rivers.  

2.1.4 Timberlands 
New or additional ROW would not be required from a Timberland Production Zone for 
this project. 

2.1.5 Growth 
This project would not include infrastructure that would support or encourage future 
development or intensify any existing development. The project would not increase 
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roadway capacity that may otherwise encourage or accommodate growth. Additionally, 
much of the land surrounding the project limits is within Pescadero State Beach (part of 
the California State Parks), precluding future development or intensification. 

2.1.6 Community Character and Cohesion 
The project would not change existing community boundaries, physically divide an 
established community, or affect population, housing, or the regional or local economy.  

2.1.7 Transportation 
The project does not include any changes to the vehicular capacity of the roadway. The 
Build Alternative is not anticipated to change the operations or forecasted volumes of 
the roadway. The Build Alternative would require one-way traffic (i.e., one lane closure 
at a time) during construction. There are no full closures planned for the project. 
Constructing a new roadway would include the following sequence of activities in order 
to maintain one lane of traffic during construction. The new unlined drainage ditch would 
be constructed first. Then the area where the new road would be constructed would be 
prepared for construction (including clearing and grading). The new road would be 
constructed 32 feet inland, and both ends of the new road would be connected to the 
existing roadway. Once the new roadway is installed and operational, the old roadway 
surface and supporting substructure would be removed and restored to a vegetated 
area using native plants that will meet required mitigation obligations. 

Some vehicles may experience delays in crossing through the project area during times 
of one-way traffic control. Work on the project would occur during the day or potentially 
at night and could affect commutes and recreation travel. Access through the project 
area, and to nearby recreation areas, will remain open during construction. Reversible 
lane closures would be used when working at each end of the project area where the 
new highway meets the existing highway. 

During final design, a TMP will be developed to address traffic delays from project 
construction. The TMP would include outreach to inform agencies, California State 
Parks, and the public of the times and locations of upcoming construction, construction 
signs in and approaching the project area, and incident management for traffic control in 
the vicinity of construction activities. Access will be maintained for emergency response 
vehicles at all times. 

All staging is expected to occur within Caltrans ROW along SR 1. If additional staging or 
storage is required, the unpaved, roadside areas would be returned to pre-existing 
conditions, including decompaction and soil amendment prior to the application of soil 
stabilization. Staging and storage will not impact access to Pescadero State Beach or 
the Pescadero Marsh Trail. 
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2.1.8 Hydrology and Floodplain 
There are no base floodplains within the project limits. As a result, changes resulting 
from the project will have no impacts on floodplains or localized hydrology. 

2.1.9 Hazardous Waste/Materials 
There are no known hazardous waste sites in the project vicinity that are included on a 
list of hazardous materials compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 
(the Cortese List). The project area is largely surrounded by California State Parks land 
and undeveloped land and does not have a history of development; therefore, soil 
contamination associated with prior land uses is not anticipated. 

Caltrans will apply the requirements from the existing National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit and the Construction General Permit, along with 
standard BMPs for construction site management, to address hazardous waste from 
construction activities. During the project’s design phase, a hazardous materials survey 
shall be conducted on site to ensure compliance with the National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (PF-HAZ-1 in Section 1.5). 

2.1.10 Air Quality 
Per 40 CFR 93.126, the project is exempt from air quality conformity because it involves 
the repair of damage caused by natural disasters. Additionally, the project is located in a 
rural area with no nearby sensitive receptors. Therefore, the project would not have an 
adverse health effect on sensitive receptors due to construction emissions. 

2.1.11 Noise 
This project does not qualify as a Type I or Type II project under 23 CFR 772. In 
addition, this project will not add more capacity or attract additional traffic from what is 
already present. There are no construction activities required that will generate 
significant sources of temporary noise during construction. As a result, there are no 
impacts from noise, and noise abatement does not need to be considered. 

2.1.12 Paleontology 
There are no paleontological resources within the project site. 
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2.2 HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

2.2.1 Coastal Zone 

Regulatory Setting 
This project has the potential to affect resources protected by the federal Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972. Under the Coastal Zone Management Act, coastal states are 
encouraged to develop coastal management programs. 

California has developed a coastal zone management plan and has enacted its own 
law—the California Coastal Act of 1976. The policies established by the California 
Coastal Act are similar to those for the Coastal Zone Management Act and include the 
protection and expansion of public access and recreation; the protection, enhancement, 
and restoration of environmentally sensitive areas; the protection of agricultural lands; 
the protection of scenic beauty; and the protection of property and life from coastal 
hazards. The California Coastal Commission is responsible for implementation and 
oversight under the California Coastal Act. 

Just as the federal CZMA delegates power to coastal states to develop their own 
coastal management plans, the California Coastal Act delegates power to local 
governments to enact their own local coastal programs (LCPs). This project is subject to 
the County of San Mateo’s local coastal program. LCPs contain the ground rules for 
development and protection of coastal resources in their jurisdiction consistent with the 
California Coastal Act goals. A Federal Consistency Certification will be needed as well. 
The Federal Consistency Certification process will be initiated prior to the completion of 
the final environmental document and will be completed to the maximum extent possible 
during the NEPA process. 

Affected Environment 
The project site is located within the San Mateo County portion of the California coastal 
zone (CCC 2024). Specifically, it is within an area zoned as Planned Agricultural 
District/Coastal Development District (PAD/CD).  

The project is located within San Mateo County LCP’s jurisdiction. Caltrans will submit a 
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) application to San Mateo County during the final 
design phase.  

Pedestrian Access 
Existing pedestrian access is limited and primarily informal. Pedestrians typically use 
the roadway shoulders or nearby pullouts to access coastal viewpoints, bluff-top areas, 
and Pescadero State Beach. There are no formal sidewalks or crosswalks within the 
project limits. 
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Bicycle Access 
Bicyclists share the paved roadway shoulder along this section of SR 1, as there are no 
dedicated bike lanes or formal facilities within the project limits. Bicycle use is largely 
recreational, with riders traveling along this section of SR 1 to reach coastal viewpoints, 
beach access points, and regional trails. 

California Coastal Trail (CCT) and Local Trails 
The CCT is a statewide network of public trails that, when complete, will provide 
continuous public access for pedestrians and bicyclists along California’s coast. On the 
western side, adjacent to the project, is a segment of the CCT that serves as a beach 
access trail from the Pescadero main parking area. On the eastern side, adjacent to the 
project, is a segment of the CCT, the Butano/Pescadero Marsh Trail, which provides 
access to the Pescadero Marsh Natural Reserve. Pedestrians would continue to be able 
to use these trails to access Pescadero State Beach and the Butano/Pescadero Marsh 
Trail connecting to the Pescadero Marsh Natural Reserve.  

Parking 
Existing public parking is primarily located in a nearby parking lot outside of the project 
limits to the north, as well as informal pullouts along SR 1. These areas provide access 
to Pescadero State Beach. There are no formal parking facilities within the project limits. 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) 
The project area includes coastal wetlands, marine habitats such as the Pacific Ocean, 
sea cliff habitat, designated critical habitat for special-status species, and sensitive 
natural communities/rare plants. ESHAs are identified based on their significant 
ecological value, including habitats that support rare, threatened, or endangered 
species, and areas crucial for wildlife migration and breeding. These habitats 
encompass diverse coastal environments, such as wetlands, estuaries, riparian 
corridors, and coastal sage scrub. The designation of ESHA aims to safeguard these 
areas from development and other disturbances that could degrade their ecological 
functions. A discussion of the impacts to ESHA can be found below in this section and 
is further discussed in Section 2.4, Biological Environment. 

Visual/Aesthetics 
The project area offers highly scenic coastal views, including ocean vistas, bluff-top 
landscapes, and adjacent natural habitats. Existing visual conditions are characterized 
by natural coastal features with minimal built infrastructure, aside from SR 1 and 
occasional pullouts. A detailed breakdown of the visual resources within this project can 
be found in Section 2.2.6, Visual/Aesthetics. 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
Under the No Build Alternative, no construction or roadway improvements would occur. 
However, existing coastal resources would continue to be impacted by natural coastal 
processes, including the ongoing bluff erosion along SR 1. Public access and 
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recreational resources, including future access to the CCT, informal pedestrian and 
bicycle routes, beach access points, and adjacent parking areas, may be compromised 
as portions of the bluff and trail alignment erode, which would not be consistent with 
Sections 30210, 30211, 30212, and 30252, which seek to maximize and protect coastal 
access. Public access would also be impacted in the event of erosion causing failure of 
SR 1 in this area, the severity of which could result in partial or full closure of SR 1. 
Visual resources, including ocean vistas, bluff-top landscapes, and natural shoreline 
features, would remain subject to change from natural coastal erosion, in line with 
Section 30251, which requires protection of scenic qualities.  

In summary, while the No Build Alternative would avoid construction-related impacts 
proposed under the Build Alternative, the ongoing bluff erosion would continue to impact 
ESHAs, public access, and scenic resources within the project vicinity.  

Build Alternative 

Public Access 

Caltrans Directors Policy DP-37, Complete Streets, establishes Caltrans' organizational 
priority to encourage and maximize walking, biking, transit, and passenger rail as a 
strategy to not only meet state climate, health, equity, and environmental goals but also 
to foster socially and economically vibrant, thriving, and resilient communities. To 
achieve its vision, Caltrans will maximize the use of design flexibility to provide context-
sensitive solutions and networks for travelers of all ages and abilities. 

Traffic speed is a critical aspect to walkability and safety. Faster speeds increase the 
likelihood of pedestrians being hit. At higher speeds, motorists are less likely to see a 
pedestrian, and even less likely to stop in time to avoid a crash (FHWA 2002). 

An at-grade crossing at this location continues to pose risks due to the high posted 
speed limit of 55 miles per hour (mph). Therefore, pedestrian crossing enhancements 
are not recommended at this location. Caltrans encourages the public to use the 
existing parking facilities at various state beaches, such as Pescadero State Beach, and 
minimize pedestrians having to cross from SR 1.  

Due to unsafe conditions caused by bluff retreat on the west side of SR 1 and limited 
ROW on the east side, bicycle lanes would not be implemented on this project. 
However, bicyclists will still be able to use the shoulders that will be included with the 
roadway realignment to access recreational areas, such as Pescadero State Beach. 

Public access will be maintained at its current level. Construction of the Build Alternative 
will reduce the risk of unplanned closures of SR 1 due to erosion.  

California Coastal Trail (CCT) 

The project would not result in any permanent effects on nearby segments of the CCT 
and would not preclude the future construction of new primary or secondary CCT 
segments. During construction, travelers accessing nearby CCT segments, such as 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/esta/documents/complete-streets/dp-37-complete-streets-a11y.pdf
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the Butano/Pescadero Marsh Trail, or the Pescadero State Beach access trail may 
experience brief traffic delays, typical of any roadway construction. The project would 
not remove or alter any designated public access route. By relocating this segment of 
SR 1 inland, the realignment would not conflict with or impede future trail planning or 
implementation efforts.  

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) 

The project would impact ESHAs through the realignment of the roadway and the 
installation of the new unlined drainage ditch. The project would permanently impact a 
total of 3.127 acres of ESHAs. 

All ESHAs will be restored by removing the old roadway pavement and establishing new 
wetland features on site. Restoration areas would be planted with a vegetation palette 
matching impacted sensitive natural communities to avoid loss of ESHA acreage. Trees 
impacted within the patch of Monterey pine habitat would be restored with native trees 
at an appropriate location on site or elsewhere within the coastal zone. 

Further discussion of the ESHAs occurring within this project can be found in Section 
2.4, Biological Environment. 

Key provisions of the California Coastal Act (CCC 2019) and County of San Mateo LCP 
(SMC 2021) are provided below, along with an evaluation of consistency for the Build 
Alternative (see Table 2-1 and Table 2-2). 

Table 2-1. Key Provisions of the California Coastal Act 

Policy 
Number 

Coastal Resource/ 
Coastal Act Policy Coastal Zone Assessment 

Detailed 
Resource 

Discussion 
Section 
30210 

Maximum public 
access and 
recreational 
opportunities shall 
be provided. 

The Build Alternative would 
maintain existing public access to 
and along the coast. During 
construction, temporary one-way 
traffic control would be implemented 
along this section of SR 1 to 
maintain access for vehicles, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists, while 
construction activities are occurring. 
Temporary impacts to informal 
pedestrian paths and beach access 
points would be minimized through 
signage, controlled detours, and 
coordination with San Mateo 
County. 
This project does not include new 
crosswalks, but the roadway 

Section 2.2.1  
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Policy 
Number 

Coastal Resource/ 
Coastal Act Policy Coastal Zone Assessment 

Detailed 
Resource 

Discussion 
realignment would have 4-foot 
shoulders, like the existing roadway, 
which would remain available for 
bicycle use. Upon completion, 
pedestrian and bicycle access along 
the project corridor would remain 
consistent with existing conditions. 

Section 
30211 

Development shall 
not interfere with 
public access to the 
sea. 

The Build Alternative would not 
interfere with the public’s access to 
the coast. In addition, Caltrans 
would preserve the public’s access 
to coastal resources by restoring 
and maintaining the structural 
integrity of the roadway. 

Section 1.4, 
Section 2.2.2 

Section 
30212 

New development 
Projects shall 
provide for public 
access to the 
shoreline and along 
the coast. 

Access to the coast already exists 
near the project site via the 
Pescadero State Beach parking lot, 
and the Build Alternative would not 
affect this access. 

Section 1.4, 
Section 2.2.2 

Section 
30252 

Public Access The public’s access to coastal 
resources would be preserved, as 
described above. 

Section 1.4, 
Section 2.2.2 

Section 
30230 

Marine resources 
shall be maintained, 
enhanced, and 
where feasible, 
restored. 

The Build Alternative would not 
involve direct disturbance of marine 
resources, as construction is limited 
to the roadway and adjacent slope 
areas above the coastal bluff. To 
prevent indirect impacts from 
potential runoff or debris from 
construction activities, Caltrans 
BMPs would be implemented during 
construction, including sediment 
and erosion control measures, 
equipment staging outside of 
sensitive areas, and proper handling 
of construction materials. 

Section 1.4, 
Section 2.2.1 

Section 
30231 

Biological activity; 
water quality 

With the Project Features, 
Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures (AMMs; AMM-BIO-1 
through AMM-BIO-14), and 

Section 1.5, 
Section 2.4 
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Policy 
Number 

Coastal Resource/ 
Coastal Act Policy Coastal Zone Assessment 

Detailed 
Resource 

Discussion 
Mitigation Measures (MMs; MM-
BIO-1 through MM-BIO-4, the 
project would not have a significant 
effect on biological activity or water 
quality. Impacts will be mitigated 
(MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-4) at a 
1:1 ratio. The details of the required 
mitigation and necessary monitoring 
and success criteria to ensure that 
the mitigation is successful will be 
detailed in a Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Program. 

Section 
30232 

Protect against oil, 
gas, petroleum, 
hazardous 
substances spill 

With the Project Feature PF-HAZ-1, 
the Build Alternative would not harm 
the environment due to a spillage of 
hazardous substances during 
construction. 

Section 1.5 

Section 
30233 

Diking, filling, 
dredging of 
wetlands 

Based on the design and location of 
the project, construction activities 
would have direct impacts to coastal 
wetlands and water bodies within 
the Biological Study Area (BSA). 
AMM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-1 would 
reduce and mitigate these effects. 
See Section 2.4.2 for more 
information regarding this project’s 
impacts to coastal wetlands. 

Section 2.4.2 

Section 
30235 

Construction 
altering natural 
shoreline 

There would be no alterations to the 
natural shoreline as part of this 
project; the work would be confined 
to the highway prism. 

Section 2.2.1 

Section 
30240 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat 
Areas (ESHA) 

This project will directly impact 
ESHAs. See Section 2.4.1 for more 
details regarding impacts to ESHAs. 
AMM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-1 through 
MM-BIO-3 would reduce and 
mitigate these impacts.  

Section 2.4.1 

Section 
30241-
30242 

Agricultural land The Build Alternative will directly 
and permanently impact a small 
portion of Prime Farmland and 
Williamson Contract land for a 

Section 2.2.3 
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Policy 
Number 

Coastal Resource/ 
Coastal Act Policy Coastal Zone Assessment 

Detailed 
Resource 

Discussion 
drainage easement and temporary 
construction easement (TCE). The 
project would not result in significant 
adverse effects for the ongoing 
agricultural operations of the 
affected properties. 

Section 
30244 

Archaeological/ 
Paleontological 
resources 

The project would not affect 
paleontological resources. Potential 
effects to archaeological resources 
would be minimized through 
implementation of the measures 
described in Section 1.5. 

Section 
2.1.12, 
Section 2.2.7 

Section 
30251 

Scenic and visual 
qualities 

The project is consistent with the 
existing environment. AMM-VIS-1 
and MM-BIO-2 would further protect 
and enhance visual qualities. 

Section 2.2.6, 
Section 2.4.1 

Section 
30254 

Public works 
facilities 

The project would not change the 
function of SR 1 at this location; it 
would remain a two-lane highway. 

Section 1.4 

Section 
30604 

Coastal 
Development 
permits shall include 
a finding that the 
development is in 
conformity with 
public access and 
public recreation 
policies, housing 
opportunities for 
low- and moderate-
income persons. 

The project would be in conformity 
with public access and public 
recreation policies. This project 
does not involve any opportunities 
for housing. 

Section 2.2.1, 
Section 2.2.2, 
Section 
3.6.11  

Section 
30609.5 

State lands between 
the first public road 
and the sea; sale or 
transfer 

No state lands would be sold to a 
private entity as part of the project. 

Section 1.4 
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Table 2-2. Key Components of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program 

Component Subject San Mateo County Local Coastal Program Assessment 
Locating and Planning 
New Development 

The project would not have any effect on growth or require the 
development of public services and infrastructure. Caltrans would 
implement Project Features and AMMs to minimize the project’s effect 
on water quality and archaeological resources in the project area. 

Public Works Highway capacity would not be increased as specified in Section 
2.44b in the LCP. SR 1 would remain a two-lane road after 
construction. Vehicle access would be maintained throughout 
construction. 

Housing The project is located in a rural area of the SR 1 corridor and would 
not involve addition or removal of housing. 

Energy The project does not include the construction of any oil or gas wells, 
onshore oil facilities, pipelines or transmission lines, or alternative 
energy facilities. 

Agriculture The Build Alternative will directly and permanently impact a small 
portion of Prime Farmland and Williamson Contract land for a drainage 
easement and temporary construction easement (TCE) in order to 
construct a new unlined drainage ditch. The project would not result in 
significant adverse effects for the ongoing agricultural operations of 
the affected properties. 
 

Aquaculture The project would not affect aquaculture facilities or construct any new 
aquaculture facilities. 

Sensitive habitats There are sensitive habitats within the project area. However, with 
implementation of Project Features, Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures, and Mitigation Measures, effects to these habitats would be 
less than significant. 

Visual Resources The project is consistent with the existing environment. AMM-VIS-1 
and MM-BIO-2 would further protect and enhance visual qualities. 

Hazards The project would not introduce any new uses, structures, or persons 
to the project site. The project is in an area that could experience 
flooding. However, the project would not create features that would 
worsen impacts on the surrounding areas from such hazards. 

Shoreline Access The project would not impact shoreline access along SR 1. Shoreline 
access would be maintained throughout construction. 

Recreation/Visitor 
Serving Facilities 

The project would have no impact on recreation or visitor serving 
facilities. 

Commercial Fishing/ 
Recreational Boating 

The project would have no impact on commercial fishing or 
recreational boating. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The project is consistent with all California Coastal Act and LCP policies except for 
Section 30231, 30232, 30233, 30240, 30241, and 30242 of the California Coastal Act 
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and the Sensitive Communities section from the LCP. However, with the implementation 
of Project Features described in Section 1.5 and the following measures, effects to 
resources protected by these coastal policies will be minimized and mitigated: AMM-
VIS-1 (Section 2.2.6), MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-4 and AMM-BIO-1 through AMM-
BIO-13 (Section 2.4). With the implementation of these measures and with the issuance 
of a CDP, the project will achieve consistency with all relevant policies.  

2.2.2 Parks and Recreational Facilities 

Regulatory Setting 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law at 
49 USC 303, declares: that “…it is the policy of the United States Government that 
special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and 
public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.” 

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

• there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and 

• the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the 
park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from 
the use. 

Responsibility for compliance with Section 4(f) has been assigned to Caltrans pursuant 
to 23 USC 326 and 327, including determinations and approval of Section 4(f) 
evaluations, as well as coordination with those agencies that have jurisdiction over a 
Section 4(f) resource that may be affected by a project action. 

The Park Preservation Act (California PRC Sections 5400-5409) prohibits local and 
state agencies from acquiring any property which is in use as a public park at the time 
of acquisition unless the acquiring agency pays sufficient compensation or land, or both, 
to enable the operator of the park to replace the park land and any park facilities on that 
land. 

Affected Environment 
This section of SR 1 is adjacent to Pescadero State Beach, a Section 4(f) resource. 
Pescadero State Beach is under the jurisdiction of the California State Parks and thus, 
is considered a public park protected under the Park Preservation Act of 1971 (PRC 
2024). Pescadero State Beach runs along the entire southbound side of the proposed 
project. At PM 13.57, the beach can be accessed from a parking lot that is connected to 
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SR 1. Only the portion of the parking lot driveway that conforms to the road is included 
in the project limits, and that property is within the Caltrans ROW. 

The boundaries of Pescadero State Beach in relation to the project are shown in Figure 
2-1.  

  
Figure 2-1. Pescadero State Beach Boundaries 

 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not directly affect Pescadero State Beach or any other 
park or recreation facilities near the project area. However, as the existing roadway 
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continues to deteriorate and lose its structural integrity, highway failure of the existing 
roadway could affect access to Pescadero State Beach. 

Build Alternative 
There are parks and recreational facilities within the project vicinity that are protected by 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (Pescadero State Beach). 
However, this project will not “use” those facilities, as defined by Section 4(f). Please 
see Appendix A under the heading “Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements 
of Section 4(f)” for additional details. 

The Build Alternative would require work adjacent to Pescadero State Beach; however, 
the project would not encroach upon the California State Parks property. The project 
would use staging areas within Caltrans ROW and would not require any use of 
Pescadero State Beach parking lots for construction staging and access. Access to the 
beach and local trails, such as the Pescadero Marsh Trail, would be maintained at all 
times throughout construction.  

Visitors to the State Beach come for beach access, picnic areas, and hiking. It is 
generally quiet at this location. Construction activities would be expected to add noise 
and dust to the ambient environment as well as increase traffic from construction 
equipment. Inclusion of AMM-PARK-1 would reduce effects to parks and recreation 
facilities during construction. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
AMM-PARK-1: Construction Notification. Caltrans will coordinate with California 
State Parks regarding the timing of construction activities that could affect Pescadero 
State Beach visitors so State Parks can alert visitors about any potential change in 
visitor experience. 

2.2.3 Farmlands 

Regulatory Setting 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 USC 4201-4209) requires federal agencies, such 
as FHWA and Caltrans, as assigned, to coordinate with the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) if their activities may irreversibly convert farmland to 
nonagricultural use. For purposes of the Farmland Protection Policy Act, farmland 
includes prime farmland, unique farmland, and land of statewide or local importance. 

CEQA requires the review of projects that would convert Williamson Act contract land to 
non-agricultural uses. The main purposes of the Williamson Act are to preserve 
agricultural land and to encourage open space preservation and efficient urban growth. 
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Affected Environment 
This section of SR 1 is adjacent to Williamson Act contract land and prime farmland, 
which has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for the 
production of crops (Figure 2-2). It has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture 
supply needed to produce sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed, 
including water management, according to current farming methods. 

One parcel is prime farmland, and the other adjacent parcels are under nonrenewal 
status. Nonrenewal means that the Williamson Act contracts remain in effect for the 
remainder of their term but will not renew once they expire. 

 
Figure 2-2. Williamson Act Qualifying Lands 

There is approximately a total of 1.43 acres of farmland within the project footprint. 
Table 2-3 shows approximately how many acres from each parcel are within the project 
footprint. 
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Table 2-3. Existing Farmland within the Project Footprint 

Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) Acres 
086-132-010 0.25 acres 
086-121-030 0.28 acres 
086-121-020 0.35 acres 
086-121-050 0.55 acres 

 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not directly affect prime farmland or Williamson Act 
lands near the project area. However, if the existing roadway continues to deteriorate 
and lose its structural integrity, highway failure of the existing roadway could affect 
adjacent farmland. 

Build Alternative 
For the Build Alternative, an estimated total of 0.26 acres of farmland will be temporarily 
impacted due to the temporary construction easement. An estimated total of 1.17 acres 
of farmland will be permanently impacted due to the drainage easement. Table 2-4 
shows acreages of temporary and permanent impacts from each parcel. 

Table 2-4. Proposed Farmland Impacts 

APN 
Drainage Easement 
(Permanent Impact) 

Temporary Construction 
Easement (Temporary Impact) 

Total Acres of 
the Parcel 

086-132-010 0.17 acres 0.08 acres 16.30 acres 
086-121-030 0.23 acres 0.05 acres 9.08 acres 
086-121-020 0.30 acres 0.05 acres 1.93 acres 
086-121-050 0.47 acres 0.08 acres 21.72 acres 

APN = Assessor’s Parcel Number 

The conversion of farmland to a drainage easement would not compromise the long-
term agricultural capability of the farmland parcels’ remaining acreage. Caltrans has 
designed the project to minimize the direct conversion of important farmland to 
nonagricultural uses and indirect conversion of farmland through severance or 
fragmentation. The project would be considered a compatible use of Williamson Act 
lands and the requirements of San Mateo County. Therefore, the project would not 
result in significant adverse impacts to farmlands.  

The requirements of the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) apply to this project. In 
compliance with the FPPA, Caltrans completed U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Form CPA-106, Farmland Conversion Impact 
Rating for Corridor-Type Projects. This form documents the presence of prime and 
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important farmland soils within the project corridor and evaluates potential impacts 
using NRCS land evaluation criteria and a corridor site assessment. Caltrans, after 
receiving a response from NRCS determines if avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures are needed due to adverse effects to farmlands. If the total points 
from the Form CPA-106 are less than 160, no other alternatives need be considered. If 
the score is over 160, additional alternatives must be considered that would lessen the 
adverse effects to designated farmlands. For this project, Caltrans completed Parts I, III, 
VI, and VII of Form CPA-106, and coordinated with NRCS, which completed the 
applicable land evaluation portions of the form. The Total Corridor Assessment score in 
Part VI is 70 points, which contributes to the overall farmland conversion impact rating. 
Based on the selected alternative’s score being less than 160, no measures are 
required to further reduce impacts to designated farmland. 

In accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act, an accessible version of the 
completed CPA-106 form is provided in Appendix F. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
There are no proposed avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures. 

2.2.4 Relocations and Real Property Acquisition 

Regulatory Setting 

Caltrans’ Relocation Assistance Program is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform 
Act), and 49 CFR 24. The purpose of the Relocation Assistance Program is to ensure 
that persons displaced as a result of a transportation project are treated fairly and 
consistently so that such persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of 
projects designed for the benefit of the public as a whole.  

All relocation services and benefits are administered without regard to race, color, 
national origin, persons with disabilities, religion, age, or sex. Please see Appendix B for 
a copy of Caltrans’ Title VI/Non-Discrimination Policy Statement. 

Affected Environment 
This section of SR 1 is adjacent to private properties. The land within and surrounding 
the project consists primarily of agricultural fields and rural residential parcels. See 
Section 2.2.3, Figure 2-2, for the parcels that are within the project footprint and Section 
2.2.3, Table 2-3, for the number of acres from each parcel that are within the project 
footprint. 
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Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not directly affect private properties near the project 
area. However, if the existing roadway continues to deteriorate and lose its structural 
integrity, highway failure of the existing roadway could affect adjacent private properties. 

Build Alternative 
The Build Alternative would require a combination of ROW acquisitions to construct the 
unlined drainage ditch. These acquisitions include a drainage easement, which is 
considered a partial acquisition because the property owner retains the fee title to the 
land, but grants Caltrans the right to use the property to maintain the unlined drainage 
ditch. Approximately 1.17 acres of land would be used to construct the unlined drainage 
ditch and provide long-term access for maintenance. This acquisition would be a full 
acquisition and would permanently transfer fee title for this acreage to the State of 
California for transportation use.  
In addition, approximately 0.26 acres of private property will be needed for a TCE during 
the duration of the project to complete all project activities. The TCE would expire once 
the project is completed.  
No full parcel acquisitions or relocations are anticipated. For a summary of how much of 
each parcel will be temporarily and permanently impacted, please see Section 2.2.3, 
Table 2-4. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Property owners affected by the drainage easement and TCE would be compensated in 
accordance with the Uniform Act and 49 CFR 24. No relocations are anticipated. 

2.2.5 Utilities/Emergency Services 

Affected Environment 
There are a limited number of overhead utility lines, owned by Pacific Gas & Electric 
Company (PG&E), along SR 1 within the project footprint that supply power to the 
Pescadero State Beach parking lot. The project site is not within the County’s water or 
sewer and sanitation service areas (SMC 2024) There are no water or sewer lines 
within SR 1 in the project limits (SMC 2019). 

The CHP has jurisdiction over the SR 1 corridor for matters involving traffic violations 
and emergency services. Police protection and traffic enforcement services in the 
surrounding area are provided by the San Mateo County Sheriff’s Office and California 
State Park peace officers. Fire protection services in the project area are provided by 
the San Mateo County Fire Department.  
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Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
Under the No Build Alternative, this portion of SR 1 would not be realigned, and no 
construction activities would occur. Therefore, there would be no temporary lane 
closures or one-way traffic control. Traffic circulation along SR 1 would remain 
unchanged, and there would be no temporary effects on emergency access or response 
times. 
However, the No Build Alternative would not correct the existing roadway deficiencies or 
address the ongoing coastal bluff erosion that threatens the structural integrity of SR 1 
within the project limits. Over time, continued erosion could undermine the roadway, 
potentially leading to unplanned lane closures or roadway failures. Such conditions 
could impede access for emergency responders and the traveling public. 
Build Alternative 
Vehicle access across the roadway would be maintained throughout construction, 
allowing law enforcement, fire, and other emergency services uninterrupted access 
through the project area. Additionally, a TMP will be prepared for the project, which 
would include the development of contingency plans in coordination with CHP and local 
law enforcement (PF-TR-1 in Section 1.5). These contingency plans would address 
emergency access through the work zone, incident response protocols, and alternate 
routing in the event of unplanned roadway closures or other traffic disruptions. During 
construction, one-way traffic control would be implemented to accommodate 
construction activities. Temporary delays to emergency response times could occur. 
However, these delays would be minimal because emergency service providers would 
be notified in advance of construction schedules and lane closures. The project would 
not affect the number of lanes or other traffic operations on SR 1; therefore, there would 
be no long-term effects on emergency services. Impacts to emergency services would 
be temporary and would not result in significant adverse impacts. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The project includes PF-TR-1 (Section 1.5), which provides for preparation of a TMP to 
minimize construction related delays and inconvenience for travelers and recreational 
users in the project area. No other avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are 
needed.  

2.2.6 Visual/Aesthetics 

Regulatory Setting 
NEPA establishes that the federal government use all practicable means to ensure all 
Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally 
pleasing surroundings (42 USC 4331[b][2]). To further emphasize this point, the FHWA, 
in its implementation of NEPA (23 USC 109[h]), directs that final decisions on projects 
are to be made in the best overall public interest taking into account adverse 
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environmental impacts, including among others, the destruction or disruption of 
aesthetic values. 

CEQA establishes that it is the policy of the state to take all action necessary to provide 
the people of the state “with…enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic 
environmental qualities” (PRC Section 21001[b]). 

California Streets and Highways Code Section 92.3 directs Caltrans to use drought 
resistant landscaping and recycled water when feasible and incorporate native 
wildflowers and native and climate-appropriate vegetation into the planting design when 
appropriate. 

Affected Environment 
This section is based on the Visual Impact Assessment prepared for the project by 
Caltrans in July 2025. 

SR 1 is an Officially Designated State Scenic Highway. This means viewer sensitivity is 
likely to be higher in general, and viewers will be more acutely aware of changes to the 
visual environment. The project is along the coastal side of the San Francisco Bay 
Estuarine Biogeographic Region of Northern California. The landscape is characterized 
by coastal bluffs, beaches and coastal rolling hills. The corridor is sporadically dotted 
with agricultural elements but is primarily undeveloped natural areas. Part of the Santa 
Cruz Mountain coastal range, the corridor follows the beaches and coastal bluffs while 
transversing a mix of low growing coastal strand and open grass lands with pockets of 
coastal forests, primarily in the drainages. The project limits are bordered on the coastal 
side by Pescadero State Beach to the west. The project limits are bordered on the east 
by the Pescadero River valley transitioning to private properties of agricultural land.  

Views to the west are largely unobstructed and extend to the ocean and horizon line 
beyond the coastal bluffs. At the southern end of the project limits extending Pescadero 
Road, views to the east are shielded by high, dense vegetation bordering the highway. 
This vegetation creates a hedge and limits the viewshed to the roadway edge from the 
highway and screens views to the roadway from the adjacent highway neighbors along 
the property line near SR 1 from the east. The residences for these properties are set a 
considerable distance from the road and slightly above it, and from that vantage point 
the hedge and roadway are barely distinct. North of this area, approaching the 
intersection of Pescadero Road and beyond, the dense vegetation is absent, and views 
open to the Pescadero Creek basin and marsh in the foreground and rolling coastal hills 
in the background. Views are of coastal shrubs and low-lying vegetation in the 
foreground and the hills in the background.  

Figures 2-3 through 2-6 reflect the maximum limits of the project as viewed from within 
the project limits outward. Views of the project from outside the limits would be 
considerably more limited, primarily affecting Pescadero State Beach users looking 
south and east, as well as distant views from nearby agricultural properties along the 
southeastern project limits.  
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Figure 2-3. Representative View from Pescadero State Beach Parking Area 

Looking South at the Coast and Pacific Ocean 
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Figure 2-4. Representative View from Southbound SR 1 Approaching the start of 

the Eastward Roadway Realignment 

 
Figure 2-5. Representative View from Northbound SR 1 Approaching the Middle of 

the Roadway Realignment 
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Figure 2-6. Representative View East of SR 1 

 

Environmental Consequences 
The methodology for determining environmental consequences for visual resources is 
to determine whether is a visual change (as measured by compatibility and contrast) 
and combine the change with visual sensitivity (as measured by both viewer sensitivity 
and viewpoint sensitivity). The consequences described in the Visual Impact 
Assessment are reported as beneficial, neutral, or adverse. These consequences do 
not equate directly to effects determinations under NEPA. However, they provide a 
framework for determining the NEPA effects.  

No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not involve any vegetation removal or any construction. 
Therefore, it would not result in changes to the visual resources. 

Build Alternative 
The realignment of the highway will result in vegetation removal along the eastern side 
of SR 1 but will not significantly alter views to the ocean or coastal hills. The vegetation 
removal will open views to adjacent agricultural land in the foreground and preserve 
distant views to the hills. Consequently, visual impacts are minimal to low with the low 
change to visual character and quality and preservation of the highly valued views to the 
ocean and surrounding hills along SR 1.  

Pescadero State Beach users will experience the project within their southern and 
eastern viewshed. From this location, viewers are lower than SR 1 and the vegetation 
and properties to the east are screened, before views open up to the southeast. This 
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viewshed will remain the same condition with the project. From the parking lot above the 
beach, they will have a similar expanded view to the east with the vegetation removal 
required to realign the highway. Hikers at the Marsh Creek Trailhead, east of the project 
along Pescadero Road have views towards the project from the trailhead before views 
diminish as the trail drops away as it moves northward. 

The permanent visual change with this project will be negligible and will not create a 
substantial adverse effect on the scenic character or quality. The scope of the project 
remains compatible with the existing environment and will not introduce new features 
that would create contrast or otherwise detract from the vividness, intactness, and unity 
of the setting.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The project includes PF-BIO-1 (Section 1.5), which provides for restoring temporarily 
disturbed previously vegetated areas to preconstruction grades, where appropriate, and 
replanting with appropriate native vegetation. The following measure will also be 
implemented to reduce the potential for visual impacts from the project.  

AMM-VIS-1: Drainage Aesthetics. Any above-grade drainage structures or pipes shall 
be treated with colors and / or textures that blend with the surrounding soils and 
vegetation.  

2.2.7 Cultural Resources 

Regulatory Setting 
The term “cultural resources,” as used in this document, refers to the “built environment” 
(e.g., structures, bridges, railroads, water conveyance systems, etc.), places of 
traditional or cultural importance, and archaeological sites (both precontact and 
historic), regardless of significance. Under federal law, cultural resources that meet 
certain criteria of significance are referred to as “historic properties,” and “traditional 
cultural properties.” Under state laws cultural resources that meet certain criteria of 
significance are referred to as “historical resources,” and “tribal cultural resources.” 
Laws and regulations dealing with cultural resources are described below. 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, sets forth national policy 
and procedures for historic properties that are, included in or eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties and to allow the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the 
opportunity to comment on those undertakings, following regulations issued by the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800). Caltrans has entered into a 
Programmatic Agreement with FHWA, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 
the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers’ Sacramento District, San Francisco District, and Los Angeles District which 
streamlines and delegates certain responsibilities for Section 106 compliance to 
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Caltrans for projects with FHWA involvement. FHWA’s responsibilities under the 
Programmatic Agreement have been further delegated to Caltrans under the NEPA 
Assignment Program. 

CEQA requires the consideration of cultural resources that are historical resources and 
tribal cultural resources, as well as “unique” archaeological resources. Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1 established the California Register of Historical Resources and 
outlined the necessary criteria for a cultural resource to be considered eligible for listing 
in the California Register of Historical Resources and, therefore, a historical resource. In 
2014, Assembly Bill 52 added the term “tribal cultural resources” to CEQA, and 
Assembly Bill 52 is commonly referenced instead of CEQA when discussing the 
process to identify tribal cultural resources. Defined in Public Resources Code Section 
21074(a), a tribal cultural resource is a California Register of Historical Resources or 
local register eligible site, feature, place, cultural landscape, or object which has a 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe. Tribal cultural resources must also 
meet the definition of a historical resource. 

Public Resources Code Section 5024 requires state agencies to identify and protect 
state-owned historical resources that meet the National Register of Historic Places 
listing criteria. It further requires Caltrans to inventory state-owned structures in its 
rights-of-way. Sections 5024(f) and 5024.5 require state agencies to provide notice to 
and consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer before altering, transferring, 
relocating, or demolishing state-owned historical resources that are listed on or are 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places or are registered or 
eligible for registration as California Historical Landmarks. Caltrans has entered into a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the California State Historic Preservation Officer 
which streamlines and delegates certain responsibilities for Public Resources Code 
5024 compliance to Caltrans for projects involving state-owned resources. 

Affected Environment 
The information in this section is based on the Section 106 Summary Memo prepared 
for the project in June 2025 by Caltrans Professionally Qualified Staff. The Summary 
Memo documents the determinations of the technical reports completed for the project 
including a Historic Property Survey Report, an Archaeological Survey and Extended 
Phase I Study, and an ESA Action Plan. The Finding of Effect Report was completed 
prior to completion of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Finding of No Significant 
Impact for the project. 
The study area for cultural resources is called the Area of Potential Effects (APE). The 
APE for the project represents the maximum extent of potential ground disturbance and 
includes all areas identified for staging and the full known extent of recorded cultural 
resources that are within or intersect the project area. The APE includes all areas that 
could be permanently or temporarily affected by the project and is limited to Caltrans 
ROW. 
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Records, Archival, and Field Review 

A cultural resources records search was conducted using information from the 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information 
System and the Caltrans Cultural Resources Database (CCRD). The records search 
identified one previously recorded archaeological resource, a pre-contact site, within the 
project area. No additional archaeological or built-environment resources were identified 
within the APE during the records review. 

Caltrans Professionally Qualified Staff conducted an Archaeological Survey and 
Extended Phase I study of the site in May 2025. The study included an intensive 
pedestrian survey and limited subsurface test excavations within the portion of the site 
anticipated to be directly impacted by the project. Representatives from Costanoan 
Rumsen Carmel Tribe were present during the testing. Results of the study identified 
few archaeological items and confirmed that no intact archaeological resources were 
located within the APE. No historic buildings, structures, or new archaeological sites 
were found during this review. 

Native American Consultation 

Caltrans submitted a sacred lands search request to the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) on February 9, 2025, for a list of potentially interested Native 
American parties. In their response letter of February 16, 2025, the NAHC identified 
seven tribal contacts and identified no sacred sites in the vicinity. Caltrans sent letters 
initiating consultation under Section 106 of the NHPA and AB 52 to all Native American 
groups identified by the NAHC on March 22, 2025. Follow up attempts were made on 
May 23, 2025, to the Tribes that had not responded. Caltrans received requests for 
consultation with three Native American Tribes. Consultation will be on-going 
throughout the life of the project, including during final design and construction. See 
Section 3.6.18 for additional information about tribal consultation. 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not include any ground-disturbing activities and, 
therefore, no historic properties would be affected. 

Build Alternative 
The project would avoid the identified archaeological site. The archaeological site will be 
treated as an environmentally sensitive area and be protected and monitored during 
construction. Construction of the project will have no adverse effects on cultural 
resources. 

The project finding pursuant to the 2024 Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal 
Highway Administration, The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, The California 
State Historic Preservation Officer, The United States Army Corps of Engineers’ 
Sacramento District, San Francisco District, and Los Angeles District, and the California 
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Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, As It Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Program in California (hereafter, the PA) is anticipated to be No Adverse Effect 
with Standard Conditions for the Build Alternative. 

Section 30244 of the California Coastal Act and the San Mateo County LCP call for the 
protection of archaeological resources. Since the project would have no adverse effects 
on archaeological resources, it does not conflict with coastal zone policies. 

If archaeological resources are discovered within or near construction limits, do not 
disturb the resources and immediately: 

1. Stop all work within a 60-foot radius of the discovery 

2. Secure the area 

3. Notify the Engineer 

Caltrans investigates the discovery. Do not move archaeological resources or take them 
from the job site. Do not resume work within the radius of discovery until authorized. 

If ordered, furnish resources to assist in the investigation or recovery of archaeological 
resources. This work is change order work. 

If human remains are discovered, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
states that further disturbances and activities shall stop in any area or nearby area 
suspected to overlie remains, and the County Coroner contacted. If the remains are 
thought by the coroner to be Native American, the coroner will notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission, who, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98, will then notify the most likely descendent. At this time, the person who 
discovered the remains will contact the Caltrans District 4 Office of Cultural Resource 
Studies so that they may work with the most likely descendent on the respectful 
treatment and disposition of the remains. Further provisions of Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Project features will be implemented to provide for stopping work and performing further 
investigation if cultural resources are encountered during project construction (Section 
1.5, PF-CUL-1 and PF-CUL-2). 

Implementation of the following measures will minimize potential impacts to sensitive 
cultural resources. 

AMM-CUL-1: Cultural Resources ESA. Archaeological Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas (ESAs) exist for this project. ESAs will be delineated on the plans and described 
in the specifications. Appropriate protective measures including demarcations with 
temporary high visibility fencing (THVF), access restrictions, and monitoring of the ESA 
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boundaries by a qualified archaeologist and Tribal representative from Costanoan 
Rumsen Carmel Tribe will be implemented during construction. 

AMM-CUL-2: Cultural Sensitivity Training. Prior to the initiation of construction for the 
project, the project contractor, staff, and construction crews shall be made aware of the 
potential to encounter cultural resources and tribal cultural resources (including the 
traditional importance of resources such as cultural landscapes, significant waterways, 
and ethnobotanical plants) through a presentation provided by an archaeologist and a 
representative from Costanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe. 

2.3 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

2.3.1 Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff 

Regulatory Setting 
Federal Requirements: Clean Water Act  

In 1972, Congress amended the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, making the 
addition of pollutants to the waters of the U.S. from any point source (a discrete 
conveyance such as a pipe or a man-made ditch) unlawful unless the discharge is in 
compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit. This act and 
its amendments are known today as the Clean Water Act. The goal of the Clean Water 
Act is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the 
Nation’s waters.” The following are important Clean Water Act sections: 

• Sections 303 and 304 require states to issue water quality standards, criteria, 
and guidelines. 

• Section 401 requires an applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any 
activity that may result in a discharge to waters of the U.S. to obtain certification 
from the state that the discharge will comply with other provisions of the act. This 
is most frequently required in tandem with a Section 404 permit request. 

• Section 402 establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, a 
permitting system for the discharges (except for dredge or fill material) of any 
pollutant into waters of the U.S. The State Water Resources Control Board and 
the Regional Water Quality Control Boards administer this permitting program in 
California. Section 402(p) requires permits for discharges of stormwater from 
industrial/construction and municipal separate storm sewer systems. 

• Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredge or fill 
material into waters of the U.S. This permit program is administered by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. For more information, please see the Wetlands and 
Other Waters section. 
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State Requirements: Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act  

California’s Porter-Cologne Act, enacted in 1969, provides the legal basis for water 
quality regulation within California. It predates the Clean Water Act and regulates 
discharges to waters of the state. Waters of the state include more than just waters of 
the U.S., like groundwater and surface waters not considered waters of the U.S. 
Additionally, it prohibits discharges of “waste” the definition of which is broader than the 
Clean Water Act definition of “pollutant.” Discharges under the Porter-Cologne Act are 
permitted by waste discharge requirements and may be required even when the 
discharge is already permitted or exempt under the Clean Water Act. 

The State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
are responsible for establishing the water quality standards (objectives and beneficial 
uses) required by the Clean Water Act and regulating discharges to ensure compliance 
with the water quality standards. In California, Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
designate beneficial uses for all water body segments in their jurisdictions and then set 
criteria necessary to protect those uses. In addition, the State Water Resources Control 
Board identifies waters failing to meet standards for specific pollutants. These waters 
are then state-listed in accordance with the Clean Water Act Section 303(d). If a state 
determines that waters are impaired for one or more constituents and the standards 
cannot be met through point source or non-point source controls (National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System permits or waste discharge requirements), the Clean 
Water Act requires the establishment of Total Maximum Daily Loads. Total Maximum 
Daily Loads specify allowable pollutant loads from all sources (point, non-point, and 
natural) for a given watershed.  

State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

The State Water Resources Control Board administers water rights, sets water pollution 
control policy, issues water board orders on matters of statewide application, oversees 
water quality functions throughout the state by approving Basin Plans, Total Maximum 
Daily Loads, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits, and regulates 
projects spanning more than one water board region. Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards are responsible for protecting beneficial uses of water resources within their 
regional jurisdiction using planning, permitting, and enforcement authorities to meet this 
responsibility. 

• National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 

Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act requires the issuance of National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System permits for five categories of stormwater 
discharges, including separate municipal storm sewer systems. A municipal 
separate storm sewer system is defined as “any conveyance or system of 
conveyances (roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, 
curbs, gutters, ditches, human-made channels, and storm drains) owned or 
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operated by a state, city, town, county, or other public body having jurisdiction 
over stormwater, that is designed or used for collecting or conveying 
stormwater.” The State Water Resources Control Board has identified Caltrans 
as an owner/operator of a municipal separate storm sewer systems under federal 
regulations. 

To comply with the permit, Caltrans developed a statewide Stormwater 
Management Plan to address stormwater pollution controls related to highway 
planning, design, construction, and maintenance activities throughout California. 

Construction General Permit 

The State Water Board has also issued a statewide Construction General Permit 
that regulates stormwater discharges from construction sites that result in a 
disturbed soil area of 1 acre or greater, and/or are smaller sites that are part of a 
larger common plan of development. By law, all stormwater discharges 
associated with construction activity where clearing, grading, and excavation 
result in soil disturbance of at least 1 acre must comply with the provisions of the 
Construction General Permit. Construction activity that results in soil 
disturbances of less than 1 acre is subject to this Construction General Permit if 
there is potential for significant water quality impairment resulting from the activity 
as determined by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Operators of 
regulated construction sites are required to develop Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plans; to implement sediment, erosion, and pollution prevention 
control measures; and to obtain coverage under the Construction General 
Permit. In accordance with Caltrans’ Stormwater Management Plan and 
Standard Specifications, a Water Pollution Control Program is necessary for 
projects with a disturbed soil area less than 1 acre. 

Affected Environment 
This section is based on the Water Quality Study (September 2025) prepared for the 
project. 

The climate in the project area is Mediterranean in character, with moderate 
temperatures and a rainy season between November through April. The annual 
precipitation averages at about 25-35 inches. 

The project is within the Waddell Creek-Frontal Año Nuevo Bay and the Gazos Creek-
Frontal Año Nuevo Bay Subwatershed. The project is also located in the San Mateo 
Hydrologic Unit, Pescadero Creek Hydrologic subarea #202.40. The water bodies near 
the project limits are Butano Creek, Pescadero Creek, and the Pacific Ocean. 

The beneficial uses of Butano Creek include cold and warm freshwater habitat, wildlife 
habitat, fish migration, rare, threatened, or endangered species, and contact/non-
contact water recreation. 
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The beneficial uses of Pescadero Creek include agricultural supply, cold and warm 
freshwater habitat, wildlife habitat, fish migration and spawning, rare, threatened, or 
endangered species, and contact/non-contact water recreation. Pescadero Creek is 
also determined to be sediment sensitive. The project drains primarily to Pescadero 
Creek, with portions of the site potentially contributing runoff to Butano Creek. Both 
creeks ultimately discharge to the Pacific Ocean. 

SR 1 within the project limits is identified by Caltrans as being within a low-trash-
generating area and therefore, this project is not required to implement trash control 
measures. 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
No short-term, temporary, or long-term water quality impacts would occur during normal 
conditions under the No Build Alternative. However, the existing roadway would 
continue to deteriorate due to storm events and could result in debris falling into the 
existing water bodies within the project limits. 

Build Alternative 
The project would result in 5.4 acres of disturbed soil area. It would also result in 0 
acres of net new impervious surface area and .7 acres of replaced impervious surface 
area, for a total of .7 acres of new impervious surfaces. Given that the project would 
result in more than 10,000 square feet of new impervious surfaces, stormwater 
treatment is required under the NPDES and Construction General Permit. In addition, 
treatment will be required for compliance with the 401 Water Quality Certification that 
will be obtained for the project. 

Water Quality Impacts 

Potential long-term impacts to the existing water quality could result from the transport 
and deposition of sediment and vehicular-related pollutants, such as oil, wearing of 
brake pads, and litter from motorists. The removal of vegetation due to earthwork and 
from locations, such as contractor staging and stockpile areas, create disturbed soil 
areas. If not stabilized prior to completion of the construction phase, sediment could be 
discharged post-construction. Most of the project’s runoff flows to Pescadero Creek, 
while some areas may drain to Butano Creek. Both creeks flow into the Pacific Ocean, 
which is also considered a receiving water body. While these receiving waters are 
connected, long-term impacts are expected to differ in scale. Pescadero Creek and 
Butano Creek, being smaller inland water bodies, are more sensitive to localized 
increases in sedimentation or pollutants. In contrast, the Pacific Ocean has a much 
larger capacity for dilution and dispersion, resulting in a lower potential for measurable 
long-term water quality impact. However, compliance with Caltrans stormwater 
management measures and post-construction BMPs will minimize potential effects to all 
receiving waters. 
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Temporary Water Quality Impacts 

Construction activities will include dewatering of the existing unlined drainage ditch in 
order to avoid working in a wet environment. Temporary measures such as gravel bags 
or a small diversion pipe may be used to redirect the standing water. To prevent or 
reduce impacts, temporary Construction Site BMPs will be deployed for dewatering 
activities, sediment control, and material management. 

Other potential temporary impacts to existing water quality could result from staging, 
active construction areas, and stockpiling, which may lead to the release of oil, grease, 
fuel, lubricants, and other vehicle-related pollutants, as well as sediment, litter, debris, 
sanitary and septic wastes, concrete waste, liquid waste, paint, and other chemicals 
associated with construction activities into receiving waters within and beyond the 
project sites. Potential impacts may include localized changes in pH, turbidity, dissolved 
oxygen, and temperature of receiving watercourses, which could temporarily affect fish, 
aquatic organisms, and other biological species. 

The DSA for the project is 5.4 acres. The DSA is primarily associated with the 
installation of drainage systems, repair of landslide slopes, roadway improvements, and 
staging areas. 

To comply with the conditions of the Caltrans NPDES Permit and to address temporary 
water quality impacts resulting from construction activities, the project will adhere to 
Standard Specification 13-2, “Water Pollution Control Program (WPCP),” and a WPCP 
will be prepared. Potential water quality impacts will be reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable through proper implementation of the WPCP and incorporation of Standard 
Special Provisions for Temporary Construction Site BMPs into the project. 

Permanent Water Quality Impacts 

Permanent adverse impacts to water quality are anticipated as a result of the project. 
While construction activities may cause temporary water quality impacts associated with 
staging, active construction areas, stockpiling, and ground disturbance, these effects 
would not persist once construction is complete. The project’s DSA is 5.4 acres and is 
primarily associated with the installation of drainage systems, landslide slope repairs, 
roadway work, and staging areas. However, the incorporation of permanent treatment 
BMP is biofiltration swales as approved post-construction treatment measures, will 
ensure that runoff is treated prior to discharge. As a result, no long-term degradation of 
water quality is expected. The project drains primarily to Pescadero Creek and Butano 
Creek, both of which ultimately discharge to the Pacific Ocean; however, because 
appropriate treatment BMPs will be implemented, no permanent impacts to these 
receiving water bodies are anticipated. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Caltrans will consult with the San Francisco RWQCB – Region 2, the USACE, and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to finalize an agreed-upon list of 
minimization and/or mitigation measures for the Section 401 Water Quality Certification, 
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Section 404 Nationwide Permit, and Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement, 
respectively. 

AMM-WQ-1: Best Management Practices (BMPs). BMPs will be implemented to 
address the temporary water quality impacts resulting from project construction 
activities. BMP’s will include the measures of soil stabilization, sediment control, wind 
erosion control, tracking control, non-stormwater management, and waste 
management/materials pollution control.  

Special protection such as linear sediment barriers or gravel bag berms would be used 
to prevent sediments or construction materials from discharging into the storm drain and 
receiving waters. Temporary reinforced silt fence or high visibility fence may need to be 
placed at the perimeter of the work sites and along the edge of waters to prevent the 
contractor and equipment from encroaching on receiving waters. Detailed BMPs will be 
developed during the plans, specifications, and engineering (PS&E) phase. 

2.3.2 Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography 

Regulatory Setting 
For geologic and topographic features, the key federal law is the Historic Sites Act of 
1935, which establishes a national registry of natural landmarks and protects 
“outstanding examples of major geological features.” Topographic and geologic features 
are also protected under CEQA. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans District 4 prepared a Preliminary Geotechnical Report (May 2025) for the 
project.  

Geology and Soils 

The San Mateo coast near the project site consists of soils and Quaternary marine 
terraces overlying the Cretaceous Pigeon Point formation. Laminated to thickly bedded 
sandstones comprise most of the Pigeon Point formation with lesser amounts of well- 
bedded conglomerates, siltstones, and mudstones. Alternating beds of sandstone and 
mudstone at the project site dip steeply west and in several places appear to have been 
sheared by prior fault activity approximately normal to the coastline. Bedding shallows 
to the north of the project site where conglomerate beds are more abundant. The 
existing landslide is likely controlled by west-dipping beds and active wave erosion. 

Soils mapped between PM 13.1 and PM 13.9 are the Baywood series which consist of 
deep, somewhat excessively drained soils, slow run off, rapid permeability, and formed 
in old sand dunes near the coast. Total thickness can be 7.5 feet (90 inches). The soil is 
neutral to strongly acid (pH 5.8-6.3), consisting of fine sand, loamy sand or loamy fine 
sand throughout the profile and is not stratified. 
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The soil in the southernmost portion of the realignment is the Elkhorn series which 
consists of deep, well drained fine sandy loam soils that formed in material weathered 
from alluvium from mixed rock sources. Solum thickness is 42 to 60 inches, well 
drained; slow to rapid runoff; moderately slow permeability with a pH of 6.1. The solum 
thickness in the project area refers to the combined depth of the upper and subsoil 
layers that have developed through natural soil-forming processes. These layers 
support vegetation and show evidence of weathering and biological activity. 

Surface Conditions 

SR 1 is situated on a marine terrace of rolling grasslands and pasturelands at an 
elevation of 47 feet in the south to 51 feet at the north. Drainage from adjacent fields 
collects in an existing unlined drainage ditch that parallels SR 1. This unlined drainage 
ditch feeds numerous cross-culverts that flow under the highway north and south of the 
slide. It is likely that water from the existing unlined ditch contributes to added pore 
water pressures and contributes to the instability of the site.  

The Pacific Ocean is located 100 feet west of SR 1. The site has experienced 
documented coastal erosion, land sliding and subsidence. A RSP revetment lies along 
the southbound lane at the southern end of the project site. This revetment was placed 
in the early 2000s to minimize bluff erosion. Per the Office of Geotechnical Design’s 
recommendation, the revetments placed in the early 2000s should be left in place as 
these have effectively prevented additional bluff erosion. 

Subsurface Conditions 

A west-directed landslide affecting SR 1 has been active since the early 1970s in the 
project location. The slide is a sea cliff detachment, which originally measured about 
100 feet wide where it undermined southbound SR 1. In 2020, 2022 and 2023, site 
reconnaissance mapping documented recent slide-related cracking in northbound SR 1, 
about 2 feet east of the SR 1 center line. In addition, cracking has migrated northward 
from the original mapped slide along southbound SR 1, with the original slide failure 
enlarging to about 290 feet wide at present, as measured parallel with SR 1. 

Seismic Hazards 

Active land sliding is occurring at the site. The project is located 2.5 miles west of the 
San Gregorio Fault Zone. The site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone or 1,000 feet from any unzoned fault with an age of Holocene or younger. 
Therefore, the site is not considered susceptible to surface fault rupture hazards. The 
site is subjected to potential strong ground motion which may cause liquefaction of 
cohesionless and non-plastic silty materials which are likely present at the site.  

The site is located near the coastline, therefore the risk for tsunami exists. 
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Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
Under the No Build Alternative, the roadway would continue to deteriorate and lose its 
structural integrity. 

Build Alternative 
Liquefaction and landslides have the potential to occur at the project site; however, the 
project would be designed to account for potential liquefaction and landslides. The 
project would not have an adverse effect on mineral resources or a mineral resources 
recovery site. The project would not have an adverse effect on a visually significant 
natural landmark or landform.  

This project is located in the coastal zone. Section 2.2.1 provides a description of the 
project’s consistency with various coastal policies. Section 3.2.5 provides additional 
analysis of sea level rise. The project would not exacerbate the hazards associated with 
sea level rise or tsunami. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of PF-GEO-1 (Section 1.5) would reduce the potential for impacts from 
seismic and geologic hazards. No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation is required. 

2.3.3 Energy 

Regulatory Setting 
The Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975 established fuel economy standards 
for on-road motor vehicles sold in the United States. Subsequent federal Energy Policy 
Acts (e.g., 1992, 2005) have been passed since the original act of 1975. The National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency set 
Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards for passenger cars and for light trucks 
(collectively, light-duty vehicles) and separately set fuel consumption standards for 
medium- and heavy-duty trucks and engines. 
NEPA (42 USC 4332) requires the identification of all potentially significant impacts on 
the environment, including impacts on energy resources. Guidance for evaluating 
energy impacts of transportation projects subject to NEPA is outlined in FHWA's 
Technical Advisory T 6640.8A. 
CEQA Guidelines require environmental documents include an analysis of a project's 
potential for significant environmental effects resulting from wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary use of energy; or wasteful use of energy resources (Guidelines Section 
15126.2[b]). The document must also describe feasible measures which could minimize 
inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy (Guidelines Section 15126.4). 
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Affected Environment 
SR 1 in San Mateo County was built in 1939. This highway is an important 
transportation artery that provides access to the coastal communities and state beaches 
between San Francisco, Santa Cruz, and the communities around Monterey Bay. It also 
serves an important role for commercial, agricultural, recreational, and national defense 
purposes, as well as for residents who live in the small nearby coastal towns of 
Pescadero and San Gregorio that must commute to work outside of the area.  

The project limits are from PM 13.1 to PM 13.9 along SR 1 in San Mateo County. SR 1 
is a state highway that runs along most of the Pacific coastline of California, and the 
entire section within the project limits is paved with asphalt. The designated scenic route 
serves as a major throughfare in San Francisco Bay Area and several other coastal 
urban areas. The project runs along the coastline adjacent to Pescadero State Beach, 
which is situated on SR 1.  

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
Energy will continue to be consumed during operation and maintenance of SR 1. The 
No Build Alternative will not involve construction and therefore will not result in 
construction energy consumption. 

Build Alternative 

Construction (Short-Term) 

Activities that consume energy also generate by-products. Greenhouse gases (GHGs) 
are the most closely studied by-products of energy consumption because they are 
linked to climate change. To assess energy consumed by construction equipment and 
vehicles, the Construction Emissions Tool (CAL-CET 2021), version 1.0.3, developed 
by Caltrans, was used to quantify carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. U.S. EPA GHG 
equivalencies formulas were used to convert CO2 to fuel volumes. Energy usage in 
terms of fuel consumption and electricity is shown in Table 2-5. It was assumed that 
diesel will be used by all construction equipment and diesel, and gasoline and electricity 
will be used for worker's commute and construction vehicles. 

Table 2-5. Construction Equipment/Vehicles Fuel Consumption 

Build 
Alternative 

Diesel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

Gasoline 
Consumption 

(gallons) 
Electricity Consumption 

(kilowatt hours) 
Total 15,322 4,265 3,548.159 

There will be different phases in construction, and energy use will be dependent on 
construction equipment being used per activity of each phase. The construction 
activities are short-term, so the increase of consumption within the project area will also 
be short-term. 
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No long-term increase in energy use would occur.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are required. 

2.4 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 

2.4.1 Natural Communities 
This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of 
this section is on biological communities, not individual plant or animal species. This 
section also includes information on wildlife corridors, fish passage, and habitat 
fragmentation. Wildlife corridors are areas of habitat used by wildlife for seasonal or 
daily migration. Habitat fragmentation involves the potential for dividing sensitive habitat 
and thereby lessening its biological value.  

Habitat areas that have been designated as critical habitat under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) are discussed in Section 2.4.5, Threatened and 
Endangered Species. Wetlands and other waters are discussed in Section 2.4.2.  

Affected Environment 
A Natural Environment Study (NES) was prepared in September 2025, and an 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitats Areas Memorandum was prepared in May 2025 to 
evaluate the effects of the project on biological resources, including sensitive plants and 
wildlife species, and is the basis of this section. 

The study area for all the resources in Section 2.4 is called the Biological Study Area 
(BSA). It consists of the project footprint (permanent or temporary impact areas, 
including staging and access areas), along with 100-foot buffer to account for indirect 
effects to biological resources. The total area of the BSA is approximately 17 acres. The 
buffer areas were estimated based on the potential for project activities to cause noise, 
water quality, or geomorphic impacts. 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) 

ESHAs are protected under the California Coastal Act to prevent significant disruption 
and ensure that their ecological functions and biodiversity are maintained (Sections 
30230, 30231, and 30240). ESHA designations typically are based on the presence of 
"rare" plants, animals, or habitat types, as identified by CDFW or other authorities. They 
also may include areas with exceptional value because of unique features, such as 
supporting species with unusual genetic traits or providing critical ecosystem functions, 
like wildlife movement corridors. ESHAs, as defined by the San Mateo LCP, and 
include: 

• all critical habitat, 
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• all designated Essential Fish Habitat areas, 

• all CCC defined wetlands/riparian areas, 

• all habitat used by federally or state-listed wildlife species, 

• all sensitive natural communities. 

Approximately 14.57 acres of ESHA that includes one or more resources occurs within 
the project’s BSA. The sensitive natural communities that were evaluated for presence 
within the BSA are shown in Table 2-6. The total ESHA in the BSA consists of a 
complex overlap of resources; therefore, the acreages of specific ESHA resources 
shown in Table 2-6 are not intended to be summed to obtain a total area for ESHA. The 
substantial overlap would result in the same areas being counted multiple times across 
most resource types. 



Pescadero Minor Realignment Project   60 

Table 2-6. ESHAs Occurring in the BSA 

ESHA Type 
Total 

Acreage 
in the BSA 

Wetlands: waters of the U.S. 0.108 
Other Waters: other waters of the U.S. (OWUS) 0.179 
Wetlands: wetlands waters of the State (WWOS) 0.187 
Coastal Wetlands: California Coastal Commission Wetland (CCCW) 
Single-Parameter 

0.031 

Culverted Waters of the State 0.008 
Subtotal Wetlands and Other Waters 0.513 

Other ESHA: Marine Habitat 0.180 
Other ESHA: Coastal Bird Beach Habitat 0.228 
Other ESHA: Sea Cliffs 1.188 
Other ESHA: Sand Dunes 0.000 
Other ESHA: Sensitive Natural Communities Carex barbarae 
Herbaceous Alliance 

0.044 

Other ESHA: Sensitive Natural Communities: Eriophyllum 
staechadifolium -Erigeron glaucus - Eriogonum latifolium Herbaceous 
Alliance 

5.300 

Other ESHA: Sensitive Natural Communities: Juncus (effusus, patens) - 
Carex (pansa, praegracilis) Herbaceous Alliance 

0.118 

Subtotal: Other ESHAs 7.058 
Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: California red-legged 
frog (CRLF) Designated Critical Habitat 

2.467 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: CRLF and San 
Francisco garter snake (SFGS) upland dispersal habitat 

13.175 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: CRLF, SFGS, and non-
breeding aquatic habitat 

0.325 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: Monterey pine 0.197 
Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: Groundfish Essential 
Fish Habitat 

0.180 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: Northwestern pond turtle 
non-breeding aquatic habitat (Overlaps with CRLF and SFGS non-
breeding aquatic habitat) 

0.325 

Subtotal: Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat1 14.202 
TOTAL ESHA1 14.570 

Notes:  
BSA = Biological Study Area 
ESHA = Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
1 Where multiple ESHA resource areas overlap, they are considered a single ESHA with multiple resources, and 

those areas are not quantified twice. 
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Vegetation 

The BSA consists primarily of developed surfaces and ruderal vegetation in a rural and 
agricultural landscape. Surrounding non-urban/developed areas adjacent to roadways 
are either farmland or largely contain weedy and non-native vegetation. Figure 2-7 
depicts the following vegetation types identified within the BSA: 

• Agricultural areas, 4.7 acres 

• Barren and Sparsely Vegetated areas, 0.6 acres 

• Developed areas, 0.4 acres 

• Forest areas, 1.7 acres 

• Herbaceous areas, 4.6 acres 

• Major Road, 4.1 acres 

• Shrubs, 0.5 acres 

Within the BSA, 30 Monterey pines were identified on site, although these pines are not 
native to this area and outside of their native range. There is approximately 0.197 acres 
of Monterey pine habitat that is present, with 25 trees within this specific habitat. The 25 
trees form a tree line east of the roadway and existing unined drainage ditch, and the 
remaining five trees are within the southwest corner of the BSA, at the driveway to the 
residence at 13187 Cabrillo Highway (Figure 2-8). 

Sensitive Natural Communities 

The sensitive natural communities that were evaluated for presence within the BSA 
include the following: 

• 5.3 acres of Eriophyllum staechadifolium – Erigeron glaucus – Erigonium 
latifolium Alliance Seaside woolly-sunflower – seaside daisy – buckwheat  

• 0.044 acres of Carex barbarae Herbaceous Alliance - White-Root Beds 
• 0.118 acres of Juncus [effusus, patens] – Carex [pansa, praegracilis] 

Herbaceous Alliance - Soft and Western Rush – Sedge Marshes 

• Figure 2-9 depicts where the sensitive natural communities occur within the BSA. 
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Figure 2-7. Vegetation Communities
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Figure 2-8. Monterey Pine Habitat



Pescadero Minor Realignment Project   64 

 
Figure 2-9. Sensitive Communities within the BSA (sheet 1 of 3) 
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Figure 2-9 (Continued). Sensitive Communities within the BSA (sheet 2 of 3) 
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Figure 2-9 (Continued). Sensitive Communities within the BSA (sheet 3 of 3) 
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Essential Fish Habitat 

No fish-bearing habitat is present within the BSA. 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
Under the No Build Alternative, no construction or roadway improvements would occur. 
However, the existing sensitive communities would continue to be impacted by natural 
coastal processes, including the ongoing bluff erosion along SR 1. ESHAs, including 
bluff-top grasslands, riparian swales, and rocky shoreline habitats, could experience 
continued exposure or loss due to bluff retreat. 

In summary, while the No Build Alternative would avoid construction-related impacts, 
the ongoing bluff erosion would continue to impact ESHAs and the sensitive natural 
communities within the project vicinity. 

Build Alternative 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) 

The project would impact ESHAs through the realignment of the roadway, and the 
installation of the new unlined drainage ditch. The project would permanently impact a 
total of 3.127 acres of ESHAs. See Table 2-7 for a breakdown of which types of ESHAs 
will be impacted. 

Table 2-7. Impacts to ESHAs 

ESHA Type 

Permanent 
Impact 
(acres) 

Temporary 
Impact 
(acres) 

Wetlands: Waters of the U.S. 0.090 0 
Wetlands: WWOS 0.090 0 
Coastal Wetlands 0.090 0 
Culverted Waters: CWOS 0.008 0 
Subtotal Wetlands and Other Waters 0.098 0 
Other ESHA: Sensitive Natural Communities Carex 
barbarae Herbaceous Alliance 

0.044 0 

Other ESHA: Sensitive Natural Communities: Eriophyllum 
staechadifolium - Erigeron glaucus - Eriogonum latifolium 
Herbaceous Alliance 

0.472 0 

Other ESHA: Sensitive Natural Communities: Juncus 
(effusus, patens) – Carex (pansa, praegracilis) 
Herbaceous Alliance 

0.043 0 

Subtotal: Other ESHAs 0.472 0 
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ESHA Type 

Permanent 
Impact 
(acres) 

Temporary 
Impact 
(acres) 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: CRLF and 
SFGS upland dispersal habitat 

3.029 0 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: CRLF, 
SFGS, non-breeding aquatic habitat 

0.090 0 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: Monterey 
pine 

0.197 
22 trees 

0 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species Habitat: 
Northwestern pond turtle non-breeding aquatic habitat 
(Overlaps with CRLF and SFGS non-breeding aquatic 
habitat) 

0.090 0 

Subtotal: Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species 
Habitat1 

3.029 0 

TOTAL ESHA IMPACTS1 3.127 0 
Notes: 
BSA = Biological Study Area 
CRLF = California red-legged frog 
CWOS = culverted waters of the State 
ESHA = Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
SFGS = San Francisco garter snake 
WWOS = wetlands waters of the State 
1. Where multiple ESHA resource areas overlap, they are considered a single ESHA with multiple resources, and 

those areas are not quantified twice. These values are underlined in the table. 
2. CRLF and SFGS upland habitat partially includes Monterey pine habitat and is included with the permanent impact. 

Vegetation 

Vegetation that will be impacted within the project footprint is limited to the Herbaceous, 
Shrub, and Forest types. Typical species in these areas include Nonnative annual 
grasslands include slim oat (Avena barbata), iceplant (Carpobrotus edulis), and seaside 
woolly-sunflower (Eriophyllum staechadifolium). Most species to be impacted along the 
roadside are invasives common to ruderal habitat, or in the case of the Monterey pine 
trees outside of their native range.  

Sensitive Natural Communities 

The project would impact the Eriophyllum staechadifolium – Erigeron glaucus – 
Erigonium latifolium Alliance – Seaside woolly-sunflower – seaside daisy – buckwheat 
patches. Impacts on this vegetation community would include removal of vegetation, 
ground disturbance, and pruning. See AMM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-2 below for more 
information. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
AMM-BIO-1: Wetlands and Waters Construction Work Windows. Work in wetlands, 
waters, and riparian habitat would be limited to June 15 through October 15, to avoid or 
minimize impacts on riparian habitat and special-status species habitat. 
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MM-BIO-1: Unlined Wetland Drainage Ditch. Approximately 1.68 acres of unlined 
drainage ditch would be established to restore coastal wetlands and waters onsite, as 
well as upland dispersal habitat for California red-legged frog (CRLF; Rana draytonii), 
San Francisco garter snake (SFGS; Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia), and northwestern 
pond turtle (NWPT; Actinemys marmorata) to at least a 1:1 ratio. Graded aquatic 
features, liner stock planting and hydroseeding would restore the acreage of these 
resources to meet preconstruction conditions within a year of impact. The aquatic non-
breeding habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT would be restored by reestablishing the 
wetlands, waters, and other ESHAs that provide aquatic conditions. 

MM-BIO-2: Coastal Bluff Mitigation. Upland dispersal habitat for CRLF and SFGS 
would be restored to at least a 1:1 ratio on site by removing both the existing roadway, 
unlined drainage ditch, and restoring the landscape with appropriate coastal bluff 
terrace plantings. Approximately 2.07 acres of existing pavement would be removed to 
restore upland habitat onsite fully offsetting the 1.64 acres of realigned roadway. 
Restoration of the old roadway hardscape area would be performed at the end of the 
project once the new roadway is installed and operational. 

MM-BIO-3: Monterey Pine Habitat Mitigation. Approximately 22 Monterey pines 
would need to be removed for this project. A palette of trees within their native range 
would be replanted to at least a 1:1 ratio to recreate the value of the ESHA. Restoration 
planting for this resource would be conducted near the location of existing trees at the 
ROW line, or at an offsite location within the coastal zone. 

The acreage and method of ESHA restoration is shown in Table 2-8.
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Table 2-8. ESHA Restoration Methods 

ESHA Type 
Permanent 

Impact 
(acres) 

Temporary 
Impact 
(acres) 

Restoration 
Area 

(acres) 
Restoration Method 

Wetlands: Waters of the U.S.  0.090 0 0.090 Coastal Wetlands and Waters will 
be restored within the replacement 
unlined drainage ditch. Culverted 
Water acreage will be reestablished 
beneath the new roadway. 

Wetlands: WWOS 0.090 0 0.090 
Coastal Wetlands 0.090 0 0.090 
Culverted Waters 0.008 0 0.006 
Other ESHA: Sensitive Natural 
Communities Carex barbarae 
Herbaceous Alliance 

0.044 0 0.044 
Carex and Juncus Sensitive Natural 
Communities will be restored onsite 
within the replacement unlined 
drainage ditch. Eriophyllum 
Sensitive Natural Community will be 
restored where the previous 
roadway will be removed.  

Other ESHA: Sensitive Natural 
Communities: Eriophyllum 
staechadifolium - Erigeron glaucus - 
Eriogonum latifolium Herbaceous 
Alliance 

0.472 0 0.472 

Other ESHA: Sensitive Natural 
Communities: Juncus (effusus, patens) 
– Carex (pansa, praegracilis) 
Herbaceous Alliance 

0.043 0 0.043 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species 
Habitat: CRLF and SFGS upland 
dispersal habitat 

3.029 0 3.029 
Upland Dispersal Habitat for CRLF 
and SFGS will be restored on site 
at the replacement unlined 
drainage ditch and previous 
roadway. Non-Breeding Aquatic 
habitat will be restored within the 
drainage ditch, in areas graded to 
replicate aquatic features. A culvert 
will be upsized as well to improve 
habitat connectivity. 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species 
Habitat: CRLF, SFGS, non-breeding 
aquatic habitat 

0.090 0 0.090 
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ESHA Type 
Permanent 

Impact 
(acres) 

Temporary 
Impact 
(acres) 

Restoration 
Area 

(acres) 
Restoration Method 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species 
Habitat: Monterey pine 

0.197 
22 trees 0.000 0.197  

22 trees 

Hesperocyparis or Pinus trees and 
habitat will be restored with trees 
within their native range onsite at a 
similar location to reproduce the 
value of the habitat, or at an 
appropriate site within the Coastal 
Zone. 

Rare, Endangered, or Unique Species 
Habitat: Northwestern pond turtle non-
breeding aquatic habitat (Overlaps with 
CRLF and SFGS non-breeding aquatic 
habitat) 

0.090 0 0.090 

Non-Breeding Aquatic habitat will 
be restored within the drainage 
ditch, in areas graded to replicate 
aquatic features. 

Notes: 
CRLF = California red-legged frog 
ESHA = Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
SFGS = San Francisco garter snake 
WWOS = wetlands waters of the State 
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2.4.2 Wetlands and Other Waters 

Regulatory Setting 
Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations. At the 
federal level, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, more commonly referred to as the 
Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344), is the primary law regulating wetlands and surface waters. 
One purpose of the Clean Water Act is to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Waters of the U.S. include navigable waters, 
interstate waters, territorial seas, and other waters that may be used in interstate or foreign 
commerce. 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a regulatory program which is run by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with oversight by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
Certain permits require the identification of a “least environmentally damaging practicable 
alternative” to the proposed discharge that would have lesser effects on waters of the U.S. 
and not have any other significant adverse environmental consequences.  

The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (11990) also regulates the activities of 
federal agencies with regard to wetlands. Essentially, Executive Order 11990 states that a 
federal agency, such as FHWA and/or Caltrans, as assigned, cannot undertake or provide 
assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds: (1) 
that there is no practicable alternative to the construction and (2) the proposed project 
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm. A Wetlands Only Practicable 
Alternative Finding must be made. 

At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the State Water 
Resources Control Board, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards and the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Water Board definitions of Waters of the State are also 
outlined in the State Water Resources Control Board Procedures for Discharges of Dredge 
or Fill Material to Waters of the State. Waters of the U.S. are a subset of waters of the state. 
In certain circumstances, the Coastal Commission (or Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission or the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency) may also be involved. Sections 
1600-1607 of the California Fish and Game Code require any agency that proposes a 
project that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of or substantially change the 
bed or bank of a river, stream, or lake to notify the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife before beginning construction. If the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
determines that the project may substantially and adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, 
a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement will be required. 

The Regional Water Quality Control Boards were established under the porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Control Act to oversee water quality. Discharges under the Porter-Cologne 
Act are permitted by waste discharge requirements and may be required even when the 
discharge is already permitted or exempt under the Clean Water Act. In compliance with 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the State Water Resources Control Board (for projects 
that span more than one Water Board region) and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
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also issue water quality certifications for activities which may result in a discharge to waters 
of the U.S. This is most frequently required in tandem with a Section 404 permit request.  

Affected Environment 
This section is summarized from the NES (September 2025) and Aquatic Resource 
Delineation Report (January 2025). 

Wetlands and waters in the BSA include approximately 0.513 acres of aquatic resources 
delineated within the BSA. The types of aquatic resources include CCC Wetlands 
(CCCW), waters of the United States (WUS), other waters of the United States (OWUS), 
and culverted waters of the State (CWOS). Table 2-9 shows a breakdown of the types 
and acreages of aquatic resources within the BSA. Figure 2-10 shows the locations of 
aquatic resources within the BSA. 

Table 2-9. Aquatic Resources in the BSA 
Feature Type Delineated Area (acres) 
CCCW-1 Herbaceous Wetland 0.012 
CCCW-2 Herbaceous Wetland <0.001 
CCCW-3 Herbaceous Wetland 0.013 
CCCW-4 Herbaceous Wetland 0.005 
Subtotal CCCW Single Parameter Wetland 0.031 
WUS-1 Seasonal Wetland 0.001 
WUS-2 Perennial Freshwater Wetland 0.087 
WUS-3 Perennial Freshwater Wetland 0.017 
WUS-4 Seasonal Wetland 0.003 
Subtotal WUS 0.108 
OWUS-1 Tidal Open Water (Pacific Ocean) 0.043 
OWUS-2 Tidal Open Water (Pacific Ocean) 0.025 
OWUS-3 Tidal Open Water (Pacific Ocean) 0.102 
OWUS-4 Tidal Open Water (Pacific Ocean) 0.009 
Subtotal OWUS 0.179 
WWOS-1 Isolated Seasonal Emergent Wetland 0.123 
WWOS-2 Isolated Seasonal Emergent Wetland 0.064 
Subtotal WWOS 0.187 
CWOS-01 0.003 
CWOS-01 0.001 
CWOS-01 0.004 
Subtotal CWOS 0.008 
Total Wetland, Other Waters, and CWOS 0.513 

Notes: CCCW = California Coastal Commission Wetland; CWOS = culverted waters of the State; OWUS = other 
waters of the U.S.; WUS = waters of the U.S.; WWOS = wetland waters of the State 
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Figure 2-10. Wetlands and Waters (sheet 1 of 3) 
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Figure 2-10 (Continued). Wetlands and Waters (sheet 2 of 3 
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Figure 2-10 (Continued). Wetlands and Waters (sheet 3 of 3) 
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Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not affect wetlands and other waters in the project area. 

Build Alternative 
Based on the design and location of the project, construction activities would have the 
potential to affect wetlands and water bodies within the BSA. Approximately 0.09 acres 
of jurisdictional wetland waters located in the existing unlined drainage ditch will be 
permanently impacted by the relocation of the new unlined drainage ditch; after 
relocation, there are no net permanent impacts to wetlands anticipated. Table 2-10 
shows the anticipated impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources and features within the 
BSA. 

Table 2-10. Potential Impacts to Aquatic Resources 

Feature Type 
Federal and 

State Agencies 
with Jurisdiction 

Potential 
Applicable State 

and Federal Laws 

Permanent 
Impact 
(acres) 

Temporary 
Impact 
(acres) 

WUS USACE, RWQCB, 
CCC 

CWA Sections 404 
and 401; CCCA 0.090 0.000 

WWOS RWQCB, CCC CWA Section 401 
CCCA 0.090 0.000 

OWUS Tidal USACE, RWQCB, 
CCC 

CWA Sections 404 
and 401; CCCA 0.000 0.000 

CWOS RWQCB CWA Section 401 0.008 0.000 
CCC Jurisdictional 
Wetland CCC CCCA 0.090 0.000 

Notes: 
1 Acres are rounded to the nearest thousandth of an acre. 
CCCA = California Coastal Commission Act 
CCC = California Coastal Commission 
CWA = Clean Water Act 
CWOS = culverted waters of the State 
OWUS = other waters of the U.S. 
RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board 
USACE = United States Army Corps of Engineers 
WWOS = wetland waters of the State 
WUS = waters of the U.S. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
AMM-BIO-1: Wetlands and Waters Construction Work Windows. Work in wetlands, 
waters, and riparian habitat would be limited to June 15 through October 15, to avoid or 
minimize impacts on waters of the U.S., WOS, riparian habitat, and special-status 
species habitat. 

MM-BIO-1: Unlined Wetland Drainage Ditch. Approximately 1.68 acres of unlined 
drainage ditch would be established to restore coastal wetlands and waters onsite, as 
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well as upland dispersal habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT to at least a 1:1 ratio. 
Graded aquatic features, liner stock planting and hydroseeding would restore the acreage 
of these resources to meet preconstruction conditions within a year of impact. The aquatic 
non-breeding habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT would be restored by reestablishing 
the wetlands, waters, and other ESHAs that provide aquatic conditions. 

2.4.3 Plant Species 

Regulatory Setting 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has regulatory responsibility for the protection of 
federally listed special-status plant species. “Special status” species are selected for 
protection because they are rare and/or subject to population and habitat declines. 
Special status is a general term for species that are provided varying levels of 
regulatory protection. The highest level of protection is given to threatened and 
endangered species; these are species that are formally listed or proposed for listing as 
endangered or threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act. 

At the state level, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife has regulatory 
responsibility for special-status plant species protected by the California Endangered 
Species Act. 

Please see the Threatened and Endangered Species section in this document for 
detailed information about these species. 

This section of the document discusses all other special-status plant species, including 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service candidate species, California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife species of special concern, and California Native Plant Society rare plants. 

Affected Environment 
The section is summarized from the NES (September 2025) prepared for the project. 
The plants discussed in this section were either observed within the BSA or would have 
a moderate to high potential to occur within the BSA. 

Rose leptosiphon (Leptosiphon rosaceus) and marsh sandwort (Arenaria paludicola) 
are plants that are native to California with a California Rare Plant Rank of 1B.1, 
meaning that they are considered rare, threatened, or endangered in California. These 
species range from San Mateo County in the north to Sonoma County along the 
coastline. Rose leptosiphon can be found in open, grassy slopes and coastal bluffs from 
an elevation of approximately 65 to 80 feet, and it blooms from April through July 
(Jepson Flora 2024). Marsh sandwort is known to occur in marshes, swamps and areas 
that are wet year-round, in sandy soils from an elevation of approximately 10 to 600 
feet.  

According to California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and CNPS database 
queries, CNDDB records of these species exist within 5 miles of the BSA (CDFW 
2024a); however, they are considered possibly extirpated populations, with rose 
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leptosiphon last recorded in 1943. These species were not found in the portion of the 
BSA that was included in the special-status plant species surveys. 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build and Build Alternative 
No impacts are anticipated as no special-status plant species were observed during 
both general reconnaissance and rare plant surveys.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
AMM-BIO-2: Rare Plant Survey. Caltrans will complete rare plant surveys in portions 
of the BSA not included in the surveys already conducted to determine the presence or 
absence of special-status plant species in un-surveyed areas. If construction occurs 
more than three years from the date that previous surveys were completed (June 2023), 
the entire BSA will be included in the surveys. To ensure that surveys are conducted at 
an appropriate time to identify all the target species, as many as three survey replicates 
will be performed. The survey replicates will be timed based on target species blooming 
periods and rainfall levels, but will be targeted to occur in March, late April/May, and 
June. All plants will be identified to a level needed to verify protected status. Any 
special-status plants discovered in the field will be mapped and included as ESAs in the 
final plans and specifications. Caltrans will consult with the appropriate agency with 
jurisdiction and obtain the necessary permits or authorizations if unavoidable take of a 
listed plant species incidental to the proposed work will occur. 

AMM-BIO-3: Preconstruction Plant Survey. A project biologist with appropriate 
botany experience will perform a site survey within the BSA before start of work, at the 
location where construction disturbance may occur. Special-status plants will be flagged 
and avoided where possible. Caltrans will coordinate with the appropriate regulatory 
agencies with jurisdiction before the start of construction if incidental take of a listed 
plant species is unavoidable and will obtain any necessary permits or authorizations for 
potential direct impacts. Caltrans will adhere to the requirements of all permits and 
authorizations issued for the project. 

AMM-BIO-4: Tree Survey. During the PS&E project phase, Caltrans will conduct an 
inventory of trees within the project footprint and will determine whether protected trees 
will be removed or damaged during construction. 

2.4.4 Animal Species 

Regulatory Setting 
Federal laws and regulations relevant to wildlife include the following: 

• NEPA 

• Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries are responsible for 
implementing these laws.  

State laws and regulations relevant to wildlife include the following: 

• CEQA 

• Sections 1600 – 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code 

• Sections 4150 and 4152 of the California Fish and Game Code 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife are responsible for implementing these 
laws. 

This section discusses potential impacts and permit requirements associated with 
animals not listed or proposed for listing under the Federal Endangered Species Act or 
the California Endangered Species Act. Species listed or proposed for listing as 
threatened or endangered are discussed in the Threatened and Endangered Species 
Section. All other special-status animal species are discussed here, including U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service or NOAA Fisheries candidate species and California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife fully protected species and species of special concern. 

Affected Environment 
The information in this section is summarized from the NES (September 2025) prepared 
for the project. 

The literature and database review included 17 special-status wildlife species that were 
evaluated for their potential to occur within the BSA. Of these, 12 wildlife species were 
eliminated from further consideration because of the absence of suitable habitat, the 
location of the BSA is outside the species’ known range, or the lack of recent (e.g., 
within 50 years) documented occurrences in the general vicinity of the BSA. 

Saltmarsh Common Yellowthroat and other Migratory and Non-Game Birds: The 
majority of the habitat within the BSA is of marginal quality for nesting birds due to 
continual human disturbance along SR 1, including noise from high traffic volumes, 
presence of park visitors, and agricultural fields. Existing data and recent observation 
indicate that saltmarsh common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa) is present 
within 5 miles of the BSA. 

Although avian surveys have not been conducted specifically for the project, during site 
visits, no yellowthroat adults were observed in suitable tidal marsh and breeding habitat 
(low-lying and dense vegetation). Other potential herbaceous and tree-nesting habitats 
were also observed to be poor quality for a variety of other MBTA-protected species. 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
There would be no impact to special-status species under the No Build Alternative. 
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Build Alternative 
Saltmarsh Common Yellowthroat and other Migratory and Non-Game Birds: The 
project may disturb foraging, roosting, or nesting habitat. This potential impact would be 
limited to the 0.09 acres of wetland compared to the extensive nesting and foraging 
habitat adjacent to the BSA. Through the implementation of the proposed AMMs, 
potential for take as defined under the MBTA will be further minimized. Therefore, the 
project would not affect existing populations of migratory and special status bird species 
within the BSA or the area surrounding the BSA. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
AMM-BIO-5: Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys. Prior to construction during bird 
nesting season (February 1 to September 30), preconstruction surveys for nesting birds 
will be conducted by a Caltrans-approved Biologist no more than 72 hours prior to the 
start of any construction activities, including staging, installation of BMPs, and 
vegetation removal. If work at surveyed locations does not begin within 72 hours, 
subsequent surveys must be conducted. 

AMM-BIO-6: Nesting Bird Buffer. If an active nest is discovered, a Caltrans-approved 
Biologist will establish an appropriately sized no-work protective buffer. The buffer size 
will be appropriate to the species, nest location, topography, cover, the individual’s 
sensitivity to disturbance, and the intensity/type of construction activities. 

2.4.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Regulatory Setting 
The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal 
Endangered Species Act. This act and later amendments provide for the conservation 
of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. 
Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies are required to consult with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries to ensure that they are not undertaking, 
funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Critical habitat 
is defined as geographic locations critical to the existence of a threatened or 
endangered species. 

California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the California Endangered 
Species Act, California Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et seq. The California 
Endangered Species Act emphasizes early consultation to avoid potential impacts to 
rare, endangered, and threatened species and to develop appropriate planning to offset 
project-caused losses of listed species populations and their essential habitats. 

Another federal law, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
of 1976, was established to conserve and manage fishery resources found off the coast, 
as well as anadromous species and Continental Shelf fishery resources of the United 
States. 
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Affected Environment 
This section is summarized from the NES prepared for the proposed project by 
Caltrans, dated August 2025.  

Technical Assistance was initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on 
August 13, 2024. During this coordination, USFWS concurred with Caltrans 
preliminary findings and with the proposal to conduct Section 7 formal consultation, and 
issuance of a Biological Opinion (BO) in the detailed design PS&E phase of the project. 

The following federal and state-listed threatened and endangered species were 
determined to have moderate to high potential to occur in the BSA:  

Northwestern Pond Turtle (NWPT): The NWPT is a State-listed species of special 
concern and a federally proposed species for listing as threatened. This species occurs 
in both perennial and intermittent waters, including marshes, streams, rivers, ponds, 
and lakes; its range extends from Washington State southward to Mexico (USFWS 
1993).  

No focused surveys have been completed within the BSA for listed species or CDFW 
species of special concern. The desktop review found CNDDB occurrences of NWPT 
approximately 3 miles north of the BSA (CDFW 2024). While there is aquatic habitat 
near the BSA, NWPT is determined to have low potential to occur within the BSA. 

NWPT aquatic non-breeding habitat is comprised of standing bodies of fresh water, 
including natural and manmade ponds, slow-moving streams or pools within streams, 
that may not hold water long enough for the species to complete its aquatic life cycle but 
which provide for shelter, foraging, predator avoidance, and aquatic dispersal of juvenile 
and adult NWPT. There is approximately 0.325 acre of suitable aquatic non-breeding 
habitat within the BSA. 

California Red Legged Frog (CRLF): The CRLF is listed as threatened under the 
FESA (61 Federal Register [FR] 25813, May 23, 1996) and designated as a species of 
special concern by CDFW. Although no protocol-level CRLF surveys were conducted 
for the project, CRLF previously has been detected within the BSA. There are three 
CNDDB occurrences documented within the BSA, including a deceased CRLF found 
along SR 1 in 2016. Unidentified tadpoles, presumed to be CRLF, were also observed 
inside the existing unlined drainage ditch during the rare plant survey in April 2025. 

Although occasional elevated salinity or brackish water and high flows sometimes may 
be limiting for CRLF reproduction, adults have been observed within the BSA, and other 
life stages also may be present sometimes. There is high potential for both non-
breeding aquatic habitat and upland dispersal habitat to occur.  

CRLF upland dispersal habitat may include riparian, grassland, or woodland vegetation. 
Suitable habitats include features that provide refuge for the species, such as dense 
riparian vegetation, active mammal burrows, or any other element providing shade, 
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shelter, moisture, or cooler temperatures. There is approximately 13.175 acres of CRLF 
upland dispersal habitat within the BSA. 

CRLF aquatic non-breeding habitat is comprised of standing bodies of fresh water, 
including natural and manmade ponds, slow-moving streams or pools within streams, 
that may not hold water long enough for the species to complete its aquatic life cycle but 
which provide for shelter, foraging, predator avoidance, and aquatic dispersal of juvenile 
and adult CRLF. There is approximately 0.325 acre of suitable aquatic non-breeding 
habitat within the BSA. 

San Francisco Garter Snake (SFGS): The SFGS is listed as federally endangered in 
1967 (32 FR 4001), and it is listed as State-endangered and fully protected. Although no 
protocol-level SFGS surveys were conducted for the project, at least one CNDDB 
occurrence is within 5 miles of the BSA. Based on its habitat requirements, the 
presence of suitable habitat within the BSA, and known occurrences nearby, SFGS is 
assumed present within the BSA with moderate potential to occur. 

The BSA provides potentially upland and aquatic habitat for SFGS adults and juveniles. 
Slow-moving water with backwater pools with intermittent emergent and overhanging 
vegetation and a likely presence of food sources, such as pacific chorus frog 
(Pseudacris regilla) and CRLF, are present at various locations in the BSA. Dispersal 
and habitat connectivity within the BSA is limited by SR 1. 

SFGS upland dispersal habitat may include riparian, grassland, or woodland vegetation. 
Suitable habitats include features that provide refuge for the species, such as dense 
riparian vegetation, active mammal burrows, or any other element providing shade, 
shelter, moisture, or cooler temperatures. There is approximately 13.175 acres of SFGS 
upland dispersal habitat within the BSA. This 13.175 acres of upland dispersal habitat is 
shared with the CRLF. 

SFGS aquatic non-breeding habitat is comprised of standing bodies of fresh water, 
including natural and manmade ponds, slow-moving streams or pools within streams, 
that may not hold water long enough for the species to complete its aquatic life cycle but 
which provide for shelter, foraging, predator avoidance, and aquatic dispersal of juvenile 
and adult SFGS. There are approximately 0.325 acres of suitable aquatic non-breeding 
habitat within the BSA for both the SFGS and CRLF. 

California Least Tern and Western Snowy Plover: The California least tern is listed 
as federally endangered by the USFWS and the western snowy plover is listed as 
federally endangered under the Endangered Species Act. At least one CNDDB 
occurrence of western snowy plover is within 5 miles of the BSA. Based on the scope of 
the project and the distance of both nesting beach area and riparian or redwoods 
foraging sites from SR 1, no presence is assumed within the BSA. Additionally, no 
occurrences were observed during both general reconnaissance and rare plant surveys. 
Both western snowy plover and California least tern are presumed to have low potential 
to occur within the BSA. 
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There is no suitable habitat present for these species within the project footprint. 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
The project would have no impact. 

Build Alternative 
Table 2-7 provides a breakdown of impacts to special-status species habitat by ESHA 
type. As noted previously, the acreages of ESHA types overlap, and those areas are not 
quantified twice.  

Northwestern Pond Turtle: Approximately 0.09 acres of NWPT non-breeding aquatic 
habitat will be permanently impacted. 

Construction activities have low potential to impact NWPT directly through crushing or 
indirectly through temporary removal of suitable habitat. Construction activities with 
potential to impact NWPT include offroad travel, staging materials, and earthwork such 
as grading, excavating, or grubbing of vegetation. Temporary impacts during 
construction would include human presence, disturbance from construction equipment 
(dust and noise), impacts on water quality, and temporary impacts on use of or 
movement through some areas because of construction fencing. Trees or vegetation 
affected by the project are not expected to have much effect on use of the BSA by 
NWPT, and the vegetation would be restored after construction. If NWPT occurs at the 
project site during construction, the potential would exist for injury or mortality caused by 
work activities. Implementation of AMMs would substantially reduce risk to individuals 
within the BSA during construction. 

California Red-Legged Frog: The project may affect and is likely to adversely affect 
CRLF. The project will permanently impact 3.029 acres of CRLF upland dispersal 
habitat. The project will also permanently impact 0.09 acres of CRFL non-breeding 
aquatic habitat. 

The project would have the potential to adversely affect CRLF individuals that occur at 
the project site during construction, and construction may result in injury, mortality, or 
harassment. Project effects on CRLF would include ground disturbance from vegetation 
removal. CRLF also may be affected by construction-related dust, increases in noise, 
human disturbance, and impacts on water quality during construction. Effects may occur 
wherever temporary construction impacts occur, including areas used for 
vehicle/equipment staging and access. Limiting work in aquatic habitats to the period 
from April 15 to October 15, when CRLF generally is active, would reduce the potential 
for CRLF to be affected by project activities. 

San Francisco Garter Snake: The project may affect and is likely to adversely affect 
the SFGS. The project will permanently impact 3.029 acres of SFGS upland dispersal 
habitat. The project will also permanently impact 0.09 acres of SFGS non-breeding 
aquatic habitat. 
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Like CRLF, the project would have the potential to adversely affect SFGS individuals 
that occur at the project site during construction, which may result in injury, mortality, or 
harassment. Temporary and permanent disturbance to potentially suitable habitat would 
be the same as described for CRLF. Project effects on this species would include 
ground disturbance from vegetation removal and the potential for construction related 
dust, increases in noise, human presence, and impacts on water quality during 
construction, especially within aquatic areas. Effects may occur wherever temporary 
construction impacts occur, including areas where vehicle/equipment staging, and 
access take place. 

California Least Tern and Western Snowy Plover: The project may affect but is not 
likely to adversely affect the California least tern and western snowy plover. 

The project would have the potential to affect western snowy plover and California least 
tern individuals that fly over the project site during construction, which may result in 
disturbance or harassment. Project effects on this species would include ground 
disturbance from vegetation removal and the potential for construction related dust, 
increases in noise, human presence, and impacts on water quality during construction, 
especially within aquatic areas. Effects may occur wherever temporary construction 
impacts occur, including areas where vehicle/equipment staging, and access take 
place. Impacts on nesting or foraging ground is anticipated to be minimal due to their 
distance from SR 1. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Caltrans would implement the Project Features outlined in Section 1.5 to reduce 
potential impacts to special-status species. The following additional species-specific 
measures would be implemented to further avoid and minimize effects on special-status 
species. 

MM-BIO-1: Unlined Wetland Drainage Ditch. Approximately 1.68 acres of unlined 
drainage ditch would be established to restore coastal wetlands and waters onsite, as 
well as upland dispersal habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT to at least a 1:1 ratio. 
Graded aquatic features, liner stock planting and hydroseeding would restore the acreage 
of these resources to meet preconstruction conditions within a year of impact. The aquatic 
non-breeding habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT would be restored by reestablishing 
the wetlands, waters, and other ESHAs that provide aquatic conditions. 

MM-BIO-2: Coastal Bluff Mitigation. Upland dispersal habitat for CRLF and SFGS 
would be restored to at least a 1:1 ratio onsite by removing both the existing roadway, 
unlined drainage ditch, and restoring the landscape with appropriate coastal bluff 
terrace plantings. Approximately 2.07 acres of existing pavement would be removed to 
restore upland habitat onsite fully offsetting the 1.64 acres of realigned roadway. 
Restoration of the old roadway hardscape area would be performed at the end of the 
project once the new roadway is installed and operational. 

MM-BIO-4: Amphibian Wildlife Crossing Mitigation. A suitable existing cross culvert 
would be upsized to at least 36 inches to function as an amphibian wildlife crossing. The 
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upgraded culvert would increase the value and functionality of the habitat onsite by 
connecting proposed restoration areas on both sides of the roadway and reducing 
roadway hazards to special status species individuals. The specific location would be 
identified during the design phase in consultation with the appropriate permitting 
agencies. 

AMM-BIO-1: Wetlands and Waters Construction Work Windows. Work in wetlands, 
waters, and riparian habitat would be limited to June 15 through October 15, to avoid or 
minimize impacts on waters of the U.S., WOS, riparian habitat, and special-status 
species habitat. 

AMM-BIO-7: Preconstruction Surveys. Preconstruction surveys will be conducted at 
all proposed staging, work, and dewatering areas by a qualified biologist immediately 
before the start of construction in each area each day. The surveys will involve a visual 
inspection of the entire immediate work area. If special-status species are detected 
during preconstruction surveys, a qualified biologist either will stop work and the species 
will be allowed to move outside the work area on its own, or (with approval from CDFW 
and except for SFGS) the species will be moved to the nearest suitable habitat outside 
the construction area (and wildlife exclusion fencing [WEF]) that will not be disturbed. In 
addition, if resources (e.g., burrows for SFGS, CRLF, or bird nests) are found within the 
work areas, an appropriate exclusion buffer will be setup that will prohibit any work 
within it until the species is no longer in the area. 

AMM-BIO-8: Wildlife Exclusion Fencing. WEF will be installed along the perimeter of 
any staging areas within 300 feet of potentially suitable aquatic habitats. Potential 
nearby aquatic features include Pescadero Marsh to the north and seasonal wetlands 
throughout the project site. The fencing will remain throughout the duration of project 
construction and will serve to exclude special-status species from any staging areas 
where materials storage may encourage migrating individuals to seek cover. The WEF 
will be maintained by the contractor throughout the duration of construction in the area. 
The WEF will be trenched into the soil at least 4 inches deep, with the soil compacted 
against both sides of the fence for its entire length to prevent special-status species 
from passing under the fence. The barriers will be inspected by the qualified biologist at 
least twice weekly on nonconsecutive days throughout the duration of all construction 
activities in the area. Barriers will be installed by the contractor, with turnarounds at any 
access openings needed in the fencing to redirect reptiles and other animals away from 
openings. 

AMM-BIO-9: Entrapment Avoidance. To prevent inadvertent entrapment of special-
status species during construction, all excavated, steep-walled holes or trenches more 
than 1 foot deep will be covered with plywood or similar materials at the end of each 
workday, or the holes or trenches will contain one or more escape ramps, constructed 
of earth fill or wooden planks. Before such holes or trenches are filled, they will be 
thoroughly inspected for trapped animals. If a trapped special-status species is 
discovered at any time, the biologist will provide passive opportunities for safe egress 
out of the work area (e.g., providing an escape ramp that the NWPT can use to exit a 
trench). Otherwise, a qualified biologist, with approval from CDFW, will move the 
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special-status species to the nearest suitable habitat outside the construction area that 
will not be disturbed. An Incidental Take Permit will be obtained, which will also provide 
authorization for the qualified biologist to relocate special-status species if they become 
entrapped. 

AMM-BIO-10: Proper Use of Erosion Control Devices. To prevent special-status 
species from becoming entangled, trapped, or injured, erosion control materials that use 
synthetic monofilament netting will not be used within the BSA. This will include 
products that use photodegradable or biodegradable synthetic netting, which can take 
several months to decompose. Acceptable materials will include tackified hydroseeding 
compounds and natural fibers, such as jute or twine with a wide-aperture mesh. 

AMM-BIO-11: Daily Surveys. Daily surveys will be conducted throughout the work 
areas of the BSA for the duration of construction activities. The biological monitor, or an 
approved construction inspector, will inspect staging and work areas for the presence of 
dispersing special-status species. 

AMM-BIO-12: Biological Monitoring. A USFWS-approved biological monitor will be 
present during all construction activities that potentially may result in take of special-
status species that require biomonitoring. Following the initial mobilization of the project 
site, the monitor will continue to be present on a daily basis, or Caltrans will transfer the 
compliance responsibility to a USFWS-approved construction inspector. If a USFWS-
approved construction inspector assumes this role, the USFWS-approved biologist will 
continue to perform the following: 

• Weekly compliance inspections 

• Site inspections before a forecasted rain event 

• Clearance inspections for CRLF and other special-status species after a rain 
event 

• Clearance surveys after an extended suspension of work or before new ground 
disturbance. 

AMM-BIO-13: Protocol for Species Observation. If a special-status species individual 
is detected within the project footprint or surrounding BSA, all work will cease 
immediately, and all onsite personnel will be notified of the location. At no time will 
construction work occur within 50 feet of the special-status species without a USFWS-
approved biological monitor present. If relocation is permitted, the special-status 
species will be relocated to suitable habitat outside the project footprint, following an 
approved relocation plan. 

2.4.6 Invasive Species 

Regulatory Setting 
On February 3, 1999, President William J. Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 
requiring federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in 
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the U.S. The order defines invasive species as “any species, including its seeds, eggs, 
spores, or other biological material capable of propagating that species, that is not 
native to that ecosystem whose introduction does or is likely to cause economic or 
environmental harm or harm to human health.” FHWA guidance issued August 10, 
1999, directs the use of the State’s invasive species list, maintained by the California 
Invasive Species Council to define the invasive species that must be considered as part 
of the NEPA analysis for a proposed project.  

Informal consultation (Technical Assistance) with the USFWS was conducted in 
September 2025 to discuss culvert upgrades, wildlife passage, invasive species control, 
and habitat creation in response to anticipated project impacts. During this coordination, 
USFWS reviewed and discussed potential effects and concurred with Caltrans’ effect 
determinations, including findings of “may affect” and “likely to adversely affect,” as 
applicable. USFWS also discussed potential avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures with Caltrans. 

Affected Environment 
The section is summarized from the NES (September 2025) prepared for the project. 

Invasive species are categorized based on their impact on ecological and physical 
processes. The rating system is as follows: 

High: These species have severe ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and 
animal communities, and vegetation structure. Their reproductive biology and other 
attributes are conducive to moderate to high rates of dispersal and establishment. Most 
are widely distributed ecologically. 

Moderate: These species have substantial and apparent—but generally not severe—
ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and 
vegetation structure. Their reproductive biology and other attributes are conducive to 
moderate to high rates of dispersal, although establishment generally depends on 
ecological disturbance. Ecological amplitude and distribution may range from limited to 
widespread. 

Limited: These species are invasive, but their ecological impacts are minor on a 
statewide level or not enough information exists to justify a higher score. Their 
reproductive biology and other attributes result in low to moderate rates of invasiveness. 
Their ecological amplitude and distribution generally are limited, but these species may 
be locally persistent and problematic. 

Alert: An Alert is listed on species with High or Moderate impacts that have limited 
distribution in California but may have the potential to spread farther.  

Watch: These species have been assessed as posing a high risk of becoming invasive 
in California in the future. 
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The rare plant survey that was conducted identified the following invasive plant species 
within the BSA and include their ratings: 

• highway iceplant (Carpobrotus edulis); High 

• wild mustard (Sinapis arvensis); Limited 

• wild radish (Raphanus sativus); Limited 

• fennel (Foeniculum vulgare); Moderate 
• Bermuda buttercup (Oxalis pes-caprae); Moderate 

• sheep sorrel (Rumex acetosella); Moderate 

• calla lily (Zantedeschia aethiopica); Limited 

• cutleaf geranium (Geranium dissectum); Limited 

• wild oats (Avena fatuaa); Moderate 

• English plantain (Plantago lanceolata); Limited 

Environmental Consequences 
No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would not introduce invasive species into the project area. 

Build Alternative 
The project is not anticipated to increase distribution or introduce invasive species. 
However, construction activities, such as soil movement and equipment movement, 
could create favorable conditions for the establishment of invasive species if not 
properly managed. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Caltrans will comply with EO 13112 – Invasive Species (64 FR 6183) through the 
implementation of the following measure. 

AMM-BIO-14: Invasive Species. To reduce the spread of invasive, non-native plant 
and aquatic species and minimize the potential decrease of palatable vegetation for 
wildlife species or impact native aquatic ecosystems, Caltrans would comply with EO 
13112. If noxious weeds are disturbed or removed during construction-related activities, 
the contractor would be required to contain the plant material associated with these 
noxious weeds and dispose of them in a manner that would not promote the spread of 
the species. This includes decontamination of equipment, materials, vehicles, and 
watercrafts. The contractor would be responsible for obtaining all permits, licenses, and 
environmental clearances for properly disposing of materials. Areas subject to noxious 
weed removal or disturbance would be replanted with fast growing native grasses or a 
native erosion control seed mixture. Where seeding is not practical, the target areas 
within the project footprint would be covered to the extent practicable with heavy black 
plastic solarization material until the end of the project. If work occurs in sensitive and/or 
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aquatic habitat, vehicles and equipment would be thoroughly cleaned before arriving on 
the project site to prevent the spread of noxious weeds and invasive species from other 
locations. Temporarily disturbed areas would be restored to the maximum extent 
practicable. Exposed slopes and bare ground would be reseeded with native vegetation 
or other methods to stabilize and prevent erosion. Where disturbance includes the 
removal of trees and woody shrubs and/or disturbance of jurisdictional riparian 
vegetation, native species would be replanted, based on the local species composition.  
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Chapter 3 CEQA Evaluation 
3.1 DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE UNDER CEQA 
The project is a joint project by Caltrans and the FHWA and is subject to state and 
federal environmental review requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has been 
prepared in compliance with both CEQA and NEPA. FHWA’s responsibility for 
environmental review, consultation, and any other actions required by applicable 
Federal environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried out by 
Caltrans pursuant to 23 USC 327 and the Memorandum of Understanding dated May 
27, 2022, and executed by FHWA and Caltrans. Caltrans is the lead agency under 
CEQA and NEPA. 

One of the primary differences between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is 
determined. Under NEPA, significance is used to determine whether an Environmental 
Impact Statement, or a lower level of documentation, will be required. NEPA requires 
that an Environmental Impact Statement be prepared when the proposed federal action 
(project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment.” The determination of significance is based on context and intensity. 
Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not be of sufficient 
magnitude to be determined significant under NEPA. Under NEPA, once a decision is 
made regarding the need for an Environmental Impact Statement, it is the magnitude of 
the impact that is evaluated and no judgment of its individual significance is deemed 
important for the text. NEPA does not require that a determination of significant impacts 
be stated in the environmental documents. 

CEQA, on the other hand, does require Caltrans to identify each “significant effect on 
the environment” resulting from the project and ways to mitigate each significant effect. 
If the project may have a significant effect on any environmental resource, then an 
Environmental Impact Report must be prepared. Each and every significant effect on 
the environment must be disclosed in the Environmental Impact Report and mitigated if 
feasible. In addition, the CEQA Guidelines list a number of “mandatory findings of 
significance,” which also require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report. 
See the SER, Volume 1, Chapter 36, “Environmental Impact Reports” for more 
information. There are no types of actions under NEPA that parallel the findings of 
mandatory significance of CEQA. This chapter discusses the effects of this project and 
CEQA significance. 

3.2 CLIMATE CHANGE 
Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind patterns, 
and other elements of the Earth's climate system. The Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change, established by the United Nations and World Meteorological 
Organization in 1988, is devoted to GHG emissions reduction and climate change 
research and policy. Climate change in the past has generally occurred gradually over 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-36-environmental-impact-report#definition
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millennia, or more suddenly in response to cataclysmic natural disruptions. The 
research of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and other scientists over 
recent decades, however, has unequivocally attributed an accelerated rate of 
climatological changes over the past 150 years to GHG emissions generated from the 
production and use of fossil fuels.  

Human activities generate GHGs consisting primarily of carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride 
(SF6), and various hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). CO2 is the most abundant GHG; while it 
is a naturally occurring and necessary component of Earth’s atmosphere, fossil-fuel 
combustion is the main source of additional, human-generated CO2 that is the main 
driver of climate change. In the U.S. and in California, transportation is the largest 
source of GHG emissions, mostly CO2.  

The impacts of climate change are already being observed in the form of sea level rise, 
drought, extended and severe fire seasons, and historic flooding from changing storm 
patterns. The most important strategy to address climate change is to reduce GHG 
emissions. Additional strategies are necessary to mitigate and adapt to these impacts. 
In the context of climate change, “mitigation” involves actions to reduce GHG emissions 
to lessen adverse impacts that are likely to occur. “Adaptation” is planning for and 
responding to impacts to reduce vulnerability to harm, such as by adjusting 
transportation design standards to withstand more intense storms, heat, and higher sea 
levels. This analysis will include a discussion of both in the context of this transportation 
project. 

3.2.1 Regulatory Setting 
For a full list of laws, regulations, and guidance related to climate change (GHGs and 
adaptation), please refer to Caltrans’ Standard Environmental Reference (SER), 
Chapter 16, Climate Change. 

Federal 
To date, no nationwide numeric mobile-source GHG reduction targets have been 
established; however, federal agencies are mandated to consider the effects of climate 
change in their environmental reviews.  

NEPA (42 USC Part 4332) is the basic national charter for protection of the environment 
which establishes policy, sets goals, and provides direction for carrying out the policy. 
NEPA requires federal agencies to assess the environmental effects of their proposed 
actions prior to making a decision on the action or project.  

Early efforts by the federal government to improve fuel economy and energy efficiency 
to address climate change and its associated effects include The Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act of 1975 (42 USC Section 6201); and Corporate Average Fuel 
Economy (CAFE) Standards. The U.S. Department of Transportation’s National 
Highway Traffic and Safety Administration sets and enforces CAFE standards for on-

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/sec3/physical/ch12noise/chap12noise.htm#laws
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-16-climate-change
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-1-guidance-for-compliance/ch-16-climate-change
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road motor vehicles sold in the United States. The U.S. EPA calculates average fuel 
economy levels for manufacturers, and also sets related GHG emissions standards for 
vehicles under the Clean Air Act. Raising CAFE standards leads automakers to create a 
more fuel-efficient fleet, which improves our nation’s energy security, saves consumers 
money at the pump, and reduces GHG emissions (U.S. DOT 2014). These standards 
are periodically updated and published through the federal rulemaking process.  

State 
California has been innovative and proactive in addressing GHG emissions and climate 
change by passing multiple Senate and Assembly bills and EOs.  

In 2005, EO S-3-05 initially set a goal to reduce California’s GHG emissions to 80 
percent below year 1990 levels by 2050, with interim reduction targets. Later EOs and 
Assembly and Senate bills refined interim targets and codified the emissions reduction 
goals and strategies. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) was directed to create 
a climate change scoping plan and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-
effective reductions of greenhouse gases.” Ongoing GHG emissions reduction was also 
mandated in Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 38551(b). In 2022, the California 
Climate Crisis Act was passed, establishing state policy to reduce statewide human- 
caused GHG emissions by 85 percent below 1990 levels, achieve net zero GHG 
emissions by 2045, and achieve and maintain negative emissions thereafter. 

Beyond GHG reduction, the State maintains a climate adaptation strategy to address 
the full range of climate change stressors and passed legislation requiring state 
agencies to consider protection and management of natural and working lands as an 
important strategy in meeting the state’s GHG reduction goals.  

3.2.2 Environmental Setting 
The project is on SR 1 from PM 13.1 to PM 13.9 near Pescadero State Beach, 
extending to Pescadero Creek Road in San Mateo County, California. The project is 
along the coastal side of the San Francisco Bay Estuarine Biogeographic Region of 
Northern California. The landscape is characterized by coastal bluffs, beaches and 
coastal rolling hills. The corridor is sporadically dotted with agricultural elements but is 
primarily undeveloped natural areas. Part of the Santa Cruz Mountain coastal range, the 
corridor follows the beaches and coastal bluffs while transversing a mix of low growing 
coastal strand and open grass lands with pockets of coastal forests, primarily in the 
drainages. The project limits are bordered on the coastal side by Pescadero State 
Beach to the west. The project limits are bordered on the east by the Pescadero River 
valley transitioning to private properties of agricultural land. 

GHG Inventories 
A GHG emissions inventory estimates the amount of GHGs discharged into the 
atmosphere by specific sources over a period of time. Tracking annual GHG emissions 
allows countries, states, and smaller jurisdictions to understand how emissions are 
changing and what actions may be needed to attain emission reduction goals. U.S. EPA 
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is responsible for documenting GHG emissions nationwide, and the ARB does so for 
the state of California, as required by H&SC Section 39607.4. Cities and other local 
jurisdictions may also conduct local GHG inventories to inform their GHG reduction or 
climate action plans. 

National GHG Inventory 
The annual GHG inventory submitted by the U.S. EPA to the United Nations provides a 
comprehensive accounting of all human-produced sources of GHGs in the United 
States. Total national GHG emissions from all sectors in 2022 were 5,489.0 million 
metric tons, factoring in deductions for carbon sequestration in the land sector. (Land 
Use, Land Use Change, and Forestry provide a carbon sink equivalent to 15 percent of 
total U.S. emissions in 2022 [U.S. EPA 2024a].) While total GHG emissions in 2022 
were 17 percent below 2005 levels, they increased by 1 percent over 2021 levels. Of 
these, 80 percent were CO2, 11 percent were CH4, and 6 percent were N2O; the 
balance consisted of fluorinated gases. From 1990 to 2022, CO2 emissions decreased 
by only 2 percent (U.S. EPA 2024a). 

The transportation sector’s share of total GHG emissions remained at 28 percent in 
2022 and continues to be the largest contributing sector (Figure 3-1). Transportation 
activities accounted for 37 percent of U.S. CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion in 
2022. This is a decrease of 0.5 percent from 2021 (U.S. EPA 2024a, 2024b). 

 
 (Source: U.S. EPA 2024b) 

Figure 3-1. U.S. 2022 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
State GHG Inventory 
ARB collects GHG emissions data for transportation, electricity, commercial/residential, 
industrial, agricultural, and waste management sectors each year. It then summarizes 
and highlights major annual changes and trends to demonstrate the state’s progress in 
meeting its GHG reduction goals. Overall statewide GHG emissions declined from 2000 
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to 2021 despite growth in population and state economic output (Figure 3-2). 
Transportation emissions remain the largest contributor to GHG emissions in the state 
(Figure 3-3) (ARB 2023). 

 
Figure 3-2. California 2021 Greenhouse Gas Emissions by Economic Sector 

 

 
Figure 3-3. Change in California GDP, Population, and GHG Emissions since 2000 

AB 32 required ARB to develop a Scoping Plan that describes the approach California 
will take to achieve the goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 
update it every 5 years. The AB 32 Scoping Plan and the subsequent updates contain 
the main strategies California will use to reduce GHG emissions. ARB adopted the first 
scoping plan in 2008. The second updated plan, California’s 2017 Climate Change 
Scoping Plan, adopted on December 14, 2017, reflects the 2030 target established in 
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EO B-30-15 and SB 32. The 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality, 
adopted September 2022, assesses progress toward the statutory 2030 reduction goal 
and defines a path to reduce human-caused emissions to 85 percent below 1990 levels 
and achieve carbon neutrality no later than 2045, in accordance with AB 1279 (ARB 
2022a).  

Regional Plans 
As required by The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, ARB 
sets regional GHG reduction targets for California’s 18 metropolitan planning 
organizations (MPOs) to achieve through planning future projects that will cumulatively 
achieve those goals and reporting how they will be met in the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). Targets are set at a percent 
reduction of passenger vehicle GHG emissions per person from 2005 levels. The 
project is included in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Plan Bay Area 
2050, the RTP/SCS for MTC/ABAG. The regional reduction target for the Bay Area is 19 
percent by 2035 (ARB 2021).  

3.2.3 Project Analysis 
GHG emissions from transportation projects can be divided into those produced during 
operation and use of the State Highway System (operational emissions) and those 
produced during construction. The primary GHGs produced by the transportation sector 
are CO2, CH4, N2O, and HFCs. CO2 emissions are a product of burning gasoline or 
diesel fuel in internal combustion engines, along with relatively small amounts of CH4 
and N2O. A small amount of HFC emissions related to refrigeration is also included in 
the transportation sector. (GHGs differ in how much heat each traps in the atmosphere, 
called global warming potential, or GWP. CO2 is the most important GHG, so amounts 
of other gases are expressed relative to CO2, using a metric called “carbon dioxide 
equivalent,” or CO2e. The global warming potential of CO2 is assigned a value of 1, and 
the GWP of other gases is assessed as multiples of CO2.) 

The CEQA Guidelines generally address GHG emissions as a cumulative impact due to 
the global nature of climate change (PRC 21083[b][2]). As the California Supreme Court 
explained, “because of the global scale of climate change, any one project's contribution 
is unlikely to be significant by itself.” (Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San 
Diego Assn. of Governments [2017] 3 Cal.5th 497, 512.) In assessing cumulative 
impacts, it must be determined if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively 
considerable” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(1) and 15130).  

To make this determination, the incremental impacts of the project must be compared 
with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects. Although climate change 
is ultimately a cumulative impact, not every individual project that emits GHGs must 
necessarily be found to contribute to a significant cumulative impact on the 
environment. 
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Operational Emissions 
The purpose of the project is repair of damage caused by natural disasters and it will 
not increase the vehicle capacity of the roadway. This type of project generally causes 
minimal or no increase in operational GHG emissions. Because the project would not 
increase the number of travel lanes on SR 1, no increase in vehicle mile travelled (VMT) 
would occur. While some GHG emissions during the construction period would be 
unavoidable, no increase in operational GHG emissions is expected. 

Construction Emissions 
Construction GHG emissions would result from material processing and transportation, 
on-site construction equipment, and traffic delays due to construction. These emissions 
will be produced at different levels throughout the construction phase; their frequency 
and occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans and specifications and by 
implementing better traffic management during construction phases. While construction 
GHG emissions are only produced for a short time, they have long-term effects in the 
atmosphere, so cannot be considered “temporary” in the same way as criteria pollutants 
that subside after construction is completed. 

Use of long-life pavement, improved traffic management plans, and changes in 
materials can also help offset GHG emissions produced during construction by allowing 
longer intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation activities. Based on project 
information available for environmental studies, the construction-related GHG emissions 
were calculated using the Caltrans Construction Emissions Tool (CAL-CET), CAL-
CET2021 v1.0.3, developed by Caltrans. The estimated total amount of CO2 produced 
would be 215 tons. Table 3-1 summarizes the construction-related emissions, including 
the total CO2e emission. 

Table 3-1. Construction-Related Emissions 

 

Parameters Project Total 

CO2 (tons) CH4 (tons) N2O (tons) HFC (tons) 
*CO2e 

(metric tons) 
Total Emissions 215 0.005 0.011 0.005 220 

*Gases are converted to carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) by multiplying by their global warming potential (GWP). 
Specifically, GWP is a measure of how much energy the emissions of 1 ton of a gas will absorb over a given period of 
time, relative to the emissions of 1 ton of carbon dioxide (CO2). 

Construction GHG emissions would result from material processing and transportation, 
onsite construction equipment, and traffic delays due to construction. These emissions 
will be produced at different levels throughout the construction phase; their frequency 
and occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans and specifications and by 
implementing better traffic management during construction phases. While construction 
GHG emissions are only produced for a short time, they have long-term effects in the 
atmosphere, so cannot be considered “temporary” in the same way as criteria pollutants 
that subside after construction is completed. 
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Use of long-life pavement, improved traffic management plans, and changes in 
materials can also help offset GHG emissions produced during construction by allowing 
longer intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation activities.  

CEQA Conclusion 
Caltrans is firmly committed to implementing measures to help reduce GHG emissions. 
These measures are outlined in the following section. 

The project has potential to generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly. The 
impact would be less than significant. 

The project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. 

3.2.4 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies 

Statewide Efforts 
In response to Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act, California is 
implementing measures to achieve emission reductions of GHGs that cause climate 
change. Climate change programs in California are effectively reducing GHG emissions 
from all sectors of the economy. These programs include regulations, market programs, 
and incentives that will transform transportation, industry, fuels, and other sectors to 
take California into a sustainable, cleaner, low-carbon future, while maintaining a robust 
economy (ARB 2022b). 

Major sectors of the California economy, including transportation, will need to reduce 
emissions to meet 2030 and 2050 GHG emissions targets. The Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research identified five sustainability pillars in a 2015 report: (1) 
Increasing the share of renewable energy in the State’s energy mix to at least 50 
percent by 2030; (2) Reducing petroleum use by up to 50 percent by 2030; (3) 
Increasing the energy efficiency of existing buildings by 50 percent by 2030; (4) 
Reducing emissions of short-lived climate pollutants; and (5) Stewarding natural 
resources, including forests, working lands, and wetlands, to ensure that they store 
carbon, are resilient, and enhance other environmental benefits (OPR 2015).  

The transportation sector is integral to the people and economy of California. To 
achieve GHG emission reduction goals, it is vital that the state build on past successes 
in reducing criteria and toxic air pollutants from transportation and goods movement. 
GHG emission reductions will come from cleaner vehicle technologies, lower-carbon 
fuels, and reduction of VMT. Reducing today’s petroleum use in cars and trucks is a key 
state goal for reducing GHG emissions by 2030 (California Environmental Protection 
Agency 2015). 

In addition, SB 1386 (Wolk 2016) established as state policy the protection and 
management of natural and working lands and requires state agencies to consider that 
policy in their own decision making. Trees and vegetation on forests, rangelands, farms, 
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and wetlands remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere through biological processes 
and sequester the carbon in above- and below-ground matter.  

Subsequently, Governor Gavin Newsom issued EO N-82-20 to combat the crises in 
climate change and biodiversity. It instructs state agencies to use existing authorities 
and resources to identify and implement near- and long-term actions to accelerate 
natural removal of carbon and build climate resilience in our forests, wetlands, urban 
greenspaces, agricultural soils, and land conservation activities in ways that serve all 
communities and in particular low-income, disadvantaged, and vulnerable communities. 
To support this order, the California Natural Resources Agency released Natural and 
Working Lands Climate Smart Strategy (California Natural Resources Agency 2022).  

Caltrans Activities 
Caltrans continues to be involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as the ARB 
works to implement EOs S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the targets set forth in 
AB 32. EO B-30-15, issued in April 2015, and SB 32 (2016), set an interim target to cut 
GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The following major initiatives 
are underway at Caltrans to help meet these targets. 

Climate Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure 
The California Action Plan for Transportation Infrastructure (CAPTI) builds on EOs 
signed by Governor Newsom in 2019 and 2020 targeted at reducing GHG emissions in 
transportation, which account for more than 40 percent of all polluting emissions, to 
reach the state's climate goals. Under CAPTI, where feasible and within existing funding 
program structures, the state will invest discretionary transportation funds in sustainable 
infrastructure projects that align with its climate, health, and social equity goals 
(California State Transportation Agency 2021).  

California Transportation Plan 
The California Transportation Plan (CTP) is a statewide, long-range transportation plan 
to meet our future mobility needs and reduce GHG emissions. It serves as an umbrella 
document for all the other statewide transportation planning documents. The CTP 2050 
presents a vision of a safe, resilient, and universally accessible transportation system 
that supports vibrant communities, advances racial and economic justice, and improves 
public and environmental health. The plan’s climate goal is to achieve statewide GHG 
emissions reduction targets and increase resilience to climate change. It demonstrates 
how GHG emissions from the transportation sector can be reduced through 
advancements in clean fuel technologies; continued shifts toward active travel, transit, 
and shared mobility; more efficient land use and development practices; and continued 
shifts to telework (Caltrans 2021a). 

Caltrans Strategic Plan 
The Caltrans 2024–2028 Strategic Plan includes goals of stewardship, climate action, 
and equity. Climate action strategies include developing and implementing a Caltrans 
Climate Action Plan; a robust program of climate action education, training, and 

https://calsta.ca.gov/subject-areas/climate-action-plan
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outreach; partnership and collaboration; a VMT monitoring and reduction program; and 
engaging with the most vulnerable communities in developing and implementing 
Caltrans climate action activities (Caltrans 2024).  

Caltrans Policy Directives and Other Initiatives 
Caltrans Director’s Policy 30 (DP-30) Climate Change (June 22, 2012) established a 
policy to ensure coordinated efforts to incorporate climate change into Caltrans 
decisions and activities. Other Director’s policies promote energy efficiency, 
conservation, and climate change, and commit Caltrans to sustainability practices in all 
planning, maintenance, and operations. Caltrans Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Mitigation Report (Caltrans 2020) provides a comprehensive overview of Caltrans’ 
emissions and current Caltrans procedures and activities that track and reduce GHG 
emissions. It identifies additional opportunities for further reducing GHG emissions from 
Department-controlled emission sources, in support of Caltrans and State goals.  

Project-Level GHG Reduction Strategies 
The following measures will also be implemented in the project to reduce GHG 
emissions and potential climate change impacts from the project. 

Implementation of Caltrans Standard Specifications, such as complying with air-
pollution-control rules, regulations, ordinances, and statutes that apply to work 
performed under the Contract and the use of construction BMPs, would result in 
reducing GHG emissions from construction activities, including but not limited to:  

1. Regular vehicle and equipment maintenance  

2. Limit idling of vehicles and equipment on site  

3. If practicable, recycle nonhazardous waste and excess material. If recycling is 
not practicable, dispose of material  

4. Use solar-powered signal boards, if feasible. 

In addition, with innovations such as longer pavement lives, improvement in traffic 
management and changes in materials, construction-related GHG emissions produced 
during construction can be offset to some degree by longer intervals between 
maintenance and rehabilitation activities. 

3.2.5 Adaptation 
Reducing GHG emissions is only one part of an approach to addressing climate 
change. Caltrans must plan for the effects of climate change on the state’s 
transportation infrastructure and strengthen or protect the facilities from damage. 
Climate change is expected to produce increased variability in precipitation, rising 
temperatures, rising sea levels, variability in storm surges and their intensity, and in the 
frequency and intensity of wildfires. Flooding and erosion can damage or wash out 
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roads; longer periods of intense heat can buckle pavement and railroad tracks; storm 
surges combined with a rising sea level can inundate highways. Wildfire can directly 
burn facilities and indirectly cause damage when rain falls on denuded slopes that 
landslide after a fire. Effects will vary by location and may, in the most extreme cases, 
require that a facility be relocated or redesigned. Furthermore, the combined effects of 
transportation projects and climate stressors can exacerbate the impacts of both on 
vulnerable communities in a project area. Accordingly, Caltrans must consider these 
types of climate stressors in how highways are planned, designed, built, operated, and 
maintained. 

Federal Efforts 
Under NEPA Assignment, Caltrans is obligated to comply with all applicable federal 
environmental laws and FHWA NEPA regulations, policies, and guidance.  

The Fifth National Climate Assessment, published in 2023, presents the most recent 
science and “analyzes the effects of global change on the natural environment, 
agriculture, energy production and use, land and water resources, transportation, 
human health and welfare, human social systems, and biological diversity; [It] analyzes 
current trends in global change, both human-induced and natural, and projects major 
trends for the subsequent 25 to 100 years … to support informed decision-making 
across the United States.” Building on previous assessments, it continues to advance 
“an inclusive, diverse, and sustained process for assessing and communicating 
scientific knowledge on the impacts, risks, and vulnerabilities associated with a 
changing global climate” (U.S. Global Change Research Program 2023). 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration provides sea level rise 
projections for all U.S. coastal waters to help communities and decision makers assess 
their risk from sea level rise. Updated projections through 2150 were released in 2022 in 
a report and online tool (NOAA 2022). 

State Efforts 
Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term planning 
and risk management to address vulnerabilities in the transportation system. A number 
of state policies and tools have been developed to guide adaptation efforts. 

California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment (Fourth Assessment) (2018) provides 
information to help decision makers across sectors and at state, regional, and local 
scales protect and build the resilience of the state’s people, infrastructure, natural 
systems, working lands, and waters. The Fourth Assessment reported that if no 
measures are taken to reduce GHG emissions by 2021 or sooner, the state is projected 
to experience an up to 8.8 degrees Fahrenheit increase in average annual maximum 
daily temperatures; a two-thirds decline in water supply from snowpack resulting in 
water shortages; a 77 percent increase in average area burned by wildfire; and large-
scale erosion of up to 67 percent of Southern California beaches due to sea level rise. 
These effects will have profound impacts on infrastructure, agriculture, energy demand, 
natural systems, communities, and public health (State of California 2018).  
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Sea level rise is a particular concern for transportation infrastructure in the coastal zone. 
Major urban airports will be at risk of flooding from sea level rise combined with storm 
surge as early as 2040; San Francisco airport is already at risk. Miles of coastal 
highways vulnerable to flooding in a 100-year storm event will triple to 370 by 2100, and 
3,750 miles will be exposed to temporary flooding. The Fourth Assessment’s findings 
highlight the need for proactive action to address these current and future impacts of 
climate change. 

To help actors throughout the state address the findings of California’s Fourth Climate 
Change Assessment, AB 2800’s multidisciplinary Climate-Safe Infrastructure Working 
Group published Paying it Forward: The Path Toward Climate-Safe Infrastructure in 
California. This report provides guidance on assessing risk in the face of inherent 
uncertainties still posed by the best available climate change science. It also examines 
how state agencies can use infrastructure planning, design, and implementation 
processes to respond to the observed and anticipated climate change impacts (Climate-
Safe Infrastructure Working Group 2018). 

EO S-13-08, issued in 2008, directed state agencies to consider sea level rise scenarios 
for 2050 and 2100 during planning to assess project vulnerabilities, reduce risks, and 
increase resilience to sea level rise. It gave rise to the 2009 California Climate 
Adaptation Strategy, the Safeguarding California Plan, and a series of technical reports 
on statewide sea level rise projections and risks, including the State of California Sea-
Level Rise Guidance Update in 2018. The reports addressed the full range of climate 
change impacts and recommended adaptation strategies. The current California 
Climate Adaptation Strategy incorporates key elements of the latest sector-specific 
plans such as the Natural and Working Lands Climate Smart Strategy, Wildfire and 
Forest Resilience Action Plan, Water Resilience Portfolio, and the CAPTI (described 
above). Priorities in the 2023 California Climate Adaptation Strategy include acting in 
partnership with California Native American Tribes, strengthening protections for 
climate-vulnerable communities that lack capacity and resources, implementing nature-
based climate solutions, using best available climate science, and partnering and 
collaboration to best leverage resources (California Natural Resources Agency 2023).  

EO B-30-15 recognizes that effects of climate change threaten California’s infrastructure 
and requires state agencies to factor climate change into all planning and investment 
decisions. Under this EO, the Office of Planning and Research published Planning and 
Investing for a Resilient California: A Guidebook for State Agencies, to encourage a 
uniform and systematic approach to building resilience.  

SB 1 Coastal Resources: Sea Level Rise (Atkins 2021) established statewide goals to 
“anticipate, assess, plan for, and, to the extent feasible, avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
the adverse environmental and economic effects of sea level rise within the coastal 
zone.” As the legislation directed, the Ocean Protection Council collaborated with 17 
state planning and coastal management agencies to develop the State Agency Sea-
Level Rise Action Plan for California in February 2022. This plan promotes coordinated 
actions by state agencies to enhance California's resilience to the impacts of sea level 
rise (California Ocean Protection Council 2022). 
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Caltrans Adaptation Efforts 
Caltrans Vulnerability Assessments 
Caltrans completed climate change vulnerability assessments to identify segments of 
the State Highway System vulnerable to climate change effects of precipitation, 
temperature, wildfire, storm surge, and sea level rise.  

The climate change data in the assessments were developed in coordination with 
climate change scientists and experts at federal, state, and regional organizations at the 
forefront of climate science. The findings of the vulnerability assessments guide 
analysis of at-risk assets and development of Adaptation Priority Reports as a method 
to make capital programming decisions to address identified risks. 

Caltrans Sustainability Programs 
The Director’s Office of Equity, Sustainability and Tribal Affairs supports implementation 
of sustainable practices at Caltrans. The Sustainability Roadmap is a periodic progress 
report and plan for meeting the Governor’s sustainability goals related to EOs B-16-12, 
B-18-12, and B-30-15. The roadmap includes designing new buildings for climate 
change resilience and zero-net energy and replacing fleet vehicles with zero-emission 
vehicles (Caltrans 2023).  

Project Adaptation Analysis 
The Caltrans Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment evaluates the potential for 
changes to future sea level rise, precipitation and flooding, wildfire risk, and temperature 
ranges. This section evaluates the potential for each of those future projections to affect 
the project alternative, as well as identify any steps the project development team is 
taking to incorporate uncertainties from climate change into the project’s design.  

Sea Level Rise 
This segment of SR 1 is highly exposed to coastal processes, including scour due to 
wave action during strong swell events, storm surge, and heavy rainfall that contributes 
to the ongoing bluff erosion. Over the years, this area has experienced repeated bluff 
failures and roadway distress, prompting multiple emergency CDPs to implement 
stabilization measures. These have included placement of RSP to maintain roadway 
safety and prevent additional loss of the bluff.  

The two tools used for the analysis of sea level rise are the Caltrans District 4 Sea Level 
Rise Data Viewer and the Our Coast Our Future (OCOF) tool. Figure 3-4 shows our 
findings using the Sea Level Rise Data Viewer. This tool illustrates the sea level rise 
inundation by foot and uses the average sea level rise for San Francisco and the 7-foot 
Sea Level Rise Inundation to show where the sea level rise will be in year 2100. The 
proposed Left Edge of Travel way (LETW) is illustrated on the map, and it is shown that 
the sea level rise inundation is outside of the proposed realigned roadway of SR 1. 
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Figure 3-4. Caltrans District 4 Sea Level Rise Data Viewer
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Figure 3-5 shows our finding using the OCOF tool used in the exhibit recently received 
from the California Coastal Commission This tool illustrates cliff retreat in respect to sea 
level rise in feet and uses the average sea level rise for San Francisco and the 6.6-foot 
sea level rise, which shows where the cliff retreat will be in year 2100. The proposed 
LETW is illustrated on the map, and it is shown that the sea level rise inundation is 
outside of our proposed roadway. While the existing roadway is not currently subject to 
direct inundation from sea level rise, rising sea levels and increased storm intensity are 
accelerating coastal bluff erosion in this area. As bluff retreat continues, the buffer 
between the roadway and the cliff edge has narrowed significantly, increasing the risk of 
highway failure during future storm events. 

The Build Alternative provides a near-term adaptation strategy that maintains the safety 
and function of SR 1 by relocating the highway inland, away from the actively eroding 
bluff. The new realignment has been designed to ensure the new roadway remains 
outside of the anticipated zone of bluff retreat for its design life. The Build Alternative 
supports natural coastal processes by reducing the need for additional RSP placement 
or hard structures along the bluff. By moving the highway inland, the project proactively 
addresses the same coastal hazards that have required repeated emergency responses 
over the years. 
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Figure 3-5. Our Coast Our Future Tool
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Precipitation and Flooding 
The Build Alternative is not expected to increase precipitation or flooding. 

Wildfire 
The project limits overlap California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s 
(CalFire’s) high fire hazard severity zone within the state responsibility area due to miles 
of vegetation in the western portion of San Mateo County and the high winds associated 
with coastal storms (CalFire 2024). During final design, Caltrans will evaluate 
construction materials choices, such as using concrete and steel instead of polyvinyl 
chloride (PVC) and wood, for the potential of the project to be in the path of a large 
wildfire.  

Temperature 
The Caltrans Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment indicates that average 
minimum temperatures within the project limits could increase by 2.9 degrees 
Fahrenheit by 2055 and 6.2 degrees Fahrenheit by 2085, with average 7-day maximum 
temperatures increasing by 4.1 degrees Fahrenheit by 2055 and 7.5 degrees by 2085 
(Caltrans 2017). During final design, Caltrans will evaluate construction material choices 
for the potential future temperature increase of 7.5 degrees. 

3.3 SENATE BILL 743/INDUCED DEMAND ANALYSIS 
Senate Bill 743 (2013) amended CEQA to allow the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research to develop new guidelines under CEQA establishing alternative metrics to 
levels of service for the analysis of transportation impacts. On December 28th, 2018, 
the Office of Administrative Law approved the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines 
including changes related to Senate Bill 743. The amended CEQA Guidelines add a 
new section on determining the significance of transportation impacts and generally 
specify VMT as the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts. In 2020, 
Caltrans prepared guidance documents for the implementation of Senate Bill 743 and 
adopted VMT as the CEQA transportation metric. These documents, the 
“Transportation Analysis Framework” and “Transportation Analysis under CEQA,” along 
with other information, can be found on the Caltrans Senate Bill 743 website. 

This project is a type of project identified by the “Transportation Analysis under CEQA” 
as a project not likely to lead to a measurable and substantial increase in VMT. This 
project consists of realigning the roadway only and will not make any changes to traffic 
speed or volume. Therefore, an induced demand analysis is not required. 

3.4 WILDFIRE 

3.4.1 Regulatory Setting 
Senate Bill 1241 required the Office of Planning and Research, the Natural Resources 
Agency, and the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection to develop 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/esta/sb-743/resources
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amendments to the “CEQA Checklist” for the inclusion of questions related to fire 
hazard impacts for projects located on lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones. The 2018 updates to the CEQA Guidelines expanded this to include projects 
“near” these very high fire hazard severity zones. 

3.4.2 Affected Environment 
The project site is located within a high fire hazard severity zone. There are also very 
high fire hazard areas along SR 1. 

3.4.3 Environmental Consequences 

No Build Alternative 
Under the No Build Alternative, the project site would remain in its current condition and 
would retain the same level of susceptibility to wildfire hazards. 

Build Alternative 
Under the Build Alternative, at least one lane would remain open during construction 
and thus, the project would not impair emergency access along SR 1. Any alternate 
travel routes for emergency access or evacuations needed would be coordinated with 
local emergency responders and law enforcement agencies through the implementation 
of a TMP (see PF-TR-1, Section 1.5). Project features to minimize fire risks would be 
implemented during construction, such as clearing vegetation from the work area, 
prohibiting the use of highly flammable chemicals, following locally changing 
meteorological conditions, and maintaining awareness of the possibility of increased fire 
danger when work is in progress (see PF-WF-1, Section 1.5). All construction activities 
would follow state and federal fire regulations. 

3.4.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation is required.  

3.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

3.5.1 Regulatory Setting 
Under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15355), “cumulative impacts” refers to two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be 
changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. The 
cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results 
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can 
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result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 
period of time. 

Cumulative impacts to resources in the project area may result from residential, 
commercial, industrial, and highway development, as well as from agricultural 
development and the conversion to more intensive agricultural cultivation. These land 
use activities can degrade habitat and species diversity through consequences such as 
displacement and fragmentation of habitats and populations, alteration of hydrology, 
contamination, erosion, sedimentation, disruption of migration corridors, changes in 
water quality, and introduction or promotion of predators. They can also contribute to 
potential community impacts identified for the project, such as changes in community 
character, traffic patterns, housing availability, and employment. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 describes when a cumulative impact analysis is 
necessary and what elements are necessary for an adequate discussion of cumulative 
impacts. 

3.5.2 Resources Considered for Cumulative Impact Analysis 
This cumulative impact analysis determines whether the project, in combination with 
projects that are planned, approved, or under construction, would result in a cumulative 
effect, and, if so, whether the project’s contribution to the cumulative effect would be 
considerable. The past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects included in the 
cumulative impact analysis are described below. There are no current projects within 
the project vicinity that are in construction. 

Projects Considered for Cumulative Analysis: 

• Minor B Safety Lighting Project – This project to install a light at the 
intersection of SR 1 and SR 84 is complete. This project is located at PM 18.2 on 
SR 1.  

• Pescadero Creek Bridge Rails Project - This project to replace the bridge rails 
on the Pescadero Creek Bridge on SR 1 is complete. The bridge is located at PM 
14.0 on SR 1. The project replaced the Type 27 bike barrier and Type 25 
concrete barrier with standard Type 85 barriers. The construction work occurred 
on the bridge itself, on paved staging areas, and in places where guardrail 
already existed. 

• State Route 1 and State Route 84 Structures and Scour Mitigation Project – 
This project to protect the San Gregorio Creek Bridge on SR 84 (PM 7.55) and 
the Pilarcitos Creek Bridges on SR 1 (PM 28.9) piers from scour is expected to 
be completed by the end of 2025. The project involves replacing partially grouted 
RSP around the bridge piers and stream banks below the bridges in order to 
protect them from erosion.  

• State Route 1 Major Road Realignment Project – This project proposes to 
realign SR 1 in some locations between PM 10.7 and 19.4 is currently in the 
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planning phase. This project proposes to address sea level rise, recurring bluff 
erosion, and storm surge concerns along the coast of San Mateo County by 
reconstructing SR 1 along the existing roadway alignment. The current phase of 
planning includes a range of alternatives as well as to estimate the cost and 
schedule for the project. Early project coordination indicates the segment of SR 1 
near San Gregorio may not be moved from its existing alignment due to the lower 
risk of sea level rise at this location.  

• State Route 1 Pavement Preservation Project – This project proposes to 
restore pavement on the roadway, shoulders, pullouts, turning lanes, and 
driveways on SR 1 from PM 10.6 to 27.5 and replace guardrails, install bicycle 
and pedestrian safety features, and upgrade culverts and drainage features. This 
project is in the preliminary planning phase and a construction date has not yet 
been set.  

The cumulative impacts analysis follows the Caltrans six-step process established in the 
May 2025 interim guidance on cumulative impact analysis under CEQA (Caltrans 2025), 
as follows: 

1. Determine which environmental resources to include in the cumulative impact 
analysis. 

2. Determine the resource study area. 

3. Describe the existing cumulative condition. 

4. Discuss whether the project’s impacts are cumulatively considerable 

5. If the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable, discuss any 
additional proposed mitigation for Caltrans’ contribution to cumulative 
condition. 

6. State post-mitigation conclusion (if additional mitigation was added to address 
cumulative impacts). 

The project is anticipated to have no impacts or less than significant impacts on most of 
the resource areas identified in this document. Resources that the project would have 
no impact or less than significant impacts to would not contribute to a cumulative 
impact, therefore do not need to be included in this analysis. The project could have 
impacts to the following resources that require avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures and have been included in this analysis: 

• Visual/Aesthetic Resources 

• Cultural Resources 

• Water Quality 

• Biological Resources 
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3.5.3 Resource-by-Resource Cumulative Impact Analysis  
Visual/Aesthetic Resources: The proposed realignment of the highway will result in 
vegetation removal along the eastern side of SR 1 but will not significantly alter views to 
the ocean or coastal hills or expose adverse conditions. The vegetation removal will 
open views to adjacent agricultural land in the foreground and preserve distant views to 
the hills. Views of agricultural fields are a characteristic feature of SR 1 as it traverses 
San Mateo County and the greater visibility to them at this location will be consistent 
with corridor views. Consequently, visual impacts are minimal to low with the low 
change to visual character and quality and preservation of the highly valued views to the 
ocean and surrounding hills along SR 1. 

Furthermore, removal of existing temporary barriers along some portions of the highway 
and the restoration of damaged areas and removed roadway with native vegetation will 
likely be beneficial to the overall visual quality. 

The projects listed above are widely distributed at discontinuous spot locations and do 
not overlap in their construction timing. However, projects that include vegetation 
removal on SR 1, features that obscure views of the ocean or hills, or added lighting 
would together with the project could have an effect on the cumulatively considerable 
visual resource. The project includes AMM-VIS-1 and MM-BIO-2 to ensure the visual 
character and quality of the corridor is maintained. None of the projects listed above 
would be visible in the same viewshed as the project. The project along with the 
planned projects would not contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts to 
visual/aesthetic resources. 

Cultural Resources: Section 2.2.7 describes existing conditions in the project’s APE. 
None of the previously completed projects reported effects to cultural resources 
(including Tribal Cultural Resources). The project would employ avoidance and 
minimization measures to reduce the potential to affect cultural resources, including 
Tribal Cultural Resources, if present. Future projects would also need to evaluate any 
potential to result in a cumulatively considerable effect The project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact on cultural resources, including Tribal Cultural 
Resources. 

Water Quality/Biological Resources: The resource study area for water quality and 
biological resources is the BSA, as defined in Section 2.4. The BSA contains special-
status terrestrial and aquatic animal species (birds, turtles, snakes, frogs), and 
wetlands. The existing cumulative condition varies based on the exact resource. In 
general, the BSA supports a wide diversity of unique and rare species, many which are 
threatened or endangered.  

The Build Alternative would realign the roadway inland alongside or overlapping 
wetlands. Construction activities would require avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures for impacts to wetlands and special-status species and their habitats. MM-
BIO-2 and the new unlined drainage ditch is proposed to offset these impacts. 
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None of the other planned projects listed above have the potential to occur in the BSA. 
The avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for the project have been 
committed to in order to restore or improve the health of both water quality and 
biological resources following project construction. With implementation of these 
measures as well as permit conditions for the project, no cumulatively considerable 
impacts would occur.  

3.6 CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
This checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors that might be 
affected by the project. In many cases, background studies performed in connection 
with the projects will indicate that there are no impacts to a particular resource. A NO 
IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination. The words “significant” 
and “significance” used throughout the following checklist are related to CEQA, not 
NEPA, impacts. The questions in this form are intended to encourage the thoughtful 
assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance. 

Project features, which can include both design elements of the project, and 
standardized measures that are applied to all or most Caltrans projects such as BMPs 
and measures included in the Standard Plans and Specifications or as Standard Special 
Provisions, are considered to be an integral part of the project and have been 
considered prior to any significance determinations documented below; see Chapters 1 
and 2 for a detailed discussion of these features. The annotations to this checklist are 
summaries of information contained in Chapter 2 in order to provide the reader with the 
rationale for significance determinations; for a more detailed discussion of the nature 
and extent of impacts, please see Chapter 2. This checklist incorporates by reference 
the information contained in Chapters 1 and 2. 
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3.6.1 Aesthetics 
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? No Impact 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of the 
site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that 
are experienced from a publicly accessible vantage 
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

No Impact 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

No Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Aesthetics 

a) No Impact. Views of the coastline and Pacific Ocean to the west and hills to the east 
are visible from the roadway along the length of the project. With the 32-foot shifted 
realignment of the roadway, these vistas would be unchanged. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is located along an Officially Designated 
State Scenic Highway. While vegetation and trees will be removed along the eastern 
edge of the highway between Reservoir and Pescadero Roads, this removal will reveal 
adjacent agricultural fields. Revegetation of the removed roadway to the west of the 
realigned one and along the reconstructed unlined drainage ditch to the east will avoid 
creating gaps in the vegetated area along the highway. Restoration planting for the 
trees, the 22 Monterey pines, would be conducted near the location of existing trees at 
the ROW line, or at an offsite location within the coastal zone. The visual character and 
quality will be maintained, preserving the scenic resource.  

c) No Impact. The project is within a rural area characterized by views of the coastline 
and ocean below coastal bluffs and vegetated rolling hills. Agricultural fields and 
associated structures are intermittently seen along the primarily undeveloped natural 
corridor. Realignment of the highway to the east and rehabilitation of the drainage 
infrastructure will not alter the visual character and quality. These improvements are 
ground plane changes that will be replaced largely in kind. Removal of vegetation to 
realign the roadway will open views to adjacent agricultural land. 

d) No Impact. No additional lighting is proposed. Any above-grade drainage structures 
or pipes will be treated with colors and/or textures that blend with the surrounding soils 
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and vegetation and minimize glare. Consequently, there is no permanent impact from 
lighting or glare that would adversely affect views. 

3.6.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and 
the forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by 
the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to non-agricultural use? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

No Impact 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

No Impact 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 
of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

a), b), and e) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would convert approximately 
1.17 acres of prime farmland and Williamson Act contract land for a drainage easement. 
Approximately 0.26 acre of prime farmland and Williamson Act contract land will be 
temporarily impacted through the TCE. See Section 2.2.4, Farmlands, for a detailed 
description of which parcels of farmland will be temporarily and permanently impacted. 
Within the context of the San Mateo County’s landscape, the small amount of farmland 
acquisition (Table 2-3, Section 2.2.3) would not substantially affect agricultural 
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productivity in the region and existing landowners would still retain ownership of the 
remaining parcel.  

The project will result in 1.17 acres of permanent conversion of Williamson Act lands to 
non-agricultural use, while the total area of the Williamson Act listed properties is 
approximately 49.03 acres. The project will result in roughly 2.4 percent permanent 
impact to the total area of the Williamson Act properties. While the project will conflict 
with existing zoning for a Williamson Act contract, the percentage of impact to the 
overall property will be less than significant. 

c) and d) No Impact. The project would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land 
or timberland as there are no lands zoned as forest lands or timberlands within the 
project footprint. 

3.6.3 Air Quality 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations. Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 

air quality plan?  
No Impact 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- 
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard? 

No Impact 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  

No Impact 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people?  

No Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Air Quality 

a)–d) No Impact.  The project limits are in unincorporated San Mateo County in a rural 
area along SR 1 with sensitive receptors living more than 1,000 feet away from any 
construction activity. The project would not change the use of the roadway that would 
lead to an increase in air pollutants. Construction activities would be short-term and 
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would not affect a substantial number of people. Project Feature PF-AQ-1 (Section 1.5) 
would minimize construction-related air pollution.  

3.6.4 Biological Resources 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, or NOAA Fisheries?  

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service?  

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means?  

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance?  

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Biological Resources 

a) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The biological study 
area, including all direct and indirect locations that have the potential to be affected by 
construction and operations of the proposed Build Alternative, includes the potential to 
contain special-status animals (Saltmarsh common yellowthroat) and threatened or 
endangered species (NWPT, CRLF, SFGS, California least tern, and western snowy 
plover). Each species is described further in Section 2.4.4, Animal Species, and Section 
2.4.5, Threatened and Endangered Species.  
Construction activities have the potential to injure individuals through construction-
related activities causing dust and noise, impacts on water quality, and temporary 
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impacts on use of or movement through some areas because of construction fencing. 
The project also has the potential to affect species through minor realignment of the 
roadway. The project includes standard project features (Section 1.5) and avoidance 
and minimization measures (Section 2.4) that would minimize the impacts to special-
status plants and animals.  

The preliminary effect finding for each threatened or endangered species with the 
potential to occur within the BSA is below: 

• Northwestern pond turtle: May affect, likely to adversely affect 
• California red-legged frog: May affect, likely to adversely affect 
• San Francisco garter snake: May affect, likely to adversely affect 
• California least tern: May affect, not likely to adversely affect 
• Western snowy plover: May affect, not likely to adversely affect 

Impacts to rare, endangered or unique species habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT 
would be temporary. Upland dispersal habitat for CRLF and SFGS would be restored at 
a 1:1 ratio on site by removing both the existing roadway and the existing unlined 
drainage ditch (Section 1.4), restoring the landscape with appropriate coastal bluff 
terrace plantings, and constructing a new unlined drainage ditch habitat (approximately 
1.68 acres) with graded aquatic features, wetland hydroseed and vegetation liner stock 
plantings. The aquatic non-breeding habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT would be 
restored by reestablishing the wetlands, waters, and other ESHAs that provide aquatic 
conditions. 

Caltrans would also implement the Project Features outlined in Section 1.5 to reduce 
potential impacts to special-status species. The additional measures MM-BIO-1, MM-
BIO-2, MM-BIO-4, AMM-BIO-1, and AMM-BIO-7 through AMM-BIO-13 would be 
implemented to further avoid and minimize effects on special-status species. 

b) and c) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described 
in Section 2.4.1, Natural Communities, the BSA consists largely of landscape with 
ruderal vegetation, with some paved asphalt parking spaces along the road. 
Surrounding non-urban/developed areas adjacent to roadways are either farmland, or 
largely contain weedy and non-native vegetation. 
The project would impact ESHAs through the reconstruction of the roadway, and 
creation of the replacement unlined drainage ditch. Approximately 1.64 acres of new 
roadway will be constructed, entirely within a variety of ESHAs. Approximately 1.68 
acres of new unlined drainage ditch will be graded, resulting in permanent ESHA 
impacts during construction. See AMM-BIO-1 and MM-BIO-1 from Section 2.4.1, 
Natural Communities, for more information. 

Within the BSA, 30 Monterey pines were identified on site and outside of their native 
range. 0.197 acres of Monterey pine habitat is present, with 25 trees within this specific 
habitat. The 25 trees form a tree line east of the roadway and existing unlined drainage 
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ditch, and the remaining five trees are within the southwest corner of the BSA, at the 
driveway to the residence at 13187 Cabrillo Highway (see Figure 2-9 from Section 
2.4.1). Approximately 22 Monterey pines would need to be removed for this project. A 
palette of trees within their native range would be replanted to recreate the value of the 
ESHA. Restoration planting for this resource would be conducted near the location of 
existing trees at the right of way line, or at an offsite location within the coastal zone. 
See MM-BIO-3 from Section 2.4.1. 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. As described in Section 2.4, several species have 
the potential to use the BSA for migratory movement, such as migratory birds, and 
special-status amphibians. Standard project features (Section 1.5) and avoidance and 
minimization measures (Section 2.4.3) would minimize impacts to these species. The 
impact to migratory species would be less than significant.  

e) Less Than Significant Impact. As described in Section 2.2.1, the project overlaps 
the California coastal zone and falls under the provisions of the California Coastal Act 
and San Mateo County LCP. With the standard project features (Section 1.6) and 
avoidance and minimization measures included, the project would generally be 
consistent with both plans. The impact would be less than significant. 

f) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no applicable 
Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans that overlap the 
project limits. However, this project is within the coastal zone and is subject to the 
Coastal Act. There are temporary and permanent impacts to biological ESHAs (see 
Section 2.4.1, Natural Communities). These impacts will be minimized through the 
implementation of MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-4 and AMM-BIO-1 through AMM-BIO-14. 

3.6.5 Cultural Resources 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a historical resource pursuant to in §15064.5?  
No Impact 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?  

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries?  

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Cultural Resources 

a) No Impact. An Extended Phase I study of the area of potential effects was 
conducted from May 5 to 7, 2025. No historical resources were identified. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. A cultural resources records search was conducted 
using information from the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System and the Caltrans Cultural Resources 
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Database (CCRD). The records search identified one previously recorded cultural 
resource, a precontact archaeological site, plotted in the APE. 

To avoid impacts to this resource, the mapped boundaries of the archaeological site will 
be designated as an environmentally sensitive area (ESA; see AMM-CUL-1 in Section 
2.2.7). The site will be avoided during construction. The impact will be less than 
significant. 

c) Less Than Significant Impact.  

There are no known human remains within the APE. Implementing PF-CULT-1 and PF-
CULT-2, as well as an Environmentally Sensitive Area and Cultural Sensitivity Training  
(AMM-CUL-1  and AMM-CUL-2 in Section 2.2.7 ) would avoid or reduce impacts to 
potential resources by providing for resource avoidance or protection in place where 
possible, and treatment of resources in accordance with tribal cultural values when 
avoidance or protection is not feasible. 

3.6.6 Energy 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due 

to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Energy 

a) and b) Less than Significant Impact. The project would result in energy 
consumption during construction. Energy consumed during construction would be 
limited, temporary, necessary, and would be reduced through implementation of Project 
Feature PF-AQ-1 (Section 1.5). The project would not add roadway capacity or new 
permanent energy-consuming facilities to the site. For these reasons, the project would 
not result in significant impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy resources or conflict with a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency. 

3.6.7 Geology and Soils 
Would the project: 
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Question CEQA Determination 
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 

effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? Less Than Significant 
Impact 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  Less Than Significant 
Impact 

iv) Landslides? Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Less Than Significant 
Impact 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
direct or indirect risks to life or property?  

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water?  

No Impact 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

No Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Geology and Soils 
a) – d) Less than Significant Impact. Caltrans’ design and construction guidelines 
incorporate engineering standards that address seismic risks. Project elements will be 
designed and constructed to meet seismic design requirements for ground shaking and 
ground motions, as determined for the project vicinity and site conditions. Caltrans will 
also conduct additional geotechnical subsurface and design investigations that will be 
performed during the final design (PF-GEO-1 in Section 1.5). With implementation of 
these standards and requirements, the project would have a less than significant impact 
associated with geologic hazards.  

e) No Impact. The project would not connect to a septic system or other sewer system 
and would not generate sewage. Therefore, the project would have no impact 
associated with soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems.  
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f) No Impact. The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. 

3.6.8 GHG Emissions 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, 

that may have a significant impact on the environment? 
Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
GHGs? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for GHG Emissions 
a) and b) Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 3.2.3, the project is 
considered to have a less than significant GHG emissions impact because it would not 
increase roadway capacity along SR 1. The project would not introduce any new 
permanent sources of GHG emissions. GHG emissions during construction would be 
limited and temporary and the project would implement measures to limit unnecessary 
GHG emissions to the extent feasible as further described in Section 3.2.3. 

3.6.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

No Impact 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

No Impact 
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Question CEQA Determination 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
nautical miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive 
noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
a) Less Than Significant Impact. Project construction and maintenance activities are 
expected to involve the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials 
(e.g., fuels, paints, and lubricants) that could pose a threat to human health or the 
environment if not properly managed. Adherence to federal and state regulations during 
project construction and maintenance would reduce the risk of exposure to hazardous 
materials and accidental hazardous materials releases. Compliance with existing 
regulations is mandatory; therefore, neither Build Alternative is expected to create a 
hazard to construction workers, the public, or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, disposal, or accidental release of hazardous materials. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, hazardous materials such as 
fuels, paints, and lubricants would be used. These materials could pose a threat to 
human health or the environment if not properly managed. Adherence to federal and 
state regulations during project construction and maintenance would reduce the risk of 
exposure to hazardous materials and accidental releases of hazardous materials. 
Compliance with existing regulations is mandatory. Therefore, construction of the 
project is not expected to create a hazard to construction workers, the public, or the 
environment. Implementation of Project Feature PF-HAZ-1 (Section 1.5) would avoid or 
minimize potential impacts associated with hazardous materials. Impacts involving the 
release of hazardous materials are anticipated to be less than significant. 

c) No Impact. There are no existing or proposed schools within 0.25 mile of the project 
area. 

d) No Impact. The project is not located on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 

e) No Impact. There are no airports within 2 miles of the project, and the project area is 
not included in an airport land use plan. 

f) Less Than Significant Impact. SR 1 is a major north-south highway for the 
communities near the project area, and it is assumed that SR 1 would be used as an 
evacuation route in the event of an emergency. The project would be subject to the San 
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Mateo County’s Emergency Operations Plan, which provides guidelines for emergency 
response planning, preparation, training, and execution throughout the county. Project 
construction would result in minor increases in short-term construction-related traffic on 
SR 1, however, Caltrans would prepare a TMP to maintain the flow of traffic during 
construction and ensure accessibility through the locations along SR 1 for essential 
services and vehicles (PF-TR-1 in Section 1.5). In the event of such an emergency, 
Caltrans would coordinate with local officials to ensure that SR 1 remains open to 
emergency traffic. There would be less than a significant impact. 

g) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is within zones classified as High Fire 
Severity State Responsibility Areas. The realignment of this segment of SR 1 would not 
affect occupants, nor would it require the installation of associated infrastructure that 
would exacerbate fire risk. The project would not expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. 
The impact would be less than significant. 

3.6.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

 

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; Less Than Significant 
Impact 

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
offsite; 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? Less Than Significant 
Impact 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 
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Question CEQA Determination 
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 

quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

No Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Hydrology and Water Quality 
a) Less than Significant Impact. During construction, temporary water quality impacts 
have the potential to occur from sediment discharge from disturbed soil areas; 
construction activities such as grading and excavation near water sources; and use of 
construction vehicles and equipment. During project construction, the Build Alternative 
would result in 7 acres of disturbed soil area. Construction site BMPs for erosion and 
sediment control and material management (PF-WQ-1 in Section 1.5 and AMM-WQ-1 in 
Section 2.3.1) would be specified in the SWPPP prior to construction and would be 
monitored during construction.  

The Build Alternative would result in 1.75 acres of net new impervious surface area. The 
added impervious surface area would have a minimal increase in stormwater pollution 
effects. Pollution and runoff sources are not expected to change. These impacts would 
be reduced through the implementation of stormwater BMPs (PF-WQ-2 in Section 1.5). 
In addition, the project would require a 401 Water Quality Certification from the 
RWQCB, which would include requirements to avoid or minimize water quality impacts 
during and after construction. With the implementation of project features and AMMs, 
the project would have less than significant impacts to water quality and would not 
violate any water quality standards. 

As mentioned in Section 1.4, a new unlined drainage ditch (which would be 
approximately 1.68 acres) would be established to restore coastal wetlands and waters 
on site. Liner stock planting and hydroseeding would restore the acreage of these 
resources to meet preconstruction conditions within a year of impact. Creation of the 
unlined drainage ditch would proceed as a first order of work to avoid temporal loss of 
aquatic resources and result in no permanent impact. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not involve pumping and/or using 
groundwater. The project area is not located in any identified groundwater basin. The 
Build Alternative would add minimal net new impervious surface area. The minimal 
impervious surface area added by the Build Alternative would not substantially interfere 
with groundwater recharge. 

c) (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) Less than Significant Impact. As previously noted, the Build 
Alternative would add net new impervious surface area. The impervious surface area 
added by the Build Alternative would not result in substantial alterations of existing 
drainage patterns, result in substantial erosion or siltation, substantially increase runoff, 
or impede or redirect flood flows. Implementation of standard short-term and long-term 
BMPs (PF-WQ-1 and PF-WQ-2 in Section 1.5) and AMM-WQ-1 would minimize the 
potential for temporary or permanent impacts to drainage patterns. 
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d) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located within an area subject to 
flooding. The Build Alternative would result in a minimal increase in impervious surface 
area, but the project would not otherwise introduce new or increased pollutants to the 
project area. Therefore, the project would not risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation. 

e) No Impact. The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. 

3.6.11 Land Use and Planning 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Physically divide an established community?  No Impact 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect?  

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Land Use and Planning 
a) No Impact. The project would not change access to or physical connectedness of 
any community. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not change a land use designation 
or conflict with the State Scenic Highway Program. The project is generally consistent 
with the California Coastal Act and the San Mateo County LCP. The project would not 
result in a significant impact to the environment.  

3.6.12 Mineral Resources 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be a value to the region and the 
residents of the state?  

No Impact 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

No Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Mineral Resources 
a) and b) No Impact. The project site is not located on or near a mapped mineral 
deposit, active quarry, or other mineral resource site. The project would not result in the 
loss of availability of a known mineral resources or mineral resources recovery site. 
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3.6.13 Noise 
Would the project result in: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies?  

No Impact 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  

No Impact 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two nautical miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

No Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Noise 
a) – c) No Impact. The project would not generate substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies. The project would not generate excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. There are no airports within two miles of the project limits. 
Additionally, the project would not introduce any new people working or residing in the 
area post-construction.  

3.6.14 Population and Housing 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 

area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

No Impact 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere?  

No Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Population and Housing 
a) No Impact. The project would not involve the construction of new residential 
buildings, businesses, or expand transportation services and facilities that could induce 
population growth. No impact would result from the project. 
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b) No Impact. The project would not remove or displace existing people or housing and 
would not necessitate construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would 
result from the project.  

3.6.15 Public Services 
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the following public services: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Fire protection? No Impact 
b) Police protection? No Impact 
c) Schools? No Impact 
d) Parks? No Impact 
e) Other public facilities? No Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Public Services 
a) – e) No Impact. 

The project would not add roadway capacity or housing or otherwise directly or 
indirectly result in population growth that would require the construction or alteration of 
public service facilities. In addition, during construction, at least one lane of traffic will 
remain open at all times so the project would not disrupt access for fire protection or 
police protection services or access to schools, parks, or other public facilities. 
Additionally, a TMP will be prepared for the project, which would include the 
development of contingency plans in coordination with CHP and local law enforcement 
(PF-TR-1 in Section 1.5). For these reasons, the project would have no impact on the 
environment associated with public services.  

3.6.16 Recreation 
Question CEQA Determination 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

No Impact 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

No Impact 
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CEQA Significance Determinations for Recreation 
a) and b) No Impact. The project would not add roadway capacity or otherwise directly 
or indirectly increase the use of Pescadero State Beach or other nearby parks and 
recreational facilities. The project would not include any recreational facilities or 
otherwise require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. 

The TMP (PF-TR-1 in Section 1.5) would include outreach to inform agencies, California 
State Parks, and the public of the times and locations of upcoming construction, 
construction signs in and approaching the project area, and incident management for 
traffic control in the vicinity of construction activities. 

3.6.17 Transportation 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

No Impact 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

No Impact 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

No Impact 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Transportation 
a) – c) No Impact. The project would improve the safety conditions for vehicles, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians along SR 1 and would not alter the number of travel lanes or 
other traffic operations. For these reasons, the project would not conflict with a program, 
policy, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system and would not result in an 
increase in VMT, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b).  

d) Less than Significant Impact. At least one lane would remain open during 
construction consistent with the project TMP (PF-TR-1 in Section 1.5), allowing for 
emergency access across SR 1. The project would not result in any post-construction 
impacts to emergency access. 

3.6.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in PRC section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
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landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
Tribe, and that is: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 

Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1 (k), or 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying 
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American Tribe. 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Tribal Cultural Resources 
a) and b) Less Than Significant Impact. Caltrans submitted a request to the NAHC to 
conduct a search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) in the vicinity of the APE and to obtain 
a list of Native American contacts for the region on February 9, 2024. The NAHC replied 
on February 16, 2024, with a negative result for the SLF search and a list of Native 
American contacts for the region.  

Caltrans initiated Section 106 and AB 52 consultation on March 22, 2024, via email with 
all contacts listed by the NAHC. These contacts included Andrew Galvan of The Ohlone 
Indian Tribe, Kanyon Sayers-Roods of the Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan 
Ohlone People, Henry Munoz of the Costanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe (CRCT), Irenne 
Zwierlein of the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista, Kenneth 
Woodrow of the Wuksache Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band, Monica Arellano of the 
Muwekma Ohlone Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area, and Gregg Castro of the 
Association of Ramaytush Ohlone. Follow-up emails were sent on May 23, 2024, to 
update Tribes on a change to the Undertaking post mile range. Responses were 
received from the Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan Ohlone People, CRCT, 
and the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista, all of whom 
recommended tribal monitoring and cultural sensitivity training. CRCT specifically 
requested an informational meeting, which occurred on August 8, 2024, and to be 
involved in the Undertaking from start to finish. A follow-up in-person meeting at the 
Undertaking location with Caltrans and CRCT occurred on October 16, 2024. Caltrans 
agreed to provide draft copies of any cultural study proposals or reports to CRCT for 
their review and comment and will ensure that CRCT will be retained to monitor any 
fieldwork associated with the Undertaking. The draft Extended Phase 1 report was sent 
to CRCT on November 4, 2025 and Caltrans has not received comments at this time. 
No other responses have been received to-date and consultation with CRCT is ongoing 
throughout the life of the project. 
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In coordination with interested Native American Contacts, Caltrans determined that 
there is potential to encounter tribal cultural resources. With the implementation of 
AMM-CUL-4, the impacts to tribal cultural resources will be less than significant. In the 
event that previous unidentified cultural resources are discovered, Caltrans would 
implement tribal consultation protocols in coordination with the representatives of the 
Costanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe and other interested Native American groups.  

AMM-CUL-4: Discovery for Potential Tribal Cultural Resources. In the event that 
previous unidentified cultural resources are discovered, construction activities will stop 
and tribal consultation protocols will be implemented. Recommendations for treatment 
and disposition of finds could include, but are not limited to, the collection, recordation, 
and analysis of any significant cultural materials, or the turning over of Tribal Cultural 
Resources to Tribal representatives for appropriate treatment. 

3.6.19 Utilities and Service Systems 
Would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 

or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

No Impact 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

No Impact 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

No Impact 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Utilities and Service Systems 
a) – c) No Impact. The project would not relocate or require the expansion of any utility 
facilities. The project would not result in an increase in demand on water wastewater, 
electric, natural gas, or telecommunication services.  
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d) and e) Less than Significant Impact. Construction waste would be disposed of at a 
certified facility based on the waste type and would not substantially affect landfill 
capacity. The project would comply with statutes and regulations related to construction 
solid waste management and recycling. The project would not result in an operational 
increase in solid waste.  

3.6.20 Wildfire 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones, would the project: 

Question CEQA Determination 
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Wildfire 
a) – d) Less than Significant Impact. The project is within zones classified as High 
Fire Severity State Responsibility Areas (CALFIRE 2024). At least one lane would 
remain open during construction and thus, the project would not impair emergency 
access along SR 1. Any alternate travel routes for emergency access or evacuations 
needed would be coordinated with local emergency responders and law enforcement 
agencies through the implementation of a TMP (PF-TR-1 in Section 1.5). Project 
features to minimize fire risks would be implemented during construction, such as 
clearing vegetation from the work area, prohibiting the use of highly flammable 
chemicals, following locally changing meteorological conditions, and maintaining 
awareness of the possibility of increased fire danger when work is in progress (PF-WF-1 
in Section 1.5). All construction activities would follow state and federal fire regulations. 
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3.6.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 
Question CEQA Determination 
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 

degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

CEQA Significance Determinations for Mandatory Findings of Significance 
a) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would have both 
temporary and permanent impacts on special-status species and their habitats as well 
as wetlands and waters of the U.S.; however, impacts with minimization measures and 
mitigation incorporated would not substantially reduce the number or range of habitat or 
wildlife at a population level. Additionally, the project would not eliminate a plant or 
animal community or substantially reduce the number or range of any rare or 
endangered plant or animal. The project would not eliminate any examples of major 
periods of California history or prehistory. Since the project would have impacts on 
special-status species and wetlands and waters that would be less than substantial at 
population or community levels, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Mitigation measures, such as MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-4, and minimization 
measures, such as AMM-BIO-1 through AMM-BIO-14, would be incorporated so that 
the impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project has been evaluated for cumulative 
impacts, as described in Section 3.5. The project would contribute less than significant 
impacts that would be cumulatively considerable. 

c) Less than Significant Impact. The project would result in construction impacts that 
could affect human beings (e.g., construction noise), but these impacts would be 
limited, temporary, and would not be significant. 
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Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination 
Early and continuing coordination with the general public and public agencies is an 
essential part of the environmental process. It helps planners determine the necessary 
scope of environmental documentation and the level of analysis required, and to identify 
potential impacts and avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures and related 
environmental requirements. Agency and tribal consultation for this project have been 
accomplished through a variety of formal and informal methods, including frequent 
agency coordination meetings and Project Development Team meetings. This chapter 
summarizes the results of Caltrans’ efforts to fully identify, address, and resolve project-
related issues through early and continuing coordination. 

4.1  Consultation and Coordination with Public Agencies 

4.1.1 Native American Tribal Consultation/COS Consultation 
Caltrans submitted a request to the NAHC to conduct a search of the SLF in the vicinity 
of the APE and to obtain a list of Native American contacts for the region on February 9, 
2024. The NAHC replied on February 16, 2024, with a negative result for the SLF 
search and a list of Native American contacts for the region. Native American 
consultation is described further in Sections 2.2.7 and 3.6.18. 

4.1.2 California Coastal Commission/San Mateo County Local 
Coastal Program 

The proposed project is within San Mateo County’s certified local coastal program 
(LCP) jurisdiction and is appealable to the Coastal Commission. Portions of the project 
are within the Coastal Commissions’ retained jurisdiction. 

In instances where both the CCC and LCP both have jurisdiction over portions of the 
same project; it is possible to submit a consolidated Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 
directly to CCC for processing. Coordination regarding coastal permitting and 
consolidation occurred during preparation and review of the IS/MND, including 
correspondence and meetings in 2025.Caltrans has conducted early coordination with 
both CCC and San Mateo County during environmental review, including multiple 
coordination opportunities acknowledged by the CCC in its comment letter on the 
IS/MND. Through this coordination, CCC have indicated support for a consolidated CDP 
as an effective permitting approach for this project, contingent upon concurrence from 
San Mateo County. While no formal permit application has been submitted to date and 
no final determination has been made, Caltrans will continue coordination with both 
agencies as the project advances. If confirmed as appropriate, Caltrans will submit a 
consolidated CDP application during the final design phase.  
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4.2 Circulation, Review, and Comment on the Draft 
Environmental Document 

This section provides an overview of the public outreach and circulation process for the 
Draft Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (IS/EA). As part of the Draft IS/EA 
outreach process, a public meeting was held to share information about the project and 
collect comments on the IS/EA from interested parties. All formal comments received 
during the comment period have been addressed, and responses are provided in 
Section 4.3. 

The Final IS/EA has been approved, and a Mitigated Negative Declaration and a 
Finding of No Significant Impact have been signed and included at the beginning of this 
document. 

4.2.1 Circulation of the IS/EA 
The availability of the Draft IS/EA for review and comment was advertised and noticed 
through a range of outreach methods. Each of the notices and mailers provided 
information on how to obtain and review the Draft IS/EA, how to comment, and the 
deadline for comments; how to participate in the public meeting; and who to contact at 
Caltrans for more information or assistance, including weblinks, Caltrans contacts and 
phone numbers/addresses, and an email box and postal mail address for submitting 
comments. The public was also notified of the availability of the Initial Study/EA 
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration by posting on the Caltrans website, Caltrans 
social media, and an emailed announcement to interested agencies and stakeholders. 

A Notice of Completion (NOC) was posted with the California State Clearinghouse on 
November 19, 2025, identifying the start and end dates of the public review period (SCH 
#2025110801) and the NOC was distributed through the Clearinghouse to a wide range 
of State agencies and commissions. Letters to elected and nonelected officials were 
also distributed. Postcards were distributed to 239 local area mailing addresses through 
the U.S. Postal Service Direct Mail service, and an information flyer was distributed 
through email to those listed on the project and Caltrans distribution list. A newspaper 
advertisement was published on November 24, 2025, in the San Mateo Daily Journal. 
Notices were posted at local bulletin boards including Pescadero post office, the 
Alliance gas station, and at the San Gregorio General Store in nearby San Gregorio. 

Public input on the project was solicited during the review period for the Draft IS/EA, 
which was a period of 30 days, from November 19, 2025, through December 19, 2025. 
During the review period, Caltrans held one public open house meeting to share 
information about the project and collect comments on the IS/EA from interested 
parties, details of the meeting are provided below. The review period and instructions 
for submitting comments were included in the General Information About this Document 
section of the Draft IS/EA document. All formal comments received during the comment 
period and their responses are provided below.  
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After the approval of this Final IS/EA, a Notice of Determination (NOD) and Notice of 
Availability (NOA) will be filed and sent to affected units of federal, state, and local 
governments, and to the State Clearinghouse, in compliance with EO 12372. 

4.2.2 Public Meeting 
A public open house meeting was held for the project. The in-person meeting was held 
Wednesday, December 3, 2025, 5:30 – 7:00 p.m., at the La Honda-Pescadero Unified 
School District Office, 360 Butano Cutoff, Pescadero, CA 94060.  

The in-person public meeting used the open house format. Project information was 
presented on display boards staffed by Caltrans Project Development Team 
representatives from Project Management, Design, Environmental, Right of Way, Public 
Information Office (PIO), and Biology. Materials for the meeting included a project 
overview and location; layout plans, cross sections, and renderings of the build 
alternatives; an overview of the environmental process including resource areas 
analyzed in the IS/EA; and next steps relative to the project development process. 

4.3 Responses to Public Comments 
The following section contains the text of each comment received during the public 
comment period for the IS/EA. Comments are presented in the following order, with a 
unique code to identify them: state agencies (California Coastal Commission, Comment 
S-1), local agencies (County of San Mateo, Comment L-1), organizations (Partner 
Advisory Committee for the Pescadero to Sea Trail Exploration Project, Comment O-1), 
and individuals (Dustin Jahns, Comment I-1; and Dante Silvestri, Comment I-2). 

Responses follow each comment. Text changes incorporated into the IS/EA resulting 
from the comments are summarized in the responses. Revisions made after the public 
review period are indicated by a vertical line in the margin of the IS/EA text. 

4.3.1 Comment S-1: Melba Policicchio, Transportation Program 
Analyst, California Coastal Commission 

Comment S-1-1 
Permitting Jurisdiction 

The proposed project is located near the town of Pescadero on Highway 1 from post 
mile 13.1 to 13.9, which is the stretch of roadway south from Pescadero Creek Bridge to 
roughly half a mile south of Pescadero Creek Road in San Mateo County. The portion of 
the project along the highway is within San Mateo County’s certified local coastal 
program (LCP) jurisdiction and is appealable to the Coastal Commission. Portions of the 
project and existing armoring including the rock slope protection (RSP) located at the 
toe of the bluff at PM 13.3 and 13.8 are within the Coastal Commissions’ retained 
jurisdiction. In cases where a project sits in both the state and local coastal jurisdictions, 
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the Commission can consolidate the CDP application, if Caltrans and the County 
concur. If a consolidated coastal development permit (CDP) is pursued, then the 
standard of review for the CDP application is the Coastal Act, and the County’s certified 
LCP would serve as guidance. If Caltrans intends to pursue a consolidated permit, 
Caltrans should reach out to the county to discuss project consolidation. We are 
supportive of consolidation here as the most effective way to permit this, assuming San 
Mateo County agrees. 

Within the IS/MND, the document notes that a Federal Consistency Certification may 
also be necessary. Federal Consistency Certifications may be necessary for projects 
which receive federal funding, are on federal land, or are needing federal permits. In 
terms of the Coastal Act, in most cases the CDP provides the needed Federal 
Consistency Certification so this should expedite that process.  

Response to Comment S-1-1 
Caltrans appreciates the Coastal Commission’s input and continued coordination on this 
project, as well as any assistance in streamlining the permitting process. Caltrans will 
continue to coordinate with the Coastal Commission and San Mateo County to pursue a 
consolidated Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for this project and a federal 
consistency certification throughout the design and permitting phase of the project.  

Comment S-1-2 
Project Alternatives 

The project analyzes two alternatives: a No Build Alternative and a Build Alternative for 
this segment of highway. A No Build Alternative does not address the current issue of 
road instability due to landsliding, coastal bluff erosion, on-going natural coastal 
processes and SLR. A do-nothing approach would leave the roadway more vulnerable 
to natural coastal processes, creating further instability and damage to the roadway 
which would compromise the safety of motorist traveling in this area and significantly 
affect public access. The No Build alternative would require additional and ongoing 
roadway maintenance and the placement of additional RSP with negative impacts to 
coastal resources and expanding mitigation costs for Caltrans. 

The Build Alternative proposes to realign the roadway 32 feet inland on more stable 
ground away from the actively eroding bluff, which would ensure structural integrity of 
the roadway, avoid recurring emergency repairs and maintain public access through this 
important corridor along the coast in the near term. 

We recognize that the proposed project is viewed as a more intermediate adaptation 
project to the expanding threat of coastal erosion and sea level rise on this section of 
the San Mateo coast. Caltrans also currently has a longer-term adaptation planning 
effort underway that would ensure SLR resiliency for a longer period of approximately 
100 years. This project ensures highway safety without the need for additional armoring 
at this time while the larger project can be planned and implemented. 



Pescadero Minor Realignment Project   137 

The Build Alternative would proactively address coastal hazards in the near term and for 
obvious reasons is therefore preferred over the No Build Alternative and we appreciate 
that it advances an alternative that does not rely on additional shoreline armoring. 

Response to Comment S-1-2 
Caltrans acknowledges the Coastal Commission’s support for the Build Alternative. 
Caltrans has identified the Build Alternative as the preferred alternative, as described in 
Section 1.7. 

Comment S-1-3 
Wetlands and ESHA 

Section 30240 of the Coastal Act requires that ESHA (and areas adjacent to ESHA) be 
protected against any significant disruption of habitat values. Section 30233 of the 
Coastal Act requires avoidance of fill of wetlands and Section 30231 protects the 
biological productivity of coastal waters. These policies generally limit any development 
with such impacts to certain limited criteria, require avoidance and minimization 
measures, and compensatory mitigation. We are pleased to see the numerous AMMs 
proposed for the Build Alternative as well as mitigation measures MM-BIO-1through 
MM-BIO-4 which help minimize impacts to ESHA. 

Sensitive natural communities rising to the level of ESHA within the biological study 
area appear to be appropriately identified to the vegetation alliance level and noted in 
Section 2.4.1. of the report. However, it appears there may be some conflation of 
wetlands with ESHA in Table 2.7. We would like to note that the 0.087 acres identified 
as Carex barbarae and Juncus (effusus, patens) – Carex (pansa, praegracilis) 
herbaceous alliances are indicative of wetlands and thus, are regulated as wetlands 
rather than ESHA, and should be included in the total acres of impacts to Coastal 
Commission wetlands in Table 2-9. Because impacts to wetlands and ESHA have 
different mitigation ratios, it is important to ensure that impacts are categorized 
correctly, and we welcome a meeting with the project team to work through any 
necessary calculations during the upcoming CDP application phase. 

Response to Comment S-1-3 
Caltrans appreciates the Coastal Commission’s input and continued coordination on this 
project. Caltrans will continue to work with the Coastal Commission and ensure impacts 
are categorized correctly for the Coastal Development Permit application, and we 
welcome a meeting with Coastal Commission staff to work through any necessary 
calculations during the upcoming CDP application phase. 

Comment S-1-4 
The IS/MND notes that Caltrans proposes to mitigate permanent impacts to ESHA at a 
minimum of 1:1 ratio on site and acreages are included in Table 2-8 ESHA Restoration 
Methods. Please note that the standard mitigation ratio for permanent impacts to ESHA 
is 3:1. The Build Alternative proposes to remove the existing roadway and restore the 
area to bluff top habitat once the realigned roadway is constructed. Improved culverts, 
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including one amphibian crossing, and 2.07 acres of newly created coastal bluff habitat 
is proposed to offset the habitat impacts to what we calculate as approximately 3.029 
acres of upland (dispersal and Eriophyllum staechadifolium - Erigeron glaucus - 
Eriogonum latifolium herbaceous alliance) habitat. We request that the location of the 
proposed amphibian crossing be highlighted to verify connectivity with appropriate 
habitat west of Highway 1. We also request additional clarification on the location of the 
two longitudinal culverts. 

Response to Comment S-1-4 
Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the Coastal Commission concerning mitigation 
ratios for permanent impacts to ESHA during the design and permitting phase of the 
project. 

The proposed amphibian crossing would consist of upsizing the southernmost culvert to 
a minimum diameter of 36 inches to facilitate wildlife passage. See Figure 1-5 (sheet 6 
of 6) for the location of the crossing. In addition, the project proposes replacing two 
existing longitudinal culverts that currently connect the roadside ditch where it crosses 
local roadways. One culvert is located beneath Pescadero Creek Road, and the second 
is located beneath the driveway serving property APN = 086-121-020. These culverts 
would be replaced in their existing locations. 

Comment S-1-5 
The Build Alternative includes construction of a 1.68-acre unlined drainage ditch, which 
Caltrans proposes as mitigation for impacts to wetland alliances and aquatic non-
breeding habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT. Clarity on how the drainage ditch would 
be managed within the drainage easement as described in Section 1.4.2 will be 
necessary as it states that: “[t[he drainage easement would remain in place to allow for 
any necessary future maintenance of the proposed unlined drainage ditch.” Commission 
staff would highlight that if maintenance or work occurs in this area—then the ability of it 
to serve as mitigation may be compromised. 

Overall, we should work together to ensure the impacts are properly categorized and 
accounted as the project moves into the permitting phase and also as it is potentially 
refined. We encourage Caltrans to consult with CCC staff to further discuss impacts and 
mitigation to determine if the proposed plantings and restoration efforts are appropriate 
and satisfy habitat mitigation standards. 

Response to Comment S-1-5  
Caltrans appreciates the Coastal Commission’s input and continued coordination on this 
project. Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the Coastal Commission to further 
discuss impacts and mitigation to determine if the proposed plantings and restoration 
efforts are appropriate and satisfy habitat mitigation standards. In addition, the project 
design includes an approximately 10-foot-wide easement along the East side of the 
ditch to allow maintenance equipment access while avoiding disturbance within the 
ditch itself. Routine maintenance activities would primarily be limited to culvert 
inspection and debris removal in the event of clogging. Following construction and 
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appropriate phases of project delivery, long-term mitigation, restoration efforts, and 
monitoring will take place as applicable to a CDP.  

Comment S-1-6 
Hazards 

We continue to emphasize that use of rock slope protection (RSP), or any type of 
shoreline protective device, should be avoided in alignment with Coastal Act Section 
30235 and 30253. We appreciate that the proposed Build Alternative does not include 
any new RSP along the toe of the bluff, making it far preferable to other options that 
might rely on new armoring or walls. However, Commission staff would like to highlight 
that RSP remains on the beach between postmiles PM 13.1 and PM 13.4. Caltrans 
placed this RSP under a temporary authorization in October 2007 (CDP 2-05-013) for a 
5-year period. Subsequently, emergency permits 2-10-041-G (January 2011) and 2-11-
013-G (March 2011) were issued and Caltrans placed additional amounts of RSP (200 
feet and 100 feet length respectively). No follow-up CDP was filed for these emergency 
permits. Although CDP 2-05-013 allowed for two five-year extensions for the RSP, 
Caltrans has not applied for any new authorization for the existing RSP or met its 
obligations to remove the RSP if not authorized and is therefore out of compliance with 
the CDP. Caltrans also never proposed necessary mitigation for the impacts of the 
shoreline armoring, as is required under the Coastal Act. 

As noted in the IS/MND document, Caltrans recommends that this RSP remain in place 
to further protect the bluff top edge and realigned roadway. The Build Alternative, as 
proposed, would continue to rely on armoring to protect the roadway and Caltrans will 
need to demonstrate how the project is “designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse 
impacts on local shoreline sand supply” when an application is submitted. In addition, 
Caltrans should be prepared to describe a plan for the eventual removal of the RSP as 
part of a long-term solution to address coastal hazards along this exposed segment of 
Highway 1. Overall, Caltrans will need to include in its CDP application for this project a 
proposal to leave the existing RSP in place for a specific limited time-period, request 
Coastal Act authorization to permit that retention, and propose public access mitigation 
for the historical and ongoing impacts of the RSP. We are happy to begin working with 
you on such a mitigation package now. 

Response to Comment S-1-6 
Caltrans appreciates the Coastal Commission’s input on the Build Alternative. Caltrans 
has Selected the Build Alternative as the preferred alternative.  

Caltrans acknowledges that RSP remains in the project vicinity from past emergency 
maintenance efforts. Caltrans is in the process of preparing a plan for the eventual 
removal of the RSP as part of a long-term solution to address coastal hazards along this 
exposed segment of Highway 1. Caltrans will include in its CDP application for this 
project a proposal to leave the existing RSP in place for a specific limited time-period 
and request Coastal Act authorization to permit that retention. Caltrans will continue to 
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coordinate with the Coastal Commission throughout the design and permitting phase of 
the selected alternative.  

Comment S-1-7 
Public Access and the California Coastal Trail 

This segment of SR1 is highly traveled and is used daily by many commuters traveling 
north and south from the San Francisco Bay Area to nearby coastal towns as well as to 
and from Silicon Valley and Santa Cruz. The area is also very busy supporting 
numerous coastal recreation areas, coastal trails, and beaches. Roadway failure in this 
location could affect access to Pescadero State Beach located immediately west and 
northwest of the project footprint, as well as numerous coastal recreational areas north 
and south of the project location. Therefore, the Commission supports the Build 
Alternative as protecting existing access, but we believe the project should consider and 
include other public access enhancements to better align with the Coastal Act, as well 
as with numerous Caltrans policies related to complete streets. 

As stated on page 25 under the Public Access section, Caltrans does not recommend 
crossing enhancements (an at-grade crossing) at this location as they would pose a risk 
due to motorists travelling at high speeds along this segment of highway. Although we 
understand this risk, pedestrian highway crossings will continue to happen from 
Pescadero Creek Road. There is no safe way to cross the highway in this location. Yet 
east of the highway there is an existing utilized parking area, marsh coastal trails, and a 
trail connection from the town to the shoreline currently under development. We 
therefore encourage Caltrans to consider incorporating a crosswalk along with a 
pedestrian hybrid beacon. Not only would such a crossing improve safety for 
pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists accessing the coast, but it would also foster a more 
socially connected community with the town of Pescadero to the coast. 

The 2023 Southern San Mateo County Coastal Trail Feasibility Study (which Caltrans 
participated in the working group to create) does identify the crosswalk at this location 
(PM 13.55) as satisfying line of sight requirements given design speeds consistent with 
Highway Design Manual (HDM) Section 201.1 and 405.1 (see p. 209). Further, the 2023 
Study provides crossing designs (see p. 219) which could be incorporated into the 
proposed Build Alternative design. 

Further demonstrating the need for a crosswalk at the intersection of Pescadero Creek 
Road and Highway 1, according to the UC Berkeley Transportation Injury Mapping 
System (https://tims.berkeley.edu/), there have been nine vehicle crashes and one 
bicycle crash identified at this intersection over the past 10 years. 

As highlighted earlier, Coastal Act Sections 30210, 30211, and 30212 require the 
provision of maximum public access opportunities in new development projects—and 
for this proposed project, it is clear that the design standards set by the HDM have been 
considered, and there is a history of accidents documented for this area, demonstrating 
both the need and feasibility for integration of these elements within the project. In 
addition, incorporation of these facilities would also demonstrate consistency with 
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Caltrans Director’s Policy 37 requiring, “all transportation projects funded or overseen 
by Caltrans will provide comfortable, convenient, and connected complete streets 
facilities for people walking, biking, and taking transit or passenger rail unless an 
exception is documented and approved.” 

Lastly, the IS/MND states that the California Coastal Trail does not exist within the 
project limits; Commission staff would offer that indeed there are several segments of 
the Coastal Trail that do in fact fall within the project limits as can be seen in Caltrans' 
Environmental GIS Viewer. Indeed, under CDP 2-05-013 Caltrans was required to build 
this section of CCT, and its currently degraded state is another issue of compliance with 
that CDP. Altogether, provision of a crosswalk would provide an essential connection 
between coastal trail segments on the east side (Pescadero Marsh Trail) with segments 
on the west side of Highway 1 which provide access to the beach. Therefore, 
Commission staff would strongly encourage incorporation of these components to 
demonstrate consistency with the Coastal Act and Caltrans’ Policy. In addition, through 
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Multi-Objective Request Form, Commission staff would 
encourage exploration of the opportunity to receive performance credit in compliance 
with Senate Bill 695 which obligates Caltrans to annually report on bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities that have been delivered within projects.  

Response to Comment S-1-7 
Traffic speed is a critical factor affecting walkability and pedestrian safety in this area. 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance indicates that high vehicle speeds 
significantly increase both the likelihood and severity of pedestrian-involved crashes, as 
motorists have reduced visibility and reaction time. The posted speed limit of 55 mph in 
the project area creates an inherently unsafe environment for at-grade pedestrian 
crossings. Even with pedestrian enhancements such as flashing beacons or marked 
crosswalks, an at-grade crossing at this location would continue to pose unacceptable 
safety risks. 

Due to the safety hazards associated with this high-speed environment, pedestrian 
crossing enhancements are not appropriate at this specific location. To minimize the 
need for pedestrians to cross SR 1, the public is strongly encouraged to utilize existing 
vehicle parking facilities available at nearby state beaches. 

Bicycle facilities are not proposed as part of this project due to two critical and 
unmitigable site constraints: 

1. Unsafe conditions resulting from active bluff retreat on the southbound side of SR 1; 
and 

2. Insufficient ROW on the northbound side of the highway to safely accommodate 
bicycle facilities. 

There are existing recreational trails within the project post mile (PM) limits, including 
the Pescadero Marsh Trail. However, no trails, existing or planned, are located within 
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the project footprint. As a result, trails within the PM limits would not be affected by the 
project. 

The project would not result in any permanent effects on nearby segments of the CCT 
and would not preclude the future construction of new primary or secondary CCT 
segments. During construction, travelers accessing nearby CCT segments, such as the 
Butano/Pescadero Marsh Trail or the Pescadero State Beach access trail, may 
experience brief traffic delays typical of any roadway construction. The project would not 
remove or alter any designated public access route. By relocating this segment of SR 1 
inland, the realignment would not conflict with or impede future trail planning or 
implementation efforts. 

CCT is a statewide network of public trails that, when complete, will provide continuous 
public access for pedestrians and cyclists along California’s coast. On the western side 
of the project, a segment of the CCT provides beach access from the Pescadero main 
parking area. On the eastern side, a segment of the CCT—the Butano/Pescadero 
Marsh Trail—provides access to the Pescadero Marsh Natural Reserve. Pedestrians 
would continue to be able to use these trails to access Pescadero State Beach and the 
Butano/Pescadero Marsh Trail, maintaining connections between the town, marsh, and 
shoreline. 

Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the California Coastal Commission to ensure 
the project does not conflict with proposed California Coastal Trail (CCT) plans, and 
Section 2.2.1 has been revised to include information regarding CCT planning within the 
project limits. Caltrans acknowledges the desire for bicycle and pedestrian facilities at 
this location and will continue coordination with San Mateo County and the California 
Coastal Commission regarding the feasibility of such facilities for this project, as well as 
potential long-term corridor solutions as the project advances through the permitting 
phase. Caltrans will also continue coordination with the California Coastal Commission 
regarding a Consolidated CDP and with San Mateo County pursuant to the LCP. 

Comment S-1-8 
Agricultural Resources 

The Build Alternative would construct an unlined drainage ditch along the inland side of 
the roadway that would encroach upon agricultural lands and require a temporary 
construction easement. In Section 3.6.2, the IS/MND estimates that 1.17 acres of 
farmland will be permanently lost. Section 30242 of the Coastal Act states that lands 
suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to nonagricultural use unless “such 
conversion would preserve prime agricultural land.” If no other feasible alternative exists 
to avoid permanent loss of agricultural lands, Commission staff would encourage 
Caltrans to begin exploration of mitigation options to submit for consideration in the 
coastal permit application. 
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Response to Comment S-1-8 
Caltrans acknowledges the potential for impacts to coastal agricultural lands. During the 
design phase Caltrans will continue to evaluate the scope of the Project to avoid or 
minimize loss of agricultural lands, to the extent that doing so would not compromise 
safety or standard design criteria for a road of this type. The project would not result in 
significant adverse effects for the ongoing agricultural operations of the affected 
properties, as described in Section 2.2.3. Caltrans has designed the project to minimize 
the direct conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural uses and indirect 
conversion of farmland through severance or fragmentation. Caltrans will continue to 
coordinate during the permit application process regarding impacts to Prime Farmland 
and Williamson Contract lands and potential avoidance, and minimization for the 
Project. 

Comment S-1-9 
Water Quality 

The Build Alternative has the potential to impact water quality at Pescadero Creek and 
nearby Butano Creek during construction as well as post construction. The IS/MND 
correctly identifies that a 401 Water Quality Certification will be needed for the proposed 
project. We are pleased to see the numerous BMPs, including erosion and sediment 
control BMPs, that will be implemented to avoid or minimize water quality impacts 
during and after construction. Compliance with all stormwater management measures 
and post-construction BMPs will ensure coastal resources are protected. 

Response to Comment S-1-9 
The project will comply with the regulatory requirements described in Section 2.3.1, 
including those in the CWA Section 404 Water Quality Certification, to protect and 
preserve coastal resources.    

Comment S-1-10 
Conclusion 

This concludes our comments at this time. We appreciate the hard work and extensive 
study undertaken for this environmental document and we look forward to ongoing 
coordination on the project. We believe this project is an important step towards 
addressing significant erosional damage for Highway 1 along this stretch of the San 
Mateo coast where it is critically needed, and we encourage Caltrans to move it towards 
implementation as quickly as possible. We also encourage Caltrans to continue to 
develop the larger, long-term adaptation planning effort for the Pescadero region given 
the increasingly critical needs to address sea level rise and coastal erosion here for the 
longer term. 

Response to Comment S-1-10 
Caltrans appreciates the input and will continue to coordinate with the Coastal 
Commission throughout the design, construction, and implementation of the project. 
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4.3.2 Comment L-1: Chanda Singh, Senior Transportation Planner, 
County of San Mateo 

Comment L-1-1 
San Mateo County (County) appreciates the opportunity to submit the following 
comments on the Pescadero Minor Realignment Project (EA 04-1Y180) Draft Initial 
Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (https://dot.ca.gov/-
/media/dot-media/district-4/documents/d4-environmental-docs/0y180-sr1-pescadero-
minor-realignment/1y180-ded-11-14-25-rev-508-a11y.pdf). The Project seeks to realign 
State Route (SR) 1 near Pescadero in San Mateo County from post mile (PM) 13.1 to 
13.9 further east, which includes establishing a new pavement structural section, 
relocating 2,300 feet of an existing unlined drainage ditch, installing a new 30-foot wide 
unlined drainage ditch partially outside of the existing Caltrans right-of-way, and 
removal of the existing SR-1 pavement within the project area and revegetation. 

As defined in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15381, 
the County of San Mateo is a Responsible Agency for purposes of CEQA as the Project 
will require the issuance of discretionary permits, including but not limited to a Coastal 
Development Permit (appealable to the California Coastal Commission). The San 
Mateo County Planning and Building Department (Department) offers the following 
comments based on staff’s review of the Project’s IS/MND, County’s Certified Local 
Coastal Program and implementing plans, proposals in other County accepted/adopted 
plans, and County processes to inform future permit(s) that would be processed by the 
Department. 

Permitting 

IS/MND Section 1.8 Permits and Approvals Needed (p.19) and 2.2.1 Coastal Zone 
(p.23) acknowledge that the project is in the coastal zone and would be governed by the 
County’s Local Coastal Program (LCP). San Mateo County’s LCP characterizes the 
proposed improvements as Public Works (LCP Policy 2.2(b)) and requires that all public 
works projects within the County’s coastal zone obtain a Coastal Development Permit 
(CDP) or exemption from CDP requirements. Any issued CDP by the County will be 
appealable to the California Coastal Commission (CCC) (PRC Section 20603). The 
Department’s understanding is that on October 12, 2007, the CCC granted Caltrans a 
permit (No. 2-05-013) for interim placement of rock slope protection (RSP) within the 
Project limits for a five-year period, with opportunity for two additional five-year 
extensions upon request. The CCC permit included additional provisions, including but 
not limited to developing a long-term solution for maintaining Highway 1, ongoing 
monitoring and maintenance program for the RSP, and lateral and vertical public access 
improvements between two parking areas and Pescadero State Beach. Per p.53 of the 
IS/MND “Per the Office of Geotechnical Design’s recommendation, the revetments 
placed in the early 2000s should be left in place as these have effectively prevented 
additional bluff erosion.” As the Project appears to rely on the continued use of the RSP 
and does not include any proposed removal or changes, the IS/MND should clarify how 
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Caltrans has met permit requirements under 2-05-013, as well as CCC’s permitting 
authority regarding the RSP. 

Response to Comment L-1-1 
Please see the response to Comment S-1-6.  

Comment L-1-2 
LCP Consistency 

As part of the CDP process, it will be necessary for Caltrans to demonstrate consistency 
with the County’s LCP. Potential LCP consistency issues are described further below. 

Public Works 

LCP Policy 2.50 Improvements for Bicycle and Pedestrian Trails (d) requires that 
Caltrans protect and make available adequate right-of-way to allow for the future 
development of bicycle and pedestrian trails in accordance with the Recreation and 
Visitor Serving Facilities and Shoreline Access Components and California Coastal Trail 
Plan (CCT). Further, (g) states that unless a suitable off-highway alternative already 
exists or is being provided, as part of any new or improved roadway project other than 
repair or maintenance, require Caltrans incorporate completion of any CCT segment 
gap in the project vicinity and safe, feasible crossings. Policy 11.13 Trails designates 
the CCT per the County’s 2001 Trails Master Plan. The Project does not include the 
designated CCT segment, stating on p.24 that “there are no formal or constructed 
segments of the trail; however, there are future plans for a portion of the CCT to be built 
along this segment of SR 1.” and on p.26 “By relocating this segment of SR 1 inland, 
the realignment would not conflict with or impede future trail planning or implementation 
efforts.” As the Project’s scope is beyond maintenance, Caltrans should consider how to 
incorporate the CCT into the Project or clarify if the CCT will be advanced by Caltrans 
as part of a separate project in this area. 

Pescadero Creek Road is the primary way for residents of Pescadero to reach 
Pescadero State Beach, among other coastal resources. At present, the Project does 
not include pedestrian crossing improvements at Pescadero Creek Road and SR 1. The 
2023 Southern San Mateo County Trail Feasibility Study (https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/sm-county-coastal-trail-
feasbility-study-report-pdf-a11y.pdf), which was led by the Peninsula Open Space Trust 
and informed by Caltrans, County, community members, and other stakeholders, 
recommends a crossing of SR 1 at Pescadero Creek Road (see p.4-27) and includes 
preliminary engineering for the crossing (p.218/248 of pdf, L-3). Per LCP Policies 2.50, 
10.8, and Caltrans Directors Policy DP-37, Caltrans should incorporate pedestrian 
crossing improvements as part of the Project. 

Response to Comment L-1-2 
Please refer to the response to Comment S-1-7 in Section 4.3.1 regarding bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities in the project area. 
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With respect to the Pescadero Creek Road intersection, Caltrans Design and Traffic 
Safety staff evaluated the feasibility of incorporating pedestrian crossing enhancements, 
including crosswalks. Due to safety considerations, pedestrian crossings at this location 
are not recommended. The 55 mph posted speed limit and operating speeds create 
conditions that would pose substantial risk to pedestrians attempting to cross the 
roadway. 

In addition, there are site-specific physical constraints that preclude the addition of 
bicycle or pedestrian enhancements. There is no available right of way on the 
northbound side of SR 1 to accommodate additional facilities, and conditions on the 
southbound side are constrained by active bluff erosion, making improvements 
infeasible and unsafe.  

Caltrans acknowledges the desire for bicycle and pedestrian facilities at this location 
and will continue to coordinate with San Mateo County and the Coastal Commission 
regarding the feasibility of bike and pedestrian facilities at this location. Potential long-
term solutions within this corridor can be explored as the project advances through the 
permitting phase. 

Comment L-1-3 
LCP Policy 2.51(a) recommends installation of left-turn storage lanes at all parking lots 
along the shoreline. Caltrans should demonstrate consistency by clarifying the storage 
length of the SR 1 northbound left turn lane at Pescadero Creek Road. 

Response to Comment L-1-3 
Caltrans acknowledges LCP Policy 2.51(a), which recommends installation of left-turn 
storage lanes at shoreline parking lot access points. At the intersection of SR 1 and 
Pescadero Creek Road, existing northbound and southbound left-turn lanes are already 
provided. These left-turn lanes will remain in place as part of the proposed lane shift 
and are not being removed or reduced by the project. Caltrans will provide additional 
information regarding the storage capacity of the SR 1 northbound left-turn lane at 
Pescadero Creek Road as part of the Coastal Development Permit (CDP) application 
process to further demonstrate consistency with LCP Policy 2.51(a). 

Comment L-1-4 
Agriculture 

LCP Policy 5.8 Conversion of Prime Agricultural Land Designated as Agriculture 
generally prohibits conversion of prime agricultural land within a parcel unless it can be 
demonstrated that no alternative site exists, and public service and facility expansions 
will not impair agricultural viability including degraded air and water quality. The Project 
Build Alternative directly and permanently impacts a portion of prime farmland and 
Williamson Contract land and will require permanent and temporary easements for the 
new unlined drainage ditch. Caltrans will need to demonstrate that the Project will not 
affect the agricultural land, and specifically water quality, and should identify additional 
mitigation options for the loss of prime agricultural land. 
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Response to Comment L-1-4 
The Build Alternative would directly and permanently impact a small portion of Prime 
Farmland and Williamson Act contract land in order to construct the project. The project 
would not result in significant adverse effects for the ongoing agricultural operations of 
the affected properties, as described in Section 2.2.3. Caltrans has designed the project 
to minimize the direct conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural uses and 
indirect conversion of farmland through severance or fragmentation. A defined buffer 
area of a new unlined drainage ditch will be constructed between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses (the new alignment of Hwy 1). The standard measures outlined in 
Section 1.5 (PF-AQ-1, PF-WQ-1, and PF-WQ-2) would reduce the potential for impacts 
to air quality and water quality. BMPs, including erosion and sediment control, will be 
implemented to avoid or minimize water quality impacts during and after construction. 

Implementation of and compliance with stormwater management measures and post-
construction BMPs will serve to protect coastal resources. Caltrans acknowledges the 
potential for impacts to coastal agricultural lands. During the final design phase Caltrans 
will continue to evaluate the scope of the Project to avoid or minimize loss of agricultural 
lands, to the extent that doing so would not compromise safety or standard design 
criteria for a road of this type. Caltrans will continue to coordinate during the permit 
application process regarding impacts to Prime Farmland and Williamson Contract and 
potential avoidance, minimization, or mitigation proposed for the Project.  

Comment L-1-5 
Sensitive Habitats 

LCP Policy 7.1 defines sensitive habitats as any area in which plant or animal life or 
their habitats meets certain criteria, including habitats containing or supporting “rare and 
endangered” species as defined by the State Fish and Game Commission. Applicable 
policies include but are not limited to Policy 7.3 Protection of Sensitive Habitats, Policy 
7.5 Permit Conditions, and Policy 7.42 Development Standards. Section 2.4 Biological 
Environment identifies Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) within the 
Biological Study Area (BSA) impacted by the Project, including 3.127 acres of 
permanent impacts. As part of the permit process, Caltrans will need to coordinate 
closely with the County to avoid, minimize and mitigate temporary and permanent 
impacts to sensitive habitats and species, including implementation of the IS/MND’s 
identified avoidance and minimization measures. In particular, the Project’s analysis did 
not include a map of wetlands with buffer zones as identified by the LCP and potential 
impacts within the buffer zones. MM-BIO-1 states 1.68 acres would be established to 
restore coastal wetlands to at least a 1:1 ratio; this ratio may be insufficient based on 
recent determinations by the State and Caltrans should identify additional areas for 
mitigation. 

Response to Comment L-1-5 
Caltrans appreciates SMC’s attention to this matter. Caltrans will continue to coordinate 
with SMC during the coastal development permit process to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate for temporary and permanent impacts to sensitive habitats and species. 
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Caltrans will work with San Mateo County to determine wetland buffer zones and 
environmental impacts to said zones during the permitting phase. Buffer zones shall 
extend a minimum of 100 feet landward from the outermost line of wetland vegetation.  

Comment L-1-6 
Geology and Soils 

Section 2.3.2 of the IS/MND discusses geology, soils, seismic conditions, and 
topography, including the documented coastal erosion and active landsliding with sea 
cliff detachment in the Project area. The future geotechnical and geological study during 
the final design phase should be coordinated in collaboration with the County’s 
geotechnical reviewer. Section 3.6.7 (d) of the initial study checklist cites the Uniform 
Building Code (1994) in the reference section. In the future geotechnical and geological 
study, Caltrans should use current code sections to guide investigations and design. 

Response to Comment L-1-6 
The Uniform Building Code (UBC) definition of expansive soils used in the CEQA 
guidelines is specific to CEQA. Any investigation carried out by Caltrans’ Office of 
Geotechnical Design will apply more rigorous engineering standards than those laid out 
in UBC. Additionally, UBC codes do not apply to the design and construction of this 
project because it is a highway facility and not a building. Caltrans will continue to 
coordinate with the Coastal Commission and San Mateo County to pursue a 
consolidated CDP for this project throughout the design and permitting phase of the 
project and will facilitate coordination between the County’s geotechnical reviewer and 
Caltrans geotechnical engineering division. 

Comment L-1-7 
Climate Change 

Section 3.2 Climate Change (p.90) describes applicable policies and the project’s 
potential impacts. The Project Adaptation Analysis (p.103) uses the Our Coast Our 
Future (OCOF) tool to illustrate sea level rise inundation by foot and uses the average 
sea level rise of San Francisco and a 7 foot Sea Level Rise Inundation in 2100. It also 
shows cliff retreat in respect to sea level rise, using the average for San Francisco and 
6.6-foot sea level rise for the year 2100. The IS/MND notes that “The new realignment 
has been designed to ensure the new roadway remains outside of the anticipated zone 
of bluff retreat for its design life” and on Figure 3-5, states “The worst-case scenario 
projects 6.5 to 7.8 feet of sea level rise. Our mapping shows approximately 6.6 feet of 
SLR, which corresponds to the years 2100-2110. 

To be conservative, we are using the year 2100 for analysis. At that time, the proposed 
edge of the travel way would remain just outside the SLR boundary.” The State of 
California Sea-Level Rise Guidance 2024 Science and Policy Update (available at: 
https://opc.ca.gov/california-sea-level-rise-guidance/), states “Given the uncertainty in 
the amount of future sea level rise, it is critical to analyze a range of Scenarios to 
understand what is at risk...consideration of storm conditions in combination with Sea 
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Level Rise scenarios is also recommended to evaluate extreme water levels...analysis 
of 100-year storm conditions is recommended with wave-driven processes and storm 
surge being the most important components to consider.” The Department's 
understanding is that the State Route 1 Major Road Realignment Project is in its early 
stages and does not have funding dedicated to future phases or construction; therefore, 
the Department suggests additional analysis, per the 2024 guidance, with more 
conservative/high scenarios, to delineate the new edge of pavement location and to 
consider outcomes if RSP were to be removed at these locations in the event that the 
Project must serve beyond its anticipated design life. 

Response to Comment L-1-7 
Caltrans appreciates the comment and is aware that storm events may become more 
intense and potentially damaging as a result of sea level rise. When combined with 100-
year storm events, sea level rise could result in accelerated cliff and bluff erosion. The 
sea level rise analysis included a 100-year storm event using the OCOF tool, as 
described in Section 3.2. The analysis used the average sea level rise for San 
Francisco for both a 6.6-foot and an 8.2-foot sea level rise in conjunction with a 100-
year storm event. The analysis and mapping show that the sea level rise inundation is 
outside of the proposed alignment of SR 1. Caltrans cannot consider outcomes if RSP 
were to be removed at these locations, as it is not in the current scope of this project. 

4.3.3 Comment O-1: Partner Advisory Committee for the Pescadero 
to Sea Trail Exploration Project 

Pescadero to Sea Trail Exploration Project PAC Members: Arriba South Coast – Irma 
Rodriguez Mitton, Executive Director; Peninsula Open Space Trust (POST) – Gordon 
Clark, President; San Mateo County Parks Department – Sam Herzberg, Senior 
Planner, AICP; California State Parks, Santa Cruz District – Linda Hitchcock, Senior 
Recreation Specialist; Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council (PMAC) – Nicholas 
Erridge, Secretary; California State Coastal Conservancy - Erin Gravley, Project 
Manager, Central Coast Program 

Note: Attachments provided as part of this comment submittal do not constitute a 
comment on the Draft IS/EA and are not included below. Links to the attachments are 
provided in the comment text and incorporated by reference in the administrative record 
for the project. 

Comment O-1-1 
The undersigned individuals and organizations represent members of a Partner 
Advisory Committee for the Pescadero to Sea Trail Exploration Project, a planning effort 
to implement multi-benefit solutions to improve bicycle and pedestrian connections 
between the coastal farming community of Pescadero and the California Coastal Trail. 

We are writing to you in regards to the Pescadero Minor Realignment Project 
(1Y180/0422000443), to urge you to strongly consider making improvements as part of 
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your project to improve public safety as well as coastal access. The DOT’s website 
states that “During the development of a PID, the CCT should be considered in the 
analysis of the project area and included in the appropriate project scope of work”, and 
“It is important to evaluate whether the project can incorporate any feasible components 
of the California Coastal Trail (CCT).” To promote access to the current and future CCT 
in this location, we encourage the following improvement: 

1) Pedestrian crossing improvements of Highway 1 at Pescadero Creek Road, at the 
location identified by traffic engineers in the Caltrans-sponsored 2022 Southern San 
Mateo County Coastal Trail Feasibility Study. See Appendix 4: Crossing Feasibility, 
Part 3 (Pescadero State Beach South Parking Lot) for draft design plans. 

The Study is attached to this letter, and can be accessed on the DOT website at this 
link: [https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-
analysis/documents/env/s m-county-coastal-trail-feasbility-study-report-pdf-a11y.pdf] 

 

Traffic engineers reviewed this location and recommended installation of pedestrian 
striping both north-south across Pescadero Creek Road in order to facilitate connection 
of the Coastal Trail headed south in the landward side from that location, as well as 
east-west on the north side of Pescadero Creek Road to facilitate safe pedestrian 
passage from the trail to the Town of Pescadero and to the coast. Additionally, the study 
recommends installation of a pedestrian hybrid beacon (PHB) or HAWK beacon, which 
provides enhanced crossing safety for pedestrians without the light-impacts of full signal 
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control (at night, when there are few visitors, the beacons would not be illuminated, 
reducing light pollution as compared to a full-control light.) 

The Pescadero to Sea Trail Project Team conducted a community Walk-Bike Audit in 
fall 2025, and the Pescadero Creek Road & Highway 1 Crossing was identified as one 
of the highest priority areas for safety improvements by participants. Additionally, this 
intersection was identified in San Mateo County’s Pescadero Creek Road Safety Audit 
(attached as a PDF to this letter, and linked here: 
https://sanmateocounty.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=12186964&GUID=0E86BB45-
838A-442E-B16F-6D51B13215BE.) See page 25 for observations and 
recommendations regarding this intersection, summarized as follows: 

Lack of markings to alert vehicles of presence of cyclists and pedestrians 
using the road - need better delineation of where bike and vehicles need 
to travel. Cyclists find it difficult to turn left from PCR to Hwy 1 and from 
Hwy 1 to PCR. Lack of pedestrian facilities or crosswalk on State Hwy. to 
get from parking on PCR to beach; abrupt end to bike lane. Suggested 
improvements include conducting a study and consider feasibility of a mid-
block or intersection crossing on State Hwy 1 for peds, such as a Ped 
Hybrid Beacon, Advance warning, or simply ped auto-actuated flashers 
when peds are in vicinity of crossing. 

Conclusion 

The Pescadero to Sea PAC requests that CalTrans consider the significant work POST, 
Caltrans, the Coastal Commission, the State Coastal Conservancy, San Mateo County 
Department of Public Works, and others have already invested in this area to 
investigate and acquire rights for the CCT along this segment, including the installation 
of safe crossings for pedestrians and cyclists at the intersection of Highway 1 and 
Pescadero Creek Road in response to numerous injury and fatality crashes at this 
location. 

Response to Comment O-1-1 
Thank you for your comment. Caltrans acknowledges the Pescadero to Sea PAC’s 
concerns and interest in the project. 

Please refer to the response to Comment S-1-7 in Section 4.3.1 in regard to bicycle and 
pedestrian connections in the project area. Caltrans acknowledges the desire for bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities at this location and will continue to coordinate with the Coastal 
Commission, San Mateo County, and other stakeholders regarding the feasibility of 
such facilities for this project, as well as potential long-term solutions within this corridor. 
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4.3.4 Comment I-1: Dustin Jahns  

Comment I-1-1 
My name is Dustin Jahns and I am a third generation Pescadero resident. I have a wife 
(whom is a second generation Pescadero resident) and two small children. My mother 
and brother live on the same property as me. Our property used to be artichoke fields 
that were farmed by my family. Over the years, we have watched many generational 
families move away, something that my family never plans to do. Our property just 
happens to lie just south of the proposed “Realignment Project”.  

I, along with my mother, attended the meeting in Pescadero on December 3rd, and left 
very disappointed. 

The plan presented is not one that I (along with many other Pescadero residents) do not 
feel addressed the true problem. While there were many things discussed that may 
attribute to why the road is sliding, one topic failed to be mentioned – that of the lack of 
proper maintenance done by Caltrans. Year after year, the ditches on the mountain side 
of the highway have not been maintained. There has been no cleaning or digging, and 
quite frankly, no attempt to even check them. I have put in many requests regarding the 
front of our property and the lack of ditches being cleaned, which has led to a build up of 
mud, silt and sand that covers our driveway. In response to these requests, a small 
amount of hand work gets done, but by the next storm the problem gets worse. 

Response to Comment I-1-1 
Thank you for your comment letter. Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 
and interest in the project.  

According to the District Preliminary Geotechnical Report, the cause for the subsidence 
and pavement cracking is from erosion below the roadway surface due to the road’s 
proximity to tidal and wave action of the Pacific Ocean. As stated in Section 2.2.2, the 
water from the unlined ditch likely contributes to added pore water pressures and 
contributes to the instability of the site. The project also proposes to reestablish the 
unlined ditch and replace and upsize all cross culverts within the project limits, which 
will improve overall drainage and facilitate future maintenance.  

The project currently proposes to replace the approximately 30-foot-wide unlined ditch 
in kind to ensure the original drainage design intent is maintained. The size of the ditch, 
including the feasibility to reduce the design width, will be further evaluated in the 
detailed design phase.  

Although the project is an intermittent solution to bluff retreat along SR 1, it is a needed 
one. Without the project, annual emergency maintenance projects would likely be 
needed to continually fix the roadway, which would eventually require realignment 
regardless.  
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Comment I-1-2 
As evident by the problem at the bottom of my driveway, the real problem along this 
section of coast is there is no way for water to drain from one side of the highway to the 
other. By allowing proper drainage, the ground under the highway would not be 
compromised, thus sinking of the highway wouldn’t be an issue. While I agree that the 
sea wall needs to be fortified at this point since it has degraded so much, I do not feel 
that moving the highway and allowing the problem to repeat itself is going to produce a 
good solution. Doing this would rely once again on proper highway and ditch 
maintenance, which has never been done. 

Response to Comment I-1-2 
Please refer to the response to Comment I-1-1. In addition to the realignment, this 
project also proposes to reestablish the unlined ditch and replace and upsize all cross 
culverts within the project limits, which will improve overall drainage and facilitate future 
maintenance. 

Comment I-1-3 
There is a patch of road south of the current dip approximately 150 yards away. Locals 
refer to it as the Rip-Rap hole. That fix was engineered with Rip Rap to protect from the 
seawall; it also had 2 new culverts installed that again needed to be replaced. In this 
instance, the repair has been holding strong with no issue for over 10 years - without 
moving the road. It is just as close as the current dip to the edge. I believe the reason it 
actually has held up is because the engineered Rip-Rap is protecting the sea-side of the 
road. Also, the ditches take the water through engineered culverts and drain out into the 
Rip-Rap, where the force of the water dissipates as intended. Of note, the Culvert works 
because private citizens maintain the ditch pathway by hand, with NO help from 
Caltrans. I often fish down in the Rip-Rap Hole and witness water coming from the hill in 
2 specific spots, indicating that the culvert is working and water flows all year long,  
unlike the dip that gets no maintenance where the water follows a certain geological 
layer all year long and is compromising the road. 

Response to Comment I-1-3 
Shoreline armoring such as the use of rip-rap would conflict with coastal agency 
guidance and standards. The Coastal Commission has emphasized to Caltrans that use 
of RSP, or any type of shoreline protective device, should be avoided to the extent 
feasible in accordance with Coastal Act Section 30235. The proposal to add new 
coastal armoring as a part of this project scope would inhibit Caltrans in obtaining the 
necessary CDP for the project. The project includes reestablishing the unlined ditch and 
upsizing all cross culverts within the project limits, which will improve drainage and 
facilitate future maintenance.    

Comment I-1-4 
For years the road has been sinking and the same process always happens: the road 
gets dug out, compacted and then it gets patched and then sinks again in the following 
months. I recall a time within the last 3 years where CHP got involved. That time, 
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Caltrans had flaggers on site within hours and were there around the clock. We got so 
used to going through it and seeing the same people that we would bring coffee on 
rainy windy night. Cut back is not a safe solution when the road has an 8” drop. I’m 
actually surprised there haven’t been any injury crashes at the location during some 
times of the year. 

Response to Comment I-1-4 
Please refer to the response to Comment I-1-1. 

Comment I-1-5 
I propose we don’t move the road and find a solution like the one that has been in place 
at the Rip-Rap Hole and is working properly. Leave the road where it currently is, which 
will leave the property of private citizens who have worked for generations to have 
something that is theirs. Leave the parcels intact while protecting the highway 1 and 
public that travels it every day like my family and all the ones I love. Every single day I 
go past the dip and I see when it gets worse and worse. While at the meeting, I saw a 
plan that moved the highway and replanted that area with native grasses. Which sounds 
great to most people but it doesn’t fix the issue. 

Response to Comment I-1-5 
Please refer to the response to Comment I-1-1. 

Comment I-1-6 
I honestly believe that there are other intentions in doing this, like turning the “old 
highway” into the coast trail – a project that has failed because of property lines. Why 
not just move the highway and therefore change the property lines. The highway 
doesn’t need to be moved – rather the reason why the problem is occurring needs to be 
fixed. Clean the ditches, put in proper culverts and then maintain it the way it should be, 
rather than waiting for a problem and then slapping a band-aid on it. 

Response to Comment I-1-6 
Please refer to the response to Comment I-1-1. Caltrans has no current plan for this 
project to turn the old highway into the coastal trail. The current plan is for the old 
highway section to be returned to coastal bluff habitat by removing both the existing 
roadway and unlined drainage ditch, then restoring the landscape with appropriate 
coastal bluff terrace plantings. Approximately 2.07 acres of existing pavement would be 
removed to restore upland habitat onsite, fully offsetting the 1.64 acres of realigned 
roadway. Restoration of the old roadway hardscape area would be performed at the end 
of the project, once the new roadway is installed and operational.  

Comment I-1-7 
While coastal commission might say no Rip Rap on the ocean side – but this is an 
emergent situation, where it would fix the problem without encroaching on people’s 
property that they have every right over. In addition, Rip Rap was placed in Miramar (20 
miles north of Pescadero) on the ocean site to protect a county road. If the county can 
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fight the coastal commission to protect it’s roads and not take property from residents, 
then the state and Caltrans should do the same. 

Response to Comment I-1-7 
Please refer to the response to Comment I-1-1. The Coastal Commission has 
emphasized to Caltrans that use of RSP, or any type of shoreline protective device, 
should be avoided to the extent feasible in alignment with Coastal Act Section 30235. 
The proposal to add new coastal armoring as a part of this project scope would inhibit 
Caltrans in obtaining the necessary CDP for the project.  

Comment I-1-8 
At the meeting no studies were brought forward, making me wonder if any have been 
done. 

Response to Comment I-1-8 
All technical studies prepared for the project are listed in Appendix D and summarized 
and incorporated by reference in this document. Technical reports are available upon 
request. Please refer to the General Information about This Document page for 
information on how to obtain copies. 

Comment I-1-9 
This is an emergency and more power should be granted to keep the road intact before 
the wire that stretches on the shoulder breaks. The wire that is showing when the 
problem is so great that the road will crumble and fall away. I hope the road gets 
repaired before that day because will be a true reflection of the lack of maintained 
roadway, just let the road into the ocean and deal with the consequences should not be 
the stance of Caltrans. It shouldn’t be taking land and hope it lasts 10 years with no 
maintenance. You also can’t tell me maintenance is going to just start happening after 
watching no maintenance happen year after year, it should be repair in place with in the 
current easement. 

Response to Comment I-1-9 
Please refer to the response to Comment I-1-1. 

Comment I-1-10 
While at the meeting one thing that was noticed that was Pescadero was spelt wrong on 
the virtual slide presented by Caltrans. On the website it is still spelled wrong, that and 
what I have witnessed over the years tells me how much Caltrans cares about my 
community.  

Response to Comment I-1-10 
Caltrans acknowledges the spelling error and appreciates the commenter’s time to 
provide feedback regarding this project. Caltrans has corrected the error on the website.  
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4.3.5 Comment I-2: Dante Silvestri 

Comment I-2-1 
I am writing to formally submit public comments regarding the Pescadero Minor 
Realignment Project Draft Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(Draft IS/MND). I am a directly affected property owner and have serious concerns 
about the proposed project’s impacts, both on our property and on the long-term 
resiliency of Highway One. 

The proposed realignment of Highway One would effectively condemn our ability to 
build our dream home on our two-acre, legally buildable parcel. This property offers 
ocean views and is surrounded by conserved land. It is not merely farmland, as 
characterized in project materials, but a fully entitled residential parcel with significant 
personal, financial, and environmental value to our family. 

Response to Comment I-2-1 
Thank you for your comment letter. Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 
and interest in the project.  

During future design phases Caltrans will continue to evaluate the Project scope to 
minimize the need outside of current Caltrans R/W, to the extent that doing so would not 
compromise safety or standard design criteria for a road of this type. 

No right-of-way appraisal has been conducted nor initiated for this project. The process 
for appraisals and acquisitions can commence only after the project approval and 
environmental document milestone date has been reached and Design has made a final 
decision regarding the necessity of private parcels for this project. If property 
acquisitions are necessary, the process by which they are conducted by the California 
Department of Transportation will comply with the requirements of the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended, and with the Department's Relocation Assistance Program. 

Comment I-2-2 
The project encroaches into the space required for legally mandated setbacks and 
proposes the creation of a wetland habitat drainage ditch on our property. These actions 
would further diminish, if not entirely eliminate, our ability to develop the property as 
allowed under existing regulations. While the project is described as “minor,” its impacts 
on our parcel are anything but minor—they are permanent and condemning. 

Response to Comment I-2-2 
Please refer to the response to Comment I-2-1.  

Comment I-2-3 
Importantly, the property is already fully established for residential use. It has a 
Certificate of Compliance, permitted domestic wells, approved septic percolation tests, 
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electrical service, and an existing driveway with a valid Caltrans encroachment permit at 
13506 Cabrillo Highway in Pescadero. These substantial investments and approvals 
underscore that this is not speculative land, but a viable homesite that would be 
rendered unusable by the proposed project. 

Response to Comment I-2-3 
Please refer to the response to Comment I-2-1. 

Comment I-2-4 
The property also contains a line of mature cypress trees, planted decades ago to 
provide visual screening and noise buffering from Highway One. These trees represent 
a long-standing mitigation effort and are an important part of the site’s character and 
livability. The project threatens this established buffer without providing a comparable 
replacement. 

Response to Comment I-2-4 
Section 2.2.6 summarizes the project’s Visual Impact Assessment (July 2025), which 
evaluated potential visual and aesthetic changes resulting from the project, including the 
potential removal of the row of vegetation along the eastern edge of SR 1. The analysis 
considered views from adjacent properties, nearby trail users, and travelers on SR 1 
and local roadways in the project vicinity. Figure 2-6 (Representative View from East of 
SR 1) depicts a comparable viewing distance and vantage point to that of existing 
nearby residences. The analysis determined that removal of this vegetation would result 
in a change to the visual environment by opening views to and from adjacent properties; 
however, this change would not be significant due to required replacement planting. 

Within the biological survey area, 30 Monterey pine trees were identified outside their 
native range, including 25 trees that form a tree line east of the roadway and the 
existing unlined drainage ditch. Of these, 22 trees are anticipated to be removed as part 
of the project. The removal of these trees was evaluated under both the Biological 
Resources and Aesthetics sections of the CEQA Significance Determinations and was 
found to be a less-than-significant impact with implementation of required mitigation and 
replacement planting. 

Consistent with Caltrans Replacement Highway Planting Policy and Minimization 
Measure BIO-3 (Monterey Pine Habitat Mitigation), all removed trees would be replaced 
on a 1:1 basis near their current location within the coastal zone, where safe roadway 
setbacks can be maintained. Replacement planting is intended to recreate the biological 
and visual functions of the existing tree line, preserve visual quality, and maintain 
sensitive habitat values while ensuring roadway safety. 

With respect to noise and visual buffering, although the roadway would be realigned 
approximately 32 feet closer to sensitive receptors, the nearest existing sensitive 
receptors are located more than 800 feet from the roadway. This shift represents 
substantially less than a halving of the existing distance. Under FHWA Traffic Noise 
Model guidance, a halving of distance is generally required to result in an approximate 



Pescadero Minor Realignment Project   158 

3-A-weighted decibel (dBA) increase, which is the threshold of perceptibility. Because 
the proposed realignment is minor relative to the existing separation, the resulting 
change in noise levels would be negligible, and the existing distance, together with 
replacement vegetation, would continue to provide effective visual and noise buffering. 

Accordingly, with implementation of replacement planting and minimization measures, 
the project would not result in significant long-term visual, aesthetic, or noise impacts. 

Comment I-2-5 
Additionally, my family has observed drainage conditions on this site for over 50 years. 
Based on this long-term, on-the-ground knowledge, we are deeply concerned about 
Caltrans’ assumptions regarding hydrology and maintenance. Caltrans has a well-
documented history of deferred maintenance and infrastructure failures along the coast. 
We see these failures repeatedly, and they undermine confidence in proposed new 
drainage features. 

Response to Comment I-2-5 
As stated in the response to Comment I-1-1 in Section 4.3.4, the project currently 
proposes to replace in-kind approximately 30-foot-wide unlined ditch to ensure the 
original drainage design intent is maintained. The size of the ditch, including the 
feasibility to reduce the design width, will be further evaluated in the detailed design 
phase.  

Comment I-2-6 
At the project site specifically, Caltrans’ lack of maintenance has already caused 
culverts to disconnect from the existing drainage ditch. As a result, runoff is currently 
trapped on the east side of Highway One, creating drainage issues that did not 
historically exist. These conditions are not the result of natural processes, but of 
neglected infrastructure. 

Response to Comment I-2-6 
Please refer to the response to Comment I-1-1 in Section 4.3.4.  

Comment I-2-7 
Rather than advancing a project that imposes severe, disproportionate impacts on a 
private property owner, we strongly urge Caltrans to first maintain and repair the 
existing infrastructure at this location. Addressing known culvert failures and restoring 
proper drainage would be a more responsible and less damaging approach. 

More broadly, this project appears to be a short-term, “band-aid” solution that does not 
meaningfully address the inevitable need for a major realignment of Highway One in this 
area. Proceeding with a minor realignment that permanently condemns our property, 
while failing to solve the larger and well-known challenges facing Highway One, is 
neither efficient nor equitable. 
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Response to Comment I-2-7 
The proposed realignment alternative is intended to improve the long-term resilience of 
this segment of SR 1 by enhancing roadway structural integrity, safety, and operational 
viability, while also reducing vulnerability to bluff erosion from wave action, winter 
storms, and sea level rise associated with climate change. Implementing the Build 
Alternative would stabilize the corridor and maintain critical transportation connections 
while providing the time needed to study, analyze, and develop a longer-term 
realignment solution. The Build Alternative would also reestablish the unlined ditch and 
replace and upsize all cross culverts within the project limits, which will improve overall 
drainage and facilitate future maintenance. In contrast, continued reliance on the No 
Build Alternative, which would require ongoing maintenance of the existing failing 
roadway, would not provide the durability or reliability needed to keep this segment of 
SR 1 operational long enough to implement a future long-term solution. 

While the No Build Alternative is the only option that would avoid adjacent private 
property impacts, it is not a viable alternative due to the existing roadway’s 
compromised condition and ongoing vulnerability to coastal erosion and structural 
failure, as described in the Design analysis. Without the proposed improvements under 
the Build Alternative, this segment of SR 1 may not remain functional long enough for a 
long-term alternative to be fully evaluated, designed, and constructed.  

Comment I-2-8 
From a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) perspective, the Draft IS/MND fails 
to adequately identify, analyze, and disclose several significant environmental impacts. 
The project would result in a substantial adverse impact to an existing, legally 
established residentially buildable parcel, including loss of reasonable economic use 
and conflict with existing land use entitlements. Such impacts constitute potentially 
significant effects under CEQA and cannot be dismissed as less-than-significant 
through mitigation when they permanently impair development potential. 

Response to Comment I-2-8 
Caltrans appreciates the comment and has designed the project to minimize the direct 
acquisition of ROW to the extent possible. Transportation projects that are intended to 
benefit the general public sometimes require new ROW, which may result in the 
acquisition of land. During future design phases Caltrans will continue to evaluate the 
Project scope to minimize the need outside of current Caltrans R/W, to the extent that 
doing so would not compromise safety or standard design criteria for a road of this type. 

It is anticipated that limited temporary construction easements and permanent drainage 
easements that result in property acquisition will be needed. All temporary construction 
easements and permanent drainage easements that result in property acquisition would 
comply with the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and with the Department Relocation 
Assistance Program. Property owners affected by the drainage easement and TCE 
would be compensated in accordance with the Uniform Act and 49 CFR 24. No 
relocation is anticipated. Property acquisitions for this project will be required. 
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Caltrans has determined that the Build Alternative would either have no impact, a less 
than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated on 
all studied resource areas. This document addresses the impacts of the project in 
accordance with CEQA, and adequately and accurately discusses the need, 
environmental issues, and impacts of the proposed project and appropriate mitigation 
measures. It provides sufficient evidence and analysis to determine that an 
Environmental Impact Report is not required.  

Comment I-2-9 
The Draft IS/MND also relies on unsupported assumptions regarding hydrology, 
drainage, and long-term maintenance. CEQA requires analysis based on an accurate 
environmental baseline. Existing drainage problems at the site—caused by Caltrans’ 
deferred maintenance and failed culverts—are improperly treated as inherent site 
conditions rather than infrastructure deficiencies. This results in a flawed baseline and 
an inadequate assessment of project impacts on hydrology, flooding, and wetland 
creation. 

Response to Comment I-2-9 
Project impacts on hydrology were determined by reviewing existing conditions in the 
project area at the time of environmental analysis and evaluating the potential for the 
proposed work to alter drainage patterns, impervious surfaces, and flood hazards. As 
stated in the Draft IS/MND, the Build Alternative would not substantially alter existing 
drainage patterns, cause substantial erosion or siltation, substantially increase runoff, or 
impede or redirect flood flows.  

Comment I-2-10 
Furthermore, the proposal to create new wetland or habitat features on private property 
as a byproduct of highway relocation raises serious concerns regarding improper 
mitigation, land use incompatibility, and regulatory takings. CEQA prohibits the use of 
mitigation measures that shift the burden of public infrastructure projects onto individual 
landowners without addressing the underlying project impacts. 

Response to Comment I-2-10 
Caltrans plans to realign the roadway and construct a drainage feature within the project 
area, which includes wetland mitigation. To accommodate the realignment and properly 
convey roadway runoff, the project includes relocating approximately 2,300 feet of an 
existing unlined drainage ditch by constructing a new 30-foot-wide unlined drainage 
ditch. 

The outer edge of the new drainage ditch would be located approximately 20 feet east 
of the existing Caltrans ROW. In addition to the footprint required for the drainage ditch, 
an additional 10 feet east of the ROW would be designated as a permanent drainage 
easement. The drainage easement would allow Caltrans access for inspection, 
maintenance, and repair of the facility. Any permanent right-of-way acquisition or 
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permanent drainage easement required to implement the project would be obtained by 
Caltrans in accordance with applicable laws and procedures. 

The drainage improvements are a necessary and integral component of the Build 
Alternative to ensure roadway stability, proper stormwater conveyance, and long-term 
functionality of the realigned highway. The project does not propose to create wetlands, 
or habitat features on private property as an independent objective or as a byproduct 
unrelated to the project’s purpose. Rather, construction of the drainage facility provides 
an opportunity to incorporate on-site restoration of coastal wetlands and waters in areas 
affected by the project, consistent with permit requirements. 

All newly created or restored wetland areas would be located within Caltrans-controlled 
right-of-way or within acquired drainage easements. Caltrans would retain responsibility 
for construction, establishment, monitoring, maintenance, and compliance with all 
applicable permit conditions associated with the mitigation. The project would not shift 
responsibility for wetlands, drainage facilities, or mitigation obligations to individual 
landowners. 

Comment I-2-11 
The Draft IS/MND also appears to improperly segment or “piecemeal” review of 
Highway One improvements. CEQA requires agencies to consider the whole of an 
action and its reasonably foreseeable future phases. Local organizations, in partnership 
with Caltrans, have been planning for a segment of the California Coastal Trail through 
the project area, yet this study does not contemplate future public access, which would 
further impact our property. Advancing a so-called minor realignment while 
acknowledging the inevitability of a major future realignment undermines meaningful 
environmental review and prejudices future decision-making. 

Response to Comment I-2-11 
Please refer to the response to Comment S-1-7 in Section 4.3.1 for a discussion of the 
feasibility of active transportation facilities in the project area. The project does not 
include CCT-related features. Caltrans acknowledges the possibility of future CCT 
segments in the vicinity of this project and will coordinate with local agencies as needed 
in the future. However, the primary purpose of this project is to maintain the structural 
integrity of this vital highway as a response to ongoing coastal bluff erosion, 
deterioration, and damage. As described in Section 1.5.1, the project has independent 
utility because it fully meets its purpose and need and would function as a reasonable 
and usable investment even if no additional transportation improvements are 
implemented in the area. The project is designed to provide near- to mid-term 
stabilization of a high-risk segment of highway and reduce the likelihood of unplanned 
closures, while longer-term, corridor-scale solutions to address coastal erosion along a 
broader section of the coastline are evaluated and advanced through separate planning 
and environmental processes. Limiting the scope of this project to roadway stabilization 
ensures that it can be implemented efficiently and safely without restricting 
consideration of future transportation or public access improvements in the corridor. 
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Comment I-2-12 
Given these deficiencies, the project may result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) is therefore required to adequately analyze alternatives, cumulative 
impacts, property impacts, and long-term resiliency strategies for Highway One. 

For these reasons, we respectfully request that Caltrans reconsider the proposed 
project, fully evaluate the significant impacts on our property, prepare a full EIR as 
required under CEQA, and prioritize infrastructure maintenance and comprehensive, 
long-term planning solutions that do not unfairly burden individual landowners. 

Response to Comment I-2-12 
Caltrans has determined that the Build Alternative would either have no impact, a less 
than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated on 
all studied resource areas. This document addresses the effects of the project under 
CEQA and has determined that it adequately and accurately addresses the need, 
environmental issues, and impacts of the proposed project and appropriate mitigation 
measures. It provides sufficient evidence and analysis to determine whether an 
Environmental Impact Report is not required. 
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Appendix A Section 4(f) 
Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of 
Section 4(f): No-Use Determination(s) 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law at 
49 United States Code (USC) 303, declares that “it is the policy of the United States 
Government that special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the 
countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and 
historic sites.”  

This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges, 
and historic properties found within or next to the project area that do not trigger Section 
4(f) protection because: 1) they are not publicly owned, 2) they are not open to the 
public, 3) they are not eligible historic properties, or 4) the project does not permanently 
use the property and does not hinder the preservation of the property.  

Section 4(f) Resource  

As shown in Figure 2-2, the project footprint is surrounded by Pescadero State Beach. 
Pescadero State Beach is under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Parks 
and Recreation is, therefore, a Section 4(f) resource.  

Section 4(f) Use 

“Use” occurs when: 

a. Land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility [permanent 
acquisition or permanent easement], or 

b. There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s 
preservationist purpose, or 

c. There is (are) proximity impact(s) that substantially impair(s) the purpose of the 
land (this is called constructive use). An example of constructive use would be 
excessive noise near an amphitheater.  

All temporary construction activities and permanent features of the project would occur 
within the Caltrans ROW, and with a drainage easement and TCE for the installation of 
the unlined drainage ditch. No full land acquisition is required for the project. The project 
would not temporarily occupy any land subject to the provisions of Section 4(f). As 
described in Section 2.2.2, the project would create temporary noise, dust, and traffic 
related to construction activities that could temporarily affect use of some portions of 
Pescadero State Beach. However, these disruptions would be limited and would not 
affect all portions of the State Beach. The project would have no long-term effects to 
Pescadero State Beach. At PM 13.57. the beach can be accessed from a parking lot 
that is connected to SR 1 and only a portion of the parking lot driveway that conforms to 
the roadway is included within the project limits. This portion of the parking lot is within 
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Caltrans ROW. Access to Pescadero State Beach and local trails, such as the 
Pescadero Marsh Trail, would be maintained throughout construction. Therefore, none 
of the definitions of “use” would be triggered by the project. The property is a Section 
4(f) property, but no “use” will occur. Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) do not 
apply. 
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Appendix B Title VI/Non-Discrimination Policy 
Statement 
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Appendix C Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Summary 

To be sure that all of the environmental measures identified in this document are 
executed at the appropriate times, the following mitigation program (as articulated in the 
proposed Environmental Commitments Record [ECR], in the following table) would be 
implemented. During project design, avoidance, minimization, and /or mitigation 
measures will be incorporated into the project’s final plans, specifications, and cost 
estimates, as appropriate. All permits will be obtained prior to implementation of the 
project. During construction, environmental and construction/engineering staff will ensure 
that the commitments contained in this ECR are fulfilled. Following construction and 
appropriate phases of project delivery, long-term mitigation maintenance and monitoring 
will take place, as applicable. As the following ECR is a draft, some fields have not been 
completed and will be filled out as each of the measures is implemented. Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures are denoted as AMMs. Duplicative or redundant measures have 
not been included in this ECR. 

Measure 
Responsible 

Party Timing 
AMM-PARK-1: Construction Notification. Caltrans 
will coordinate with California State Parks regarding 
the timing of construction activities that would affect 
Pescadero State Beach visitors so State Parks can 
alert visitors about the change in visitor experience. 

Caltrans Construction 

AMM-VIS-1: Drainage Aesthetics. Any above-
grade drainage structures or pipes shall be treated 
with colors and / or textures that blend with the 
surrounding soils and vegetation. 

Contractor Construction 

AMM-CUL-1: Cultural Resources ESA. 
Archaeological ESAs will be delineated on the plans 
and described in the specifications. Appropriate 
protective measures including demarcations with 
flags or high visibility spray paint, or temporary high 
visibility fencing (THVF), access restrictions, and 
monitoring of the ESA boundaries by a qualified 
archaeologist and local Tribal representative will be 
implemented during construction. 

Caltrans, 
Caltrans Office 
of Cultural 
Resource 
Studies, Tribal 
Representative 

Final Design, 
Construction 

AMM-CUL-2: Cultural Resources Monitoring. An 
Archaeological Monitoring Area (AMA) will be 
delineated/noted on the plans and described in the 
specifications. Appropriate protective measures 
including demarcations with flags or high visibility 
spray paint and monitoring by a qualified 
archaeologist and local Tribal representative will be 
implemented during construction within the AMA. 

Caltrans, 
Caltrans Office 
of Cultural 
Resource 
Studies, Tribal 
Representative 

Final Design, 
Construction 
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Measure 
Responsible 

Party Timing 
AMM-CUL-3: Cultural Sensitivity Training. Prior to 
the initiation of construction for the project, the 
project contractor, staff, and construction crews shall 
be made aware of the potential to encounter cultural 
resources and Tribal Cultural Resources (including 
the traditional importance of resources such as 
cultural landscapes, significant waterways, and 
ethnobotanical plants) through a presentation 
provided by an archaeologist and a representative 
from local consulting Tribes. 

Contractor, 
Caltrans, 
Caltrans Office 
of Cultural 
Resource 
Studies, Tribal 
Representative 

Construction 

AMM-CUL-4: Discovery for Potential Tribal 
Cultural Resources. In the event that previous 
unidentified cultural resources are discovered, 
construction activities will stop and tribal 
consultation protocols will be implemented. 
Recommendations for treatment and disposition of 
finds could include, but are not limited to, the 
collection, recordation, and analysis of any 
significant cultural materials, or the turning over of 
Tribal Cultural Resources to Tribal representatives 
for appropriate treatment. 

Contractor, 
Caltrans, 
Caltrans Office 
of Cultural 
Resource 
Studies, Tribal 
Representative 

Construction 

MM-BIO-1: Unlined Wetland Drainage Ditch. 
Approximately 1.68 acres of unlined drainage ditch 
would be established to restore coastal wetlands 
and waters on site, as well as upland dispersal 
habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT to at least a 1:1 
ratio. Graded aquatic features, liner stock planting 
and hydroseeding would restore the acreage of 
these resources to meet preconstruction conditions 
within a year of impact. The aquatic non-breeding 
habitat for CRLF, SFGS, and NWPT would be 
restored by reestablishing the wetlands, waters, and 
other ESHAs that provide aquatic conditions. 

Caltrans Construction 

MM-BIO-2: Coastal Bluff Mitigation. Upland 
dispersal habitat for CRLF and SFGS would be 
restored to at least a 1:1 ratio on site by removing 
both the existing roadway, unlined drainage ditch, 
and restoring the landscape with appropriate coastal 
bluff terrace plantings. Approximately 2.07 acres of 
existing pavement would be removed to restore 
upland habitat on site fully offsetting the 1.64 acres 
of realigned roadway. Restoration of the old roadway 
hardscape area would be performed at the end of 

Caltrans Construction 
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Measure 
Responsible 

Party Timing 
the project once the new roadway is installed and 
operational 
MM-BIO-3: Monterey Pine Habitat Mitigation. 
Approximately 22 Monterey pines would need to be 
removed for this project. A palette of trees within 
their native range would be replanted to at least a 
1:1 ratio to recreate the value of the ESHA. 
Restoration planting for this resource would be 
conducted near the location of existing trees at the 
right of way line, or at an offsite location within the 
coastal zone. 

Caltrans Construction 

MM-BIO-4: Amphibian Wildlife Crossing 
Mitigation. A suitable existing cross culvert would 
be upsized to at least 36 inches to function as an 
amphibian wildlife crossing. The upgraded culvert 
would increase the value and functionality of the 
habitat on site by connecting proposed restoration 
areas on both sides of the roadway and reducing 
roadway hazards to special status species 
individuals. The specific location would be identified 
during the design phase with the appropriate 
permitting agencies.  

Caltrans Construction 

AMM-BIO-1: Wetlands and Waters Construction 
Work Window. Work in wetlands, waters, and 
riparian habitat would be limited to June 15 through 
October 15, to avoid or minimize impacts on waters 
of the U.S., WOS, riparian habitat, and special-status 
species habitat. 

Contractor Construction 

AMM-BIO-2: Rare Plant Survey. During final 
design, Caltrans will complete a supplemental rare 
plant survey to confirm presence of special-status 
plants within the area of direct effects. All plants will 
be identified to a level needed to verify protected 
status. Any special-status plants discovered in the 
field will be mapped and included as ESAs in the 
final plans and specifications. Caltrans will consult 
with the appropriate agency with jurisdiction and 
obtain the necessary permits or authorizations if 
unavoidable take of a listed plant species incidental 
to the proposed work will occur. 

Caltrans Final Design  

AMM-BIO-3: Preconstruction Plant Survey. A 
project biologist with appropriate botany experience 
will perform a site survey within the BSA before start 
of work, at the location where construction 

Caltrans Final Design  
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Measure 
Responsible 

Party Timing 
disturbance may occur. Special-status plants will be 
flagged and avoided where possible. Caltrans will 
coordinate with the appropriate regulatory agencies 
with jurisdiction before the start of construction if 
incidental take of a listed plant species is 
unavoidable and will obtain any necessary permits 
or authorizations for potential direct impacts. 
Caltrans will adhere to the requirements of all 
permits and authorizations issued for the  project. 
AMM-BIO-4: Tree Survey. During final design, 
Caltrans will conduct an inventory of trees within the 
project footprint, will determine what trees will be 
removed or could be damaged during construction to 
support permit applications and develop a replanting 
plan. 

Caltrans Final Design  

AMM-BIO-5: Preconstruction Nesting Bird 
Surveys. If construction activities occur between 
February 1 and August 31, a qualified biologist will 
conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting birds no 
more than 3 days before the start of construction. 
Surveys will consist of multiple days of observations 
(i.e., observations on a minimum of 2 separate 
days). If nesting birds are found, an appropriate non-
disturbance buffer will be established around the 
nest, at the discretion of the qualified biologist. After 
the buffer areas are established, the area within the 
buffer will be avoided until the young birds have 
fledged or the nest is no longer active. Limited 
activity may occur within a buffer at the qualified 
biologist’s discretion if constant biological monitoring 
suggests that the activity will not affect the nest. No 
activity will occur inside an established buffer without 
full-time biological monitoring and approval of the 
qualified biologist. The qualified biologist will have 
authority, through the resident engineer, to order the 
cessation of all construction activities inside or 
outside the buffer area if birds exhibit abnormal 
nesting behavior that may cause reproductive failure 
(nest abandonment and loss of eggs and/or young). 

Caltrans Final Design  

AMM-BIO-6: Nesting Bird Buffer. If an active nest 
is discovered, a Caltrans-approved Biologist will 
establish an appropriately sized no-work protective 
buffer. The buffer size will be appropriate to the 
species, nest location, topography, cover, the 

Caltrans Final Design  
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Measure 
Responsible 

Party Timing 
individual’s sensitivity to disturbance, and the 
intensity/type of construction activities. 
AMM-BIO-7: Preconstruction Surveys. 
Preconstruction surveys will be conducted at all 
proposed staging, work, and dewatering areas by a 
qualified biologist immediately before the start of 
construction in each area each day. The surveys will 
involve a visual inspection of the entire immediate 
work area. If special-status species are detected 
during preconstruction surveys, a qualified biologist 
either will stop work and the species will be allowed 
to move outside the work area on its own, or (with 
approval from CDFW) the species will be moved to 
the nearest suitable habitat outside the construction 
area (and wildlife exclusion fencing) that will not be 
disturbed. In addition, if resources (e.g., burrows for 
SFGS, CRLF, or bird nests) are found within the 
work areas, an appropriate exclusion buffer will be 
setup that will prohibit any work within it for the 
duration of the work period. 

Caltrans Construction  

AMM-BIO-8: Wildlife Exclusion Fencing. WEF will 
be installed along the perimeter of any staging areas 
within 300 feet of potentially suitable aquatic 
habitats. The fencing will remain throughout the 
duration of project construction and will serve to 
exclude special-status species from any staging 
areas where materials storage may encourage 
migrating individuals to seek cover. The WEF will be 
maintained by the contractor throughout the duration 
of construction in the area. The WEF will be 
trenched into the soil at least 4 inches deep, with the 
soil compacted against both sides of the fence for its 
entire length to prevent special-status species from 
passing under the fence. The barriers will be 
inspected by the qualified biologist at least twice 
weekly on nonconsecutive days throughout the 
duration of all construction activities in the area. 
Barriers will be installed by the contractor, with 
turnarounds at any access openings needed in the 
fencing to redirect reptiles and other animals away 
from openings. 

Caltrans/ 
Contractor 

Construction 

AMM-BIO-9: Entrapment Avoidance. To prevent 
inadvertent entrapment of special-status species 
during construction, all excavated, steep-walled 

Caltrans/ 
Contractor 

Construction 
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Measure 
Responsible 

Party Timing 
holes or trenches more than 1 foot deep will be 
covered with plywood or similar materials at the end 
of each workday, or the holes or trenches will 
contain one or more escape ramps, constructed of 
earth fill or wooden planks. Before such holes or 
trenches are filled, they will be thoroughly inspected 
for trapped animals. If a trapped special-status 
species is discovered at any time, the biologist will 
provide passive opportunities for safe egress out of 
the work area (e.g., providing an escape ramp that 
the NWPT can use to exit a trench). Otherwise, a 
qualified biologist, with approval from CDFW, will 
move the special-status species to the nearest 
suitable habitat outside the construction area that will 
not be disturbed. 
AMM-BIO-10: Proper Use of Erosion Control 
Devices. To prevent special-status species from 
becoming entangled, trapped, or injured, erosion 
control materials that use synthetic monofilament 
netting will not be used within the BSA. This will 
include products that use photodegradable or 
biodegradable synthetic netting, which can take 
several months to decompose. Acceptable materials 
will include tackified hydroseeding compounds and 
natural fibers, such as jute or twine with a wide-
aperture mesh. 

Caltrans/ 
Contractor 

Construction 

AMM-BIO-11: Daily Surveys. Daily surveys will be 
conducted throughout the work areas of the BSA for 
the duration of construction activities. The biological 
monitor, or an approved construction inspector, will 
inspect staging and work areas for the presence of 
dispersing special-status species. 

Contractor Construction 

AMM-BIO-12: Biological Monitoring. An approved 
biological monitor will be present during all 
construction activities that may result in take of 
special-status species. Following the initial 
mobilization of the project site, the monitor will 
continue to be present daily. Preconstruction surveys 
will be conducted at all proposed staging, work, and 
dewatering areas by a qualified biologist immediately 
before the start of construction in each area each 
day. The surveys will involve a visual inspection of 
the entire immediate work area. 

Caltrans Construction 
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Measure 
Responsible 

Party Timing 
AMM-BIO-13: Protocol for Species Observation. 
If a special-status individual is detected within the 
project footprint or surrounding BSA, all work will 
cease immediately, and all onsite personnel will be 
notified of the location. At no time will construction 
work occur within 50 feet of the special-status 
individual without an approved biological monitor 
present. If relocation is permitted, the special-status 
individual will be relocated to suitable habitat outside 
the project footprint, if permitted by the appropriate 
agency with jurisdiction. 

Caltrans/ 
Contractor 

Construction 

AMM-BIO-14: Invasive Species. To reduce the 
spread of invasive, non-native plant and aquatic 
species and minimize the potential decrease of 
palatable vegetation for wildlife species or impact 
native aquatic ecosystems, Caltrans would comply 
with Executive Order 13112. If noxious weeds are 
disturbed or removed during construction-related 
activities, the contractor would be required to 
contain the plant material associated with these 
noxious weeds and dispose of them in a manner 
that would not promote the spread of the species. 
This includes decontamination of equipment, 
materials, vehicles, and watercrafts. The contractor 
would be responsible for obtaining all permits, 
licenses, and environmental clearances for properly 
disposing of materials. Areas subject to noxious 
weed removal or disturbance would be replanted 
with fast growing native grasses or a native erosion 
control seed mixture. Where seeding is not 
practical, the target areas within the Project 
footprint would be covered to the extent practicable 
with heavy black plastic solarization material until 
the end of the Project. If work occurs in sensitive 
and/or aquatic habitat, vehicles and equipment 
would be thoroughly cleaned before arriving on the 
Project site to prevent the spread of noxious weeds 
and invasive species from other locations. 
Temporarily disturbed areas would be restored to 
the maximum extent practicable. Exposed slopes 
and bare ground would be reseeded with native 
vegetation or other methods to stabilize and prevent 
erosion. Where disturbance includes the removal of 
trees and woody shrubs and/or disturbance of 

Caltrans/ 
Contractor 

Construction 
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Measure 
Responsible 

Party Timing 
jurisdictional riparian vegetation, native species 
would be replanted, based on the local species 
composition. 
AMM-WQ-1: Best Management Practices 
(BMPs). BMPs will be implemented to address the 
temporary water quality impacts resulting from the 
construction activities in the project. BMP’s will 
include the measures of soil stabilization, sediment 
control, wind erosion control, tracking control, non-
stormwater management, and waste 
management/materials pollution control.  
Because the project is near the waters, special 
protection such as linear sediment barriers or gravel 
bag berms would be needed to prevent sediments 
or construction materials from discharging into the 
storm drain and receiving waters, and temporary 
reinforced silt fence or high visibility fence may 
need to be placed at the perimeter of the work sites 
and along the edge of waters to prevent the 
contractor and equipment from working beyond the 
project site to the receiving waters. The details on 
the BMPs will be developed in the later PS&E 
phase. 

Caltrans Construction 
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Appendix D List of Technical Studies 
The studies listed below support the environmental analyses and determinations made 
in this document. They are hereby incorporated by reference into this environmental 
document and can be requested by contacting the following person: 

California Department of Transportation 
Attn: Olalekan Ajayi, Environmental Scientist 
P.O. Box 23660, MS:8B 
Oakland, CA 94623-0660 
Olalekan.Ajayi@dot.ca.gov 
 (510) 496-9970 

Aquatic Resources Delineation Report (Wetlands), AECOM, January 2025 

Community Impact Assessment, Caltrans, September 2025 

Construction Air and Noise Analysis Memorandum, Caltrans, March 2025 

Construction-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis, Caltrans, March 2025 

Energy Analysis Memorandum, Caltrans, March 2025 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas Memorandum, AECOM, May 2025 

Please note, many state and federal laws limit the disclosure of sensitive cultural and 
tribal resource information to the public. Additional information regarding confidentiality 
of these resources can be found in the SER Volume 2, Cultural Resources, in Section 
3.4.13 and Section 5.3.6. 

Section 106 Summary Memorandum, Caltrans, June 2025 

Extended Phase I Study, Caltrans, May 2025 

Historic Property Survey Report, Caltrans, TBD 

Finding of Effect Report, Caltrans, TBD 

Floodplain Encroachment Review, Caltrans, March 2025 

Natural Environment Study, Caltrans, September 2025 

Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Caltrans, May 2025 

Visual Impact Assessment Memorandum, Caltrans, July 2025 

Water Quality Study, Caltrans, September 2025

mailto:Olalekan.Ajayi@dot.ca.gov
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/standard-environmental-reference-ser/volume-2-cultural-resources
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Appendix F Farmland Conversion Rating 
Form 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form 
completed for the project begins on the next page. 
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