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General Information About This Document

What's in this document?

This document contains a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which examines the
environmental effects of'a proposed project on Route | in Monterey County.

The Initial Study with proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated for
public review from April 18, 2016 to June 6, 2016. Two comment letters were
received on the draft document. The letters and the responses to them are included in
the Comments and Responses section ofthis document (refer to Appendix D), which
has been added since the draft. Throughout this document, a line in the left margin
indicates changes made since the draft document circulation.

What happens after this:

1. The proposed project has completed environmental compliance with circulation
ofthis document. When funding is approved, the California Department of
Transportation can design and build all or part of'the project.

2. The document can also be accessed electronically at the following website:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/

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 write
to or call Caltrans, Attn: Matt Fowler, Environmental Planning, 50 Higuera Street, San Luis Obispo,
CA 93401; phone (805) 542-4603 (Voice), or use the California Relay Service | (800) 735-2929
(TTY), | (800) 735-2929 (Voice), or 711.


http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/
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SCH: 2016051011

Mitigated Negative Declaration

Pursuant to: Division 13, Public Resources Code

Project Description

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to widen the shoulders and
lanes, fix drainage, and construct or repair guardrail on Route 1, from | mile south of Bixby
Creek Bridge to 0.25 mile south of Rocky Creek Bridge in Monterey County. The project is
15 miles south of Carmel and 13 miles north of Big Sur.

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.

The project would have no adverse effect on land use, growth, farmlands/timberlands, local
communities, utilities/emergency services, traffic, transportation/pedestrian or bicycle
facilities, hydrology, floodplains, water quality, storm water runoff, paleontology, cultural
resources, air quality, or “other waters.”

The project would not create any significant impacts due to noise, vibration, hazardous waste
or materials, geology, soils, wetlands, topography, or invasive species; the project would not
be particularly vulnerable to seismic activity.

In addition, the project would have no significant effect on aesthetics or biological resources
because the following mitigation measures would reduce potential effects to insignificance:

» Re-seed all areas disturbed by the project, including but not limited to temporary access
roads, staging and other areas, with native plant species.

* Color and/or darken the posts and beams ofall new or replaced guardrail to blend with
the surroundings and reduce reflectivity.

* To avoid the loss ofbuckwheat in the range of Smith’s blue butterfly and to promote
species recovery across the range, seacliffbuckwheat and seaside buckwheat will be
replanted onsite from individual seedlings, with a total oftwo seedlings planted for every
one plant removed (2:1 replacement ratio). Caltrans will reduce the spread of invasive
non-native plant species by implementing protection measures to comply with Executive
Order (EO) 13112:

Matt C. Fbwler Date
Senior Environmental Planner

District 5

California Department of Transportation






Section 1 Project Information

Project Title

Hurricane Point to Rocky Creek Safety Upgrades

Lead Agency Name and Address

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 5
50 Higuera, San Luis Obispo, CA 9340I

Contact Person and Phone Number

Matt Fowler
805-542-4603

Project Location

On Route 1 in Big Sur, from | mile south of Bixby Creek Bridge to 0.25 mile south
of Rocky Creek Bridge

Project Sponsor’'s Name and Address

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 5
Ken Dostalek, Project Manager
50 Higuera, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

General Plan Description and Zoning

The project lies on Route | along the Monterey Peninsula and the Big Sur coast. In
this area, granite and metamorphic rocks form the Gabilan and Santa Lucia mountain
ranges, characterized by steep slopes and complex drainage patterns.

In this region, the County’s intent is not to alter existing regional, state or federal laws
and regulations, but rather enable greater cooperation among public agencies and the
public to share management responsibilities in accomplishing the shared goal of
conserving and protecting the resources ofthe region.



The Monterey County General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element (October
2010) states: Although the County contains useful minerals, the tremendous complex
geology caused by extensivefaulting and deformation makes investigation difficult
and inconclusive. Monterey is the biological center of California; many plant species
thatfind either their northern or southern limits can befound in Monterey County. In
addition, a high number ofplant species are native only to Monterey County.

Description of Project

The project proposes to widen the shoulders and lanes on Route 1, construct or repair
guardrail, construct catch slopes and reinforced slopes, replace or adjust culvert inlets,
replace an existing culvert, and extend one concrete box culvert.

The project will widen the southbound lane to 12 feet and southbound shoulders to 4
feet from post miles 58.32 to 58.36. Both sides ofthe highway will be widened to 12-
foot lanes and 4-foot shoulders from post miles 58.36 to 59.22. New guardrail is
proposed on the southbound shoulder from post miles 58.30 to 58.36 and from post
miles 58.40 to 58.45. Guardrail replacement is proposed in spot locations identified
by Caltrans Traffic Safety Division from post miles 59.25 to 59.71. The historic
Bixby Bridge lies within these limits, and the guardrail-to-bridge-rail transitions at all
four bridge comers are proposed to be replaced. No work will occur on the Bridge.

Purpose and Need

Purpose

The purpose of'the project is to reduce the number and severity of run-off-the-road
collisions.

Need

This segment of Route | is experiencing a pattern of run-off-the-road collisions.
Errant vehicles that travel beyond the limits ofthe traveled way may overcompensate
by attempting to redirect the vehicle, also referred to as “overcorrecting.” An
investigation of'the collisions indicates a pattern of errant vehicles rolling after the
initial impact. The actual collision rate at this location is lower than the statewide
average for similar facilities, but the relative severity compared by the fatality rates is
higher.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

The landform of'the Big Sur coast is generally characterized by steep slopes and
ravines forming a series ofridgelines and valleys as the mountains rise from the
Pacific Ocean. The topography supports a mostly winding, curving roadway that
produces views for the highway traveler ranging from close-in views ofthe inland
slopes to mid-range coastline views and wide open panoramas.



Surface water is an important visual element throughout the region. The Pacific
Ocean is visible throughout much ofthe route and can be seen from the entire project
limits. Numerous seasonal streams run throughout the area, though many are blocked
from view and not noticeable from a moving vehicle.

Throughout the region, vegetation is a large component of'visual character. Route |
passes through a variety ofplant communities and vegetative types within the project
limits. In general, creeks and drainages hold stands of'sycamore, redwood,
cottonwood and willows. Oak and other native trees, along with coastal chaparral, are
found mostly at the upper elevations.

Although native plant communities are the most visually prevalent, exotic plants such
as pampas grass have established themselves at various locations along the highway
corridor.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approvals Are Required

The project area is within the Coastal Zone; a Coastal Development Permit would be
acquired from Monterey County.



Project Location and Vicinity Map



Section 2 Impacts Checklist

05-Mon-01 58.3/59.8 1A000 (0500020284)

Dist.-Co.-Rte. P.M/P.M. E.A.

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be
affected by the proposed project. In many cases, background studies performed in
connection with the projects indicate no impacts. A NO IMPACT answer in the last column
reflects this determination. Where there is a need for clarifying discussion, the discussion is
included either following the applicable section of the checklist or is within the body of the
environmental document itself. The words "significant" and "significance" used throughout the
following checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts. The questions in this form are
intended to encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds
of significance.

Potentially Less Than  Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant  Significant
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista D D E |:|

Explanation: The project would result in a slight visual
change. The visible elements would have little effect on
the compositional make-up of the viewshed and the
existing harmony. (Source: Visual Impact Assessment,
December, 2015)

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a D D D g
state scenic highway

Explanation: With implementation of the project, public
views to the Pacific Ocean, Bixby Creek Bridge and
other high-quality visual elements would remain intact
and visual access to scenic resources would be essentially
unchanged. (Source: Visual Impact Assessment,
December, 2015)

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings? |:| D x El

Explanation: The proposed new and replaced guardrail
would be more noticeable in the landscape due to its
metallic components and bright appearance. Coloring
and/or darkening the posts and beams would blend with
the surroundings and reduce reflectivity. Further
discussion follows this checklist under Additional
Explanations for Questions in the Impacts Checklist.
(Source: Visual Impact Assessment, December, 2015)
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Patentially
Significant
Impact

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

Explanation: No new sources of light or glare are
proposed as part of the project. (Source: Visual Impact
Assessment, December 2015)

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

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of D
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?

Explanation: There is no farmland that will be impacted
by the proposed project. All work is inside the Caltrans
R/W except in the following two locations:

The construction of the proposed widening does not
require permanent acquisition of right of way. Two
easements are required. A drainage easement is required
to replace the 18 inch corrugated steel pipe culvert at
station 47+80. Additionally a temporary construction
easement is required to reconstruct the guardrail on the
north east corner of the Bixby Bridge, (Source: Rural
Land Use Category map)

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

Explanation: There is no zoning for agriculture or
Williamson Act properties in the project area — Route 1.
See I (a) above for explanation. (Source: Rural Land
Use Category map)

Less Than
Significant
with

Mitigation

[
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Potentially Less Than  Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant  Significant
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest

land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), D D D &
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),

or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by

Government Code section 51104(g))?

Explanation: There is no forest land or timberland in the
project area. See II (a) above for explanation. (Source:
Rural Land Use Category map)

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

Explanation: There is no forest land or timberland in the
project area. See II (a) above for explanation. (Source:
Rural Land Use Category map)

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due I:l D D &
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,

to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest

use?

Explanation: There is no farmland or forest in the project
area. See II (a) above for explanation. (Source: Rural
Land Use Category map)

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

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan? D D |:] E

Explanation: Projects that eliminate a hazardous feature
or location are exempt from this determination. The
contractor will comply with emissions thresholds and
follow Caltrans standard practices that pertain to air
quality control. The project is not expected to exceed the
maximum thresholds. (Source: Air Quality
Memorandum, July 2011)

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation? D I:l |:| &

Explanation: Compliance with Caltrans standard
practices would prevent violations of air quality
standards. There are no existing violations at this
location. (Source: Air Quality Memorandum, July 2011)
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

c) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any I:l
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- attainment

under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative

thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Explanation: The project is in an attainment area for
ozone, nitrogen dioxide, CO, PM2.5 and PM10. The
project would create dust during construction, but
development projects along coastal Route | are rare and
dust ultimately disperses and settles. The project is
exempt from all project-level conformity requirements.
Cumulative effects on air quality are unlikely. (Source:
Air Quality Memorandum, July 2011)

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant I:l
concentrations?

Explanation: The project would generate air pollutants
during construction. The exhaust from construction
equipment contains hydrocarbons, oxides of nitrogen,
carbon monoxide, suspended particulate matter (fine
dust), and odors. The largest percentage of pollutants
would be windblown dust generated during excavation,
grading, hauling, and various other activities.

The contractor will comply with emissions thresholds
and follow Caltrans standard practices that pertain to air
quality control. These conditions should effectively
reduce and control emissions impacts during
construction. (Source: Air Quality Memorandum, July
2011)

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of D
people?

Explanation.: See response to (d) above. Construction
equipment would generate odors that could be detected
by nearby residents and travelers on the highway.
(Source: Air Quality Memorandum, July 2011)

Less Than
Significant
with

Mitigation

[l
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant  Significant
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through

habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, D D x |:|
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,

policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish

and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Explanation: The project would affect potential habitat
for Smith’s blue butterfly (federally endangered). Further
discussion follows this checklist under Additional
Explanations for Questions in the Impacts Checklist.
(Source: Natural Environment Study, December 2015)

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or

other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional D |:| D m
plans, policies and regulations or by the California Department of

Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

Explanation: Two major plant communities dominate the
project area: coastal scrub and ruderal/disturbed. Neither
of these is considered sensitive nor qualifies for ESHA
defined by the Monterey County LCP and the Coastal
Act. (Source: Natural Environment Study, December
2015)

c¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act D D D @
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)

through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other

means?

Explanation: There are no federally jurisdictional
wetlands in the project area. (Source: Natural
Environment Study, December 2015)

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established D D E D
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use

of native wildlife nursery sites?

Explanation: See response to question IV (a) above.
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e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

Explanation: The project does not appear to conflict with
any local policies or ordinances. The project would be
subject to a Coastal Development Permit administered by
the County of Monterey. As part of the permitting
process, the County would review the project for
compliance. (Source: Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance,
revised November 2011)

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?

Explanation: There are no conservation plans applicable
to this location. See response to question (e) above.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?

Explanation. Caltrans, pursuant to the Section 106
Programmatic Agreement Stipulation IX.A, has
determined a finding of No Historic Properties Affected.
No work will occur on the Bixby Bridge, and historic
rock walls will not be touched. (Source: Historic Property
Survey Report, November 2015)

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

Archaeological resources are considered “historical
resources” and are covered under question V(a).

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

Explanation: Formations are shown to have no potential
for encountering sensitive paleontological resources.
(Source: Paleontology Review Memo, August 2011)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

[l

Less Than
Significant
with

Mitigation

[l
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d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Explanation: Caltrans, pursuant to the Section 106
Programmatic Agreement Stipulation IX. A, has
determined a finding of No Historic Properties Affected
(Historic Property Survey Report, November 2015). In
the event cultural material is encountered during
construction, work shall cease until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the unanticipated discovery in
accordance with the Programmatic Agreement, and the
Caltrans Environmental Planning Branch shall be
notified immediately. (Source: Section 106 and 5024
close-out Memo, November 2015)

V1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 427

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Explanation. The site is not located within the
Earthquake Fault Hazard Zone in California. The
potential for surface fault rupture hazard is considered
low. (Source: Email — Ryan Turner, P.E., Transportation
Engineer, Geotechnical Design December 2015)

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Explanation: The potential for soil liquefaction due to
strong ground shaking is considered low. (Source: Email
— Ryan Turner, P.E., Transportation Engineer,
Geotechnical Design December 2015)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

[

[

Less Than
Significant
with

Mitigation

L]
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

iv) Landslides? D

Explanation: The soil makeup, coupled with steep slopes,
has resulted in a continual process of natural erosion
from the hillside both above and below the highway. The
project will not add to this erosion potential. The project
is not within the limits of mapped landsliding and is not
anticipated to be affected by landslides. (Source: Email —
Ryan Turner, P.E., Transportation Engineer,
Geotechnical Design, December 2015)

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? D

Explanation: The soil makeup, coupled with steep
slopes, has resulted in a continual process of natural
erosion from the hillside both above and below the
highway.

Temporary slopes and shoring for construction of the
reinforced embankments and support of the roadway
above excavations shall be proposed and designed by
the contractor as required using Best Management
Practices as needed. Global stability of existing slopes in
the widening portion of this project is not anticipated to
be affected. (Source: Email — Ryan Turner, P.E.,
Transportation Engineer, Geotechnical Design,
December 2015)

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that I:I
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially

result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

Explanation: The project will not cause the location to
become unstable, although slides can happen in the
project location through natural causes. (Email — Ryan
Turner, P.E., Transportation Engineer, Geotechnical
Design, December 2015)

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

Explanation: The project is not located on expansive soil.
(Source: Email — Ryan Turner, P.E., Transportation
Engineer, Geotechnical Design, December 2015)

Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

with Impact

Mitigation

O l Y

[ [ X

[ [ X

L [ Y
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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?

Explanation: Septic tanks and other waste water disposal
systems will not be used. (Source: Email — Ryan Turner,
P.E., Transportation Engineer, Geotechnical Design
December 2015)

Vil. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

b) Cenflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

VIil. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

Explanation: There are no nearby hazardous waste sites
or businesses commonly associated with hazardous waste
generation. There may be routine transport of hazardous
materials such as treated wood waste and/or yellow
stripe. (Source: Initial Site Assessment September 2011)

Potentially Less Than  Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant  Significant
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

O [ U Y

An assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change is included in Appendix A of the
environmental document. While Caltrans has included
this good faith effort in order to provide the public and
decision-makers as much information as possible about
the project, it is Caltrans’ determination that in the
absence of further regulatory or scientific information
related to greenhouse gas emissions and CEQA
significance, it is too speculative to make a significance
determination on the project’s direct and indirect impact
with respect to climate change. Caltrans does remain
firmly committed to implementing measures to help
reduce the potential effects of the project. These
measures are outlined in Appendix A of the
environmental document.
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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?

Explanation: There may be routine transport of
hazardous materials such as treated wood waste and/or
yellow stripe. If an unlikely accident occurred, these
types of materials would not pose a significant hazard to
the public. (Source: Initial Site Assessment September
2011).

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

Explanation: There are no schools, proposed or existing,
within one-quarter mile of the project. (Source:
Monterey County map)

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?

Explanation: The location is not on any list of hazardous
material sites. (Source: Initial Site Assessment September
2011)

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

Explanation: The location is not within an airport land
use plan or within two miles of an airport. (Source:
Monterey County map)

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

Explanation: The location is not within the vicinity of a
private airstrip. (Source: Monterey County map)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

[l

[

Less Than
Significant
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Mitigation

[
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

Explanation: To construct the proposed shoulder
widening and allow for continuous flow of traffic,
shoulder and intermittent lane closures are expected.
Approximately 5 nights of full closures are also expected
to construct the widening. For reinforced slope
construction, a temporary signal will have to be installed.
The temporary signal will be in place for approximately
20 working days. In the case of an emergency, road
barriers would be removed. (Source: Draft Project
Report, December 2015)

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury D
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are

adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed

with wildlands?

Explanation: This project will not contribute to any
significant risk in wildland fires. (Source: Draft Project
Report, December 2015)

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge I:I
requirements?

Explanation: Best Management Practices would be
included in the project to protect water quality. In
addition, the contractor would be required to prepare a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan prior to
construction and abide by Caltrans Standard
Specifications related to water quality during
construction. (Source: Water Quality Assessment August
2011)

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be
a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

Explanation: Existing stormwater drains would be
maintained with the project. (Source: Draft Project
Report)

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

[
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or D
river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or

siltation on- or offsite?

Explanation: There are no streams or rivers in the project
vicinity. (Source: Field Survey)

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or D
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or

river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface

runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Explanation: See response to questions (b) and (c) above.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the l:‘
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Explanation: Because this project does not propose to
create more than 1 acre of net new impervious surfaces,
permanent Storm Water Treatment is not required. This
project proposes to disturb more than 1 acre of

soil. During construction, effective combinations of
temporary and permanent erosion and sediment controls
will be used. Storm water management for the site will be
coordinated through the contractor with Caltrans
construction personnel to effectively manage erosion by
implementing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). (Source: Email from Pete Riegelhuth, Caltrans
District 5 NPDES Coordinator December 2015)

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? I:l

Explanation. See response to question (a) above.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped D
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard?

Explanation: Housing construction or relocation is not
included in the project. (Source: Draft Project Report)

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which E:l
would impede or redirect flood flows?

Explanation: The project is not located within a 100-year
flood hazard area. (Source: FEMA map)
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i} Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury D

or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the

failure of a levee or dam?

Explanation: The project area is on a steep slope above

the shore, and there are no flooding sources nearby.

(Source: Field review; Google Earth)

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow D

Explanation: There would be no change to the highway

elevation. This lateral change would not increase the

existing risk of inundation. (Source: Draft Project

Report)

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? D

Explanation: There would be no change in the spatial
relationship of the highway to residences or businesses.
(Source: Draft Project Report)

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation D
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not

limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,

or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or

mitigating an environmental effect?

Explanation: The project would potentially conflict with
Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance Section 23.06.044(a)
related to nighttime noise levels. Measures have been
included to bring the project into compliance or moderate
the adverse effects the ordinance addresses. The project
would require a Coastal Development Permit from the
County of Monterey prior to construction; final
determination of compliance will be made by the County
at that time. Further discussion follows this checklist
under Additional Explanations for Questions in the
Impacts Checklist. (Source: Coastal Zone Land Use
Ordinance, revised November 2011)

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or D
natural community conservation plan?

Explanation: The project does not conflict with

conservation plans. (Source: Monterey County General
Plan, October 2010)

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
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[l

Hurricane Point to Rocky Creek Safety Upgrades < 17

Less Than
Significant
Impact

]

No Impact

X



Potentially Less Than  Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant  Significant
Impact with Impact

Mitigation

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the l:l |:| D ’:"
state?

Explanation: There are no known mineral resources in
the project area. (Source: Email from Isaac Leyva,
Environmental Engineer, December 2013)

b) Resultin the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, D |:| D &
specific plan or other land use plan?

Explanation: There are no known mineral resources in
the project area. (Source: Email from Isaac Leyva,
Environmental Engineer, December 2013)

XIl. NOISE: Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise D D & D
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Explanation: Night work may be necessary and could
temporarily exceed the allowable decibel levels.
However, the closest potential receptor is a mile away.
Construction equipment is expected to generate noise
levels ranging from 70 to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet,
and noise produced by construction equipment would be
reduced over distance at a rate of about 6 dB per
doubling of distance. (Source: Noise Study
Memorandum, March 2016)

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? D I:] & D

Explanation: Because the nearest receptor is a mile away,
there will be no noticeable vibrations felt. (Source:
Noise Study Memorandum, March 2016)

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in [:l D D E
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Explanation: The project would not add any permanent
noise source. (Source: Project Description)

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise D D E D
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the

project?

Explanation: During construction, there is the potential
to temporarily disturb nearby residents. The closest
residence is a mile away. An increase in ambient and
periodic noise levels could be substantial at times.
(Source: Noise Study Memorandum, March 2016)
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e) For a project located within.an airport land use plan or, where

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public D I:l D &
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Explanation: The project is not located within an airport
land use plan or within two miles of an airport. (Source:
Google Earth)

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to D I:l D E
excessive noise levels?

Explanation: The project area is not within the vicinity of
a private airstrip. (Source: Google Earth)

XIll. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly

(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or D D D m
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other

infrastructure)?

Explanation: The project has no growth-inducing
components. (Source: Project Description)

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing D D D &

elsewhere?

Explanation: The project would not remove any housing.
(Source: Project Description)

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? |:| D D E

Explanation: The project would not remove any housing.
(Source: Project Description)

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

Fire protection?
Palice protection?
Schools?

Parks?

O odod
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Explanation: During construction, there could be delays
for emergency response vehicles due to one-way traffic
or temporary road closures. Emergency vehicles would
be given priority, and road barriers would be removed.
(Source: Draft Project Report)

XV. RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood D
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

Explanation: The recreational facilities in the project area
include the highway for driving, biking and nearby
unofficial trailheads for hiking and biking. The proposed
work will not affect these resources. (Source: Project
Description)

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

Explanation: The existing road facility over the cattle
undercrossing will be widened on both sides to
accommodate 12-foot lanes and 4-foot shoulders. The
path itself will not be permanently impacted by the work.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy I:l
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of

the circulation system, taking into account all modes of

transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel

and relevant components of the circulation system, including but

not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,

pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Explanation: The project would not add capacity to the
highway or increase traffic. (Source: Project Description)
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b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel D D g El

demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

Explanation: Periodically limiting the roadway to one
lane during construction would cause temporary
congestion and delays lasting several minutes while
traffic from the opposing direction is cleared through the
project site. In addition, there would be temporary full
road closures of 8 to 10 hours for approximately 5 nights
during construction. These closures would be timed to
have the least impact on traffic and would be advertised
in the media in advance. The project would not
permanently affect the level of service of the roadway.
(Source: Draft Project Report)

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an >
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in D D D d
substantial safety risks?

Explanation: The project would have no effect on air
traffic. (Source: Project Description)

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., D I:I I:I 5
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

Explanation: The project would bring this section of the
highway up to current width standards except for two
areas within the project limits where the width is
insufficient for standard 12-foot lanes and 4-foot
shoulders. These two locations will require reinforced
slopes at a 1:1 inclination. The reinforced slopes will be
allowed to revegetate after construction is complete. All
standard safety design features would be included.
(Source: Draft Project Report)

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? D I:l g D

Explanation: Emergency response vehicles could be
delayed during construction if there is a traffic queue, but
they would not be blocked from getting through in the
event of a full road closure. (Source: Draft Project
Report)

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise D D D &

decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

Explanation: The project includes widening the roadway
shoulders to 4 feet, which would accommodate cyclists
and pedestrians. (Source: Draft Project Report)
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project: I:] D

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Explanation: There is no wastewater treatment included
in the project. (Source: Draft Project Report)

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

Explanation: There would be no requirement for water or
additional source of wastewater as a result of the project.
(Source: Draft Project Report)

c¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm water EI [:I
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant environmental

effects?

Explanation: There will be modifications to some of the
existing storm water drains. All work would be within
the area of disturbance for the project, so there will be no
additional environmental impacts as a result of the
modifications. (Source: Draft Project Report)

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project I:’ D
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

Explanation.: There is no water service required for the
project. (Source: Draft Project Report)

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment I:l D
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?

Explanation: There would be no wastewater treatment
provider required for the project. (Source: Draft Project
Report)
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f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Explanation: Most material from the project would be
either reused onsite (dirt) or taken to a recycling facility
(old asphalt concrete, metal). (Source: Draft Project
Report)

XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

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

Explanation: The project could remove up to 24
buckwheat plants, which are the host plant for Smith’s
blue butterfly (a federally endangered species). No
butterflies were observed during protocol surveys, and
any buckwheat removed will be replaced at a 2:1 ratio.
(Source: Natural Environment Study, December 2015)

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)?

Explanation: Due to the rural area and steep unstable
terrain, there is little development or construction within
a wide area around the project location. There are no
known nearby projects. Therefore, no cumulative impacts
are anticipated. (Source: Google Earth)

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

Explanation. The project would have no adverse effects
on humans. Construction activities have the potential to
cause nuisance effects from noise, dust, and traffic
delays. None of these are expected to be significant.
Further discussion can be found under the checklist
questions for these topics. (Source: Environmental
technical documents prepared for this project)
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Additional Explanations for Questions in the Impacts Checklist

Aesthetics (checklist item /, questions a and c)
Affected Environment

Route | through the project limits is classified as an All-American Road in the
National Scenic Byway system as well as an Officially Designated State Scenic
Highway.

Route | has long been recognized for its scenic qualities, and the state and national
scenic designations illustrate the heightened degree of sensitivity concerning the
aesthetic character ofthis highway. Monterey County planning policies emphasize
the protection of'visual resources along Route | and underscore the concern and
sensitivity regarding aesthetic issues along this route. The project is within the
Coastal Zone, which places an emphasis on visual quality preservation. In addition,
the Coast Highway Management Plan (Caltrans 2003), a comprehensive planning
document developed with extensive community input, includes a section on
identifying and preserving the scenic qualities ofthe route. The local community has
a history of active participation in projects involving potential changes to the visual
environment.

The California Coastal Conservancy website contains information that indicates the
preliminary alignment ofthe California Coastal Trail lies on Route | north of Bixby
Creek Bridge and follows an inland route through the project limits south of Bixby
Creek Bridge. Route | is also the California Pacific Bike Route. Most of the project
lies within the viewshed ofthe highly visited historic Bixby Creek Bridge.

Environmental Consequences

The project would change the visual character throughout much ofthe project limits
by increasing the width ofthe roadway and paved shoulders, constructing stabilized
slopes, adding guardrail, and replacing existing weathered guardrail with new metal
rail. The overall effect of these changes would be a slightly larger, more engineered-
looking highway facility. This character change would be minor, however, because a
highway already exists there and the changes would be subordinate to the surrounding
high-quality viewshed. The 12-foot-wide lanes and 4-foot-wide shoulders are seen
elsewhere along Route | and are not inconsistent with other rural roadways
throughout the state.

Visibility ofthe proposed reinforced slopes would be somewhat minimized because
of'their location downhill ofthe roadway. When revegetated, the reinforced slopes
would appear as a natural part ofthe landscape and would likely be unnoticed by
most viewers on and offthe highway.

Existing guardrail through the project would be replaced with a newer type of
guardrail approximately 2 inches taller than what currently exists. This height
increase would be minimal and would have no perceived reduction of ocean views or



the scenic vista. A portion ofthe existing guardrail has wooden posts, which would be
replaced with narrower metal posts.

The project would replace existing guardrail immediately adjacent to the Bixby Creek
Bridge. The existing guardrail at this location includes metal posts, which would be
similar to the replacement type. The increased height of'the replacement guardrail
would be incidental and would not appear out-of-scale or visually detract from the
adjacent bridge structure and concrete railing.

The project also proposes the addition of approximately 475 feet of new guardrail
placed along the southbound shoulder. This new guardrail would be just north ofthe
Hurricane Point turnout. From Hurricane Point, the highway and landform drops
down to the north, allowing high quality views ofthe coastline, Bixby Creek Bridge,
and the dramatic topography to the north. Because ofthe roadway’s downhill incline
from south to north, the new guardrail would be below the sightline ofthe quality
views as seen from northbound Route | and the Hurricane Point turnout. Although a
minor extent of the roadside and plateau mid-ground would be affected, there would
be no noticeable reduction in views to the Pacific Ocean, coastline, Bixby Creek
Bridge, or other critical components of'the scenic vista (Visual Impact Assessment -
December 2015).

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

» Preserve as much existing vegetation as possible. Prescriptive clearing and
grubbing and grading techniques that save the most existing vegetation possible
will be employed.

» For the reinforced slope-face, have open soil and/or voids capable of sustaining
the appropriate native vegetation.

» Place topsoil and/or native duff material on the slope-face to create a favorable
growing medium, as determined by the Caltrans Landscape Architect in
collaboration with the Caltrans Biologist.

* Re-seed all areas disturbed by the project, including but not limited to temporary
access roads, staging and other areas, with native plant species.

» Following construction, re-grade and re-contour any new construction access
roads, staging areas and other temporary uses as necessary to match the
surrounding natural topography.

* Color and/or darken the posts and beams ofall new or replaced guardrail to blend
with the surroundings and reduce reflectivity.



Biological Resources (checklist item IV, questions a and d)
Affected Environment

The studies conducted for this Natural Environment Study (NES) included botanical
surveys for sensitive plant species, protocol level Smith's blue butterfly (Euphilotes
enoptes smithi) surveys, and general reconnaissance-level wildlife surveys. A query
of'the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) was conducted and a request was made online for an
official U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) species list. The official USFWS
species list and CNDDB list are included as appendices to this document (Appendices
D and E). There will be no effect to any federally threatened or endangered species as
a result of'this project. Project Impacts

The project will result in the removal ofup to 24 seacliffbuckwheat plants and one
seaside buckwheat plant. A habitat assessment for Smith’s blue butterfly was
conducted on July 28, 2015 according to the Suitability Criteria and Minimization of
Adverse Effects in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Programmatic Biological
Opinion for Highway | Management Activities that Affect the Smith’s Blue
Butterfly, Monterey and San Luis Obispo Counties, California (1-8-07-F-68).
Caltrans Associate Biologists Morgan Robertson and Andrew Domingos surveyed the
area east and west of the work site to determine the number ofplants present within a
230-foot buffer of the project work area. In the BSA north of Bixby Bridge, seacliff
buckwheat was moderate to dense on slopes above and below the roadway, but due to
the steep slopes it was not possible to determine exact numbers. Based on the survey,
it was estimated that approximately 1,600 buckwheat plants occur within the buffer
area. The 24 plants affected by this project would constitute less than two percent of
all plants in the 230-foot buffer, and represent a very small part ofthe overall number
of buckwheat plant present in this area.

Impacts to natural communities/habitats within the Biological Study Area (BSA) for
this project have been quantified and evaluated based on ground disturbance and
disturbed vegetation.

Environmental Consequences

Permanent impact areas will result mainly from shoulder widening, construction of
the catch slope and reinforced slope, and Reinforced Slope Protection at the culvert
outlet at post mile 59.02. Temporary impact areas will result mainly from guardrail
modifications and construction. Adjacent to the roadway, duffand/or topsoil will be
temporarily stockpiled during excavation and replaced after construction to allow for
passive regeneration of'plant species. No tree removal is necessary. Sources of
impacts would be primarily from the use of construction equipment and associated
worker foot-traffic. Trucks, bulldozers, backhoes, compactors, asphalt concrete
rollers, clamshells, excavators, compressors, scrapers, pavers, water trucks, sweepers,
and any other equipment necessary in the course of construction would be used.



The Smith's blue butterfly (Euphilotes enoptes smithi) is a federally endangered
taxon. The historic range includes two areas within an approximately 80-linear-mile
strip along the California coast, including: 1) dune habitats along Monterey Bay, from
the Salinas River south to the City of Monterey and 2) the coast of Monterey County
and northern San Luis Obispo County.

No Smith's blue butterflies were observed during protocol surveys in 2015. Similarly,
no Smith's blue butterflies were observed during surveys ofthe neighboring Rocky
Creek Viaduct site in 2011 and 2012, or during ongoing monitoring visits to the
buckwheat mitigation site at post mile 58.5. Based on negative survey results, the
small number ofplants to be removed by the project, and proposed replanting within
the project area, this project is not expected to affect the Smith's blue butterfly.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

All buckwheat plants or stands outside the work limits will be flagged and marked
as Environmentally Sensitive Areas prior to construction. Environmentally
Sensitive Area limits will be shown on the final design plans and will be placed in
the field by Caltrans Biology prior to the start ofwork.

» Five days prior to the beginning of work, the Resident Engineer shall meet with
the District Biologist in the field at the project site for the identification ofselect
locations where flagging shall be incorporated.

» All equipment staging and material storage, stockpile, disposal, and borrow sites
must be inspected for potentially sensitive biological resources prior to use or
equipment mobilization. Ifsites are selected other than those already designated
on the approved project plans, the Resident Engineer shall contact the
Environmental Planning Construction Liaison or District Biologist no less than
two weeks prior to use ofequipment staging and material storage, stockpile,
disposal, and borrow sites. Ifsensitive biological resources are found at such sites,
then new locations shall be selected.

* To minimize the introduction of invasive plant species, all vehicles, machinery,
and equipment shall be in a clean and soil-free condition before entering the
project limits.

* To avoid the loss of buckwheat in the range of Smith’s blue butterfly and to
promote species recovery across the range, seacliffbuckwheat (Eriogonum
parvifolium) and seaside buckwheat (Eriogonum latifolium) will be replanted
onsite from individual seedlings, with a total oftwo seedlings planted for every
one plant removed (2:1 replacement ratio). Replanting will occur as close as
possible to the original site ofbuckwheat removal, but outside the vegetation
control area or other areas where repeated disturbance or future activities are
anticipated. Seacliffbuckwheat will also be planted at a mitigation site at post
mile 58.5 to offset losses in the center ofthe site due to extreme drought
conditions in 2014 and 2015.



AppendixAClimate Change

Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind
patterns, and other elements of'the earth’s climate system. An ever-increasing body of
scientific research attributes these climatological changes to greenhouse gas
emissions, particularly those generated from the production and use of fossil fuels.

While climate change has been a concern for several decades, the establishment ofthe
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) by the United Nations and
World Meteorological Organization in 1988 has led to increased efforts devoted to
greenhouse gas emissions reduction and climate change research and policy. These
efforts are primarily concerned with the emissions of greenhouse gas generated by
human activity including carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20),
tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), HFC-23
(fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane).

In the U.S., the main source of greenhouse gas emissions is electricity generation,
followed by transportation. In California, however, transportation sources (including
passenger cars, light-duty trucks, other trucks, buses, and motorcycles make up the
largest source (second to electricity generation) of greenhouse gas-emitting sources.
The dominant greenhouse gas emitted is CO2, mostly from fossil fuel combustion.

There are typically two terms used when discussing the impacts of climate change:
“greenhouse gas mitigation” and “adaptation.” “Greenhouse gas mitigation” is a term
for reducing greenhouse gas emissions to reduce or “mitigate” the impacts of climate
change. “Adaptation” refers to the effort of planning for and adapting to impacts
resulting from climate change (such as adjusting transportation design standards to
withstand more intense storms and higher sea levels)!.

There are four main strategies for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from
transportation sources: 1) improving the transportation system and operational
efficiencies, 2) reducing growth of'vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 3) transitioning to
lower greenhouse gas emitting fuels, and 4) improving vehicle technologies. To be
most effective, all four strategies should be pursued collectively. The following
Regulatory Setting section outlines state and federal efforts to comprehensively
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transportation sources.

Regulatory Setting

With the passage of several pieces oflegislation including State Senate and Assembly
bills and Executive Orders, California launched an innovative and proactive approach
to dealing with greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.

Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), Pavley. Vehicular Emissions: Greenhouse Gases,
2002: This bill requires the California Air Resources Board to develop and implement

http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/


http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/

regulations to reduce automobile and light truck greenhouse gas emissions. These
stricter emissions standards were designed to apply to automobiles and light trucks
beginning with the 2009-model year. In June 2009, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Administrator granted a Clean Air Act waiver of
preemption to California. This waiver allowed California to implement its own
greenhouse gas emission standards for motor vehicles beginning with model year
2009. California agencies will be working with federal agencies to conduct joint
rulemaking to reduce greenhouse gas emissions for passenger cars model years 2017-
2025.

Executive Order S-3-05 (signed on June 1, 2005 by then-Govemor Arnold
Schwarzenegger): The goal ofthis order is to reduce California’s greenhouse gas
emissions to: 1) year 2000 levels by 2010, 2) year 1990 levels by the 2020, and 3) 80
percent below the year 1990 levels by the year 2050. In 2006, this goal was further
reinforced with the passage of Assembly Bill 32.

AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act 0f2006, Nunez and Pavley: AB 32 sets
the same overall greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals as outlined in Executive
Order S-3-05, while further mandating that the California Air Resources Board create
a scoping plan, (which includes market mechanisms) and implement rules to achieve
“real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases.”

Executive Order S-20-06 (signed on October 18, 2006 by then-Govemor Arnold
Schwarzenegger): This order further directs state agencies to begin implementing AB
32, including the recommendations made by the California’s Climate Action Team.

Executive Order S-01-07 (signed on January 18, 2007 by former Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger): This order set forth the low-carbon fuel standard for California.
Under this order, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels is to be
reduced by at least 10 percent by 2020.

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) Chapter 185, 2007: This bill required the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) to develop recommended amendments to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines for addressing greenhouse gas
emissions. The amendments became effective on March 18, 2010.

Caltrans Director’s Policy 30 (DP-30) Climate Change (approved June 22, 2012):
This policy established a department policy to ensure coordinated efforts to
incorporate climate change into departmental decisions and activities. This policy
contributes to Caltrans’ stewardship goal to preserve and enhance California’s
resources and assets.

Project Analysis

An individual project does not generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to
significantly influence global climate change. Rather, global climate change is a
cumulative impact. This means that a project may contribute to a potential impact
through its incremental change in emissions when combined with the contributions of



all other sources of greenhouse gas.? In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be
determined ifa project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable” (CEQA
Guidelines sections 15064(h)(1) and 15130). For this determination to be made, the
incremental impacts ofthe project must be compared with the effects ofpast, current,
and probable future projects. To gather sufficient information on a global scale ofall
past, current, and future projects to make this determination is a difficult, ifnot
impossible, task.

The AB 32 Scoping Plan mandated by AB 32 contains the main strategies California
will use to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As part of'its supporting documentation
for the Draft Scoping Plan, the California Air Resources Board released the
greenhouse gas inventory for California (forecast last updated: October 28, 2010).

See the figure below. The forecast is an estimate of the emissions expected to occur in
2020 ifnone of'the foreseeable measures included in the Scoping Plan were
implemented. The base year used for forecasting emissions is the average of
statewide emissions in the greenhouse gas inventory for 2006, 2007, and 2008.

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Forecast

o Transportation o Electric Power o Commercial & residential olndustrial
m Recycling & Waste o High GWP o Agriculture El Forestry

Source: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm

California Greenhouse Gas Forecast

Caltrans and its parent agency, the State Transportation Agency (formerly the
Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency), have taken an active role in
addressing greenhouse gas emission reduction and climate change. Recognizing that
98 percent of California’s greenhouse gas emissions are from the burning of fossil
fuels and 40 percent of all human-made greenhouse gas emissions are from

1 This approach is supported by the AEP: Recommendations by the Association ofEnvironmental
Professionals on How to Analyze greenhouse gas Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA
Documents (March 5, 2007), as well as the South Coast Air Quality Management District (Chapter 6:
The CEQA Guide, April 2011) and the US Forest Service (Climate Change Considerations in Project
Level NEPA Analysis, July 13, 2009).


http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm

transportation, Caltrans has created and is implementing the Climate Action Program
at Caltrans that was published in December 2006.

The proposed project would not increase the capacity of the highway because it
would maintain the same number of lanes and capacity as the existing roadway.
Because the project would not increase capacity or vehicle hours traveled, no
increases in operational greenhouse gas emissions are anticipated. During
construction, temporary signals will be used to regulate traffic. Vehicles idling at a
red signal and the presence of construction equipment could cause a temporary
increase in the local concentrations of greenhouse gas emissions, but traffic volumes
on this route are not heavy, so this increase is not expected to be substantial. While
construction emissions of greenhouse gases are unavoidable, the project would
provide an overall long-term public benefit through improved safety and operation of
the highway.

Construction Emissions

Greenhouse gas emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those
produced during construction and those produced during operations. Construction
greenhouse gas emissions include emissions produced from material processing,
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.

In addition, with innovations such as longer pavement lives, improved traffic
management plans, and changes in materials, the greenhouse gas emissions produced
during construction can be mitigated to some degree by longer intervals between
maintenance and rehabilitation events.

California Environmental Quality Act Conclusion

While construction will result in a slight increase in greenhouse gas emissions during
construction, Caltrans expects that there would be no operational increase in
greenhouse gas emissions associated with the proposed project. However, it is
Caltrans’ determination that in the absence of further regulatory or scientific
information related to greenhouse gas emissions and California Environmental
Quality Act significance, it is too speculative to make a determination on the project’s
direct impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to climate change.
Nonetheless, Caltrans is taking further measures to help reduce energy consumption
and greenhouse gas emissions. These measures are outlined in the following section.

3 Caltrans Climate Action Program is located at the following web address:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/offices/ogm/key reports_files/State Wide Strategy/Caltrans_Climate A
ction Program.pdf
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Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies
AB 32 Compliance

Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as
the California Air Resources Board works to implement Executive Orders S-3-05 and
S-01-07 and help achieve the targets set forth in AB 32. Many of'the strategies
Caltrans is using to help meet the targets in AB 32 come from the California Strategic
Growth Plan, which is updated each year. Former Governor Arnold Schwarzeneg-
ger’s Strategic Growth Plan calls for a $222 billion infrastructure improvement
program to fortify the state’s transportation system, education, housing, and water-
ways, including $100.7 billion in transportation funding during the next decade. The
Strategic Growth Plan targets a significant decrease in traffic congestion below
today’s level and a corresponding reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. The Strate-
gic Growth Plan proposes to do this while accommodating growth in population and
the economy. A suite of investment options has been created that combined together
are expected to reduce congestion. The
Strategic Growth Plan relies on a complete
systems approach to attain CO2 reduction
goals: system monitoring and evaluation,
maintenance and preservation, smart land use
and demand management, and operational
improvements as shown in the adjacent figure,
Mobility Pyramid.

Caltrans is supporting efforts to reduce vehicle
miles traveled by planning and implementing
smart land use strategies: job/housing proxi-
mity, developing transit-oriented communities,
and high density housing along transit
corridors. Caltrans works closely with local jurisdictions on planning activities but
does not have local land use planning authority. Caltrans assists efforts to improve
the energy efficiency of'the transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel economy
in new cars, light and heavy-duty trucks; Caltrans is doing this by supporting ongoing
research efforts at universities, by supporting legislative efforts to increase fuel
economy, and by its participation on the Climate Action Team. It is important to note,
however, that the control ofthe fuel economy standards is held by U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air Resources Board.

Mobility Pyramid

The following table summarizes agency and statewide efforts that Caltrans is
implementing to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. More information about each
strategy is included in the Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006).



Strategy

Smart Land
Use

Operational
Improvements
& Intelligent
Trans. System
(ITS)
Deployment

Mainstream
Energy & GHG
into Plans and
Projects

Educational &
Information
Program

Fleet Greening
& Fuel
Diversification
Non-vehicular
Conservation
Measures

Portland
Cement

Goods
Movement

Total

Climate Change/Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Reduction Strategies

Program

Intergovernmental
Review (IGR)

Planning Grants

Regional Plans and
Blueprint Planning

Strategic Growth
Plan

Office of Policy
Analysis &
Research; Division
of Environmental
Analysis

Office of Policy
Analysis &
Research

Division of
Equipment

Energy
Conservation
Program

Office of Rigid
Pavement

Office of Goods
Movement

Partnership
Lead Agency
Caltrans Local Governments
Local and regional
Caltrans agencies and other
stakeholders
Reglogal Caltrans
Agencies
Caltrans Regions

Interdepartmental effort

Interdepartmental, CalEPA,
CARB, CEC

Department of General Services

Green Action Team

Cement and Construction
Industries

Cal EPA, CARB, BT&H, MPOs

Method/Process

Review and seek to
mitigate development
proposals

Competitive selection
process

Regional plans and
application process

State ITS; Congestion
Management Plan

Policy establishment,
guidelines, technical
assistance

Analytical report, data
collection, publication,
workshops, outreach
Fleet Replacement
B20

B100

Energy Conservation
Opportunities

2.5 % limestone
cement mix

25% fly ash cement
mix

> 50% fly ash/slag mix
Goods Movement
Action Plan

Estimated CO2 Savings

2010

Not
Estimated

Not
Estimated

0.975

0.07

Not
Estimated

Not
Estimated

0.0045

0.117

1.2

0.36

Not
Estimated

2.72

The following measure will also be included in the project to reduce the greenhouse
gas emissions and potential climate change impacts from the project:

(MMT)
2020

Not
Estimated

Not
Estimated

7.8

2.17

Not
Estimated

Not
Estimated

0.0065
0.045
0.0225
0.34
42

3.6

Not
Estimated

18.18

« According to Caltrans’s Standard Specifications, the contractor must comply
with all of'the local Air Pollution Control District’s rules, ordinances, and
regulations regarding to air quality restrictions.

Adaptation Strategies

“Adaptation strategies” refer to how Caltrans and others can 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 intensity, and increasing frequency and intensity of wildfires. These
changes may affect the transportation infrastructure in various ways, such as damage
to roadbeds from longer periods of intense heat; increasing storm damage from
flooding and erosion; and inundation from rising sea levels. These effects will vary by
location and may, in the most extreme cases, require that a facility be relocated or
redesigned. There may also be economic and strategic ramifications as a result of
these types of impacts to the transportation infrastructure.

At the federal level, the Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, co-chaired by the
White House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the Office of Science and
Technology Policy (OSTP), and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), released its interagency report on October 14, 2010
outlining recommendations to President Barack Obama for how federal agency
policies and programs can better prepare the U.S. to respond to the impacts of climate
change. The Progress Report of the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task
Force recommended that the federal government implement actions to expand and
strengthen the nation’s capacity to better understand, prepare for, and respond to
climate change.

Climate change adaptation must also involve the natural environment as well. Efforts
are underway on a statewide level to develop strategies to cope with impacts to
habitat and biodiversity through planning and conservation. The results of'these
efforts will help California agencies plan and implement mitigation strategies for
programs and projects.

On November 14, 2008, then-Govemor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive
Order S-13-08, which directed a number of state agencies to address California’s
vulnerability to sea level rise caused by climate change. This order set in motion
several agencies and actions to address the concern of'sea level rise.

The California Natural Resources Agency was directed to coordinate with local,
regional, state and federal public and private entities to develop the California
Climate Adaptation Strategy (Dec 2009)4, which summarizes the best-known science
on climate change impacts to California, assesses California’s vulnerability to the
identified impacts, and then outlines solutions that can be implemented within and
across state agencies to promote resiliency.

The strategy outline is in direct response to Executive Order S-13-08 that specifically
asked the Resources Agency to identify how state agencies can respond to rising
temperatures, changing precipitation patterns, sea level rise, and extreme natural
events. Numerous other state agencies were involved in the creation ofthe Adaptation
Strategy document, including the California Environmental Protection Agency;
Business, Transportation and Housing; Health and Human Services; and the
Department of Agriculture. The document is broken down into strategies for different

4http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CNRA-1000-2009-027/CNRA-1000-2009-027-F.PDF
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sectors that include: public health; biodiversity and habitat; ocean and coastal
resources; water management; agriculture; forestry; and transportation and energy
infrastructure. As data continues to be developed and collected, the state's adaptation
strategy will be updated to reflect current findings.

The Resources Agency was also directed to request the National Academy ofScience
to prepare a Sea Level Rise Assessment Report5 to advise how California should plan
for future sea level rise. The report included:

» Relative sea level rise projections for California, Oregon and Washington taking
into account coastal erosion rates, tidal impacts, El Nino and La Nina events, storm
surge and land subsidence rates.

» Range ofuncertainty in selected sea level rise projections.

» Synthesis of existing information on projected sea level rise impacts to state
infrastructure (such as roads, public facilities and beaches), natural areas, and
coastal and marine ecosystems.

» Discussion of future research needs regarding sea level rise.

Prior to the release ofthe final Sea Level Rise Assessment Report, all state agencies,
that are planning to construct projects in areas vulnerable to future sea level rise were
directed to consider a range ofsea level rise scenarios for the years 2050 and 2100 to
assess project vulnerability and, to the extent feasible, reduce expected risks and
increase resiliency to sea level rise. Sea level rise estimates should also be used in
conjunction with information regarding local uplift and subsidence, coastal erosion
rates, predicted higher high water levels, storm surge and storm wave data.

Interim guidance has been released by the Coastal Ocean Climate Action Team as
well as Caltrans as a method to initiate action and discussion ofpotential risks to the
state's infrastructure due to projected sea level rise.

The proposed project has an expected serviceable life span ofabout 50 years.
According to values adopted in 2011 by the Ocean Protection Council, we can
anticipate a maximum sea level rise at this location 0f32 inches by 2070. The
finished roadway would be about 500 feet above sea level; the foundation ofthe
retaining wall structure would reach to about 450 feet above sea level. The separation
between the highest anticipated sea level during the life ofthe project and the project
itselfis substantial, therefore the project is not expected to be affected by sea level
rise due to climate change and no adaptive measures would be required.

Executive Order S-13-08 also directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing
Agency to prepare a report to assess vulnerability oftransportation systems to sea
level rise affecting safety, maintenance and operational improvements ofthe system,

5 Pne-publi*ationi copies ofthe report, Sea LevelROseffor the Coasts ofCalifonnHa, Oregon, and
Washington: Past, Present, and Future, vjqvq made available from the National Academies Press on
June 22, 2012. For more information, please see http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id= 13389.


5%2520Pre-publication%2520copies%2520of%2520the%2520report,%2520SeaLevelRisefortheCoasts%2520ofCalifornia,%2520Oregon,and%2520Washington:%2520Past,%2520Present,%2520and%2520Future,%2520vjqvq%2520made%2520available%2520from%2520the%2520National%2520Academies%2520Press%2520on%2520June%252022,%25202012.%2520For%2520more%2520information,%2520please%2520see%2520http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=%252013389.

and economy of'the state. Caltrans continues to work on assessing the transportation
system vulnerability to climate change, including the effect of'sea level rise.

Currently, Caltrans is working to assess which transportation facilities are at greatest
risk from climate change effects. However, without statewide planning scenarios for
relative sea level rise and other climate change effects, Caltrans has not been able to
determine what change, ifany, may be made to its design standards for its
transportation facilities. Once statewide planning scenarios become available,

Caltrans will be able review its current design standards to determine what changes, if
any, may be warranted to protect the transportation system from sea level rise.

Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term
planning and risk management to address vulnerabilities in the transportation system
from increased precipitation and flooding; increased frequency and intensity of
storms and wildfires; rising temperatures; and rising sea levels. Caltrans is an active
participant in the efforts being conducted in response to Executive Order S-13-08 and
is mobilizing to be able to respond to the National Academy of Science Sea Level
Rise Assessment Report.



Appendix B Comments and Responses

This appendix contains the comments received during the public circulation and

comment period from April 18, 2016 to June 6, 2016.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Governor’s Office “Planning And Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

June 3,2016

Julie McGuigan

California Department of Transportation, District 5
50 Higuera St

San Luis Obispo. CA 93401

Subject: Hurricane Point to Rocky Creek Safety Upgrades
SCH#: 201605101!

Dear Julie McGuigan:
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The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Mitigated Negative Declaration to selected state
agencies for review. The review period closed on June 2,2016, and no state agencies submitted comments
by that date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality' Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 ifyou have any questions regarding the

environmental review process. Ifyou have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 10th Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov
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From: Doug Thurston [mailto:doug@bsim.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 4:04 PM

To: Fowler, Matt C@DOT

Cc: dinopick@grnail.com; 'Chris Balog'; jlinutty@sbcglobal.net, tom@bsim.org; 'alice crawford';
thompson@bsim.org; sally@bsim.org; 'Julie Armstrong'

Subject: Widening of Highway | from Hurricane Point to Rocky Creek Bridge
Hi Matt,

As the race director for the Big Sur International Marathon, the proposed Hurricane
Point to Rocky Creek Safety Upgrade project is of great interest. We understand this
project will widen the southbound lanes of Highway | for about 1.6 miles. Our annual
race runs north in the southbound lanes of Highway | from Big Sur Station to Rio
Road in Carmel. The project area runs from mile 12 to about mile 13.6 of our event
(see attached map).

Our race is always the last Sunday in April. Our 32nd annual marathon is April 30,
2017. We annually attract a sold-out attendance of4,500 marathoners from all 50
states and 30-plus countries. The annual economic impact of the marathon and related
events to the Monterey peninsula is more than $14 million. This is a “bucket list”
event and rated as one ofthe most scenic and popular marathon races in the world.

I'm sure CalTrans is aware of our event. Still we have many questions about this
project including:

1. What is the construction time frame for this project? Our race is planned for
the last Sunday in April each year. Would the construction period be planned
to start after and/or be completed before April of the next year or do you
anticipate this construction affection two April races?

2. How will the southbound dirt shoulder be affected during and after the
project? Will it have the same composition and grading?

3. Are any additional culverts or drainage channels going to be installed along
the road or shoulder on the ocean side?

4. How will the turn-out on the north side of Bixby Bridge be affected? This is
the traditional site of our grand pianist, picture attached, and an iconic part of
our event.

5. Would storage of construction equipment affect any turnouts before, within, or
after this section before, during, or after construction? We place aid stations,
medical stations, bands, mile markers, and relay exchange zones in many of
the wider dirt pullouts in the entire 26-mile section of Highway 1.

6. Following completion of the southbound shoulder width, would the entire
roadway be resurfaced and restriped?

7. Will the new wider paved shoulder be level with the dirt shoulder on the
ocean side?

8. Will the wider shoulder have any rain grooves, thick bike lane painted marks,
reflectors, or delineators separating bikes from cars?


mailto:doug@bsim.org
mailto:jlinutty@sbcglobal.net
mailto:tom@bsim.org
mailto:sally@bsim.org
mailto:dinopick@grnail.com
mailto:thompson@bsim.org

9. Will the wider shoulder or southbound lane have an increased camber for
drainage compared to the current road?

10. Is there anything we should know about the composition/texture of the
asphalt (e.g. any grooving planned?), paint stripes, Bots dots or anything
unusual about how this final section of Highway | will look and feel compared
to the rest of this area of the highway?

11. Is there any pavement or other construction planned along our race course? |
know there has been some talk of installing permanent restroom facilities but
[ don’t know if that has been planned, approved, or scheduled. Anything else
we should know?

Thanks for your consideration and assistance.

Doug Thurston

Race Director/Executive Director
doug@bsim.org

Big Sur International Marathon
P.O. Box 222620

Carmel, CA 93922-2620

Office: (831) 625-6226

Cell: (916) 802-7668

Fax: (831) 625-2119

wwvv. bsim.org

Big Sur International Marathon 04.24.16

Run in the Name of Love 06.19.16

Salinas Valley Half Marathon 08.06.16
HalfMarathon on Monterey Bay 11.13.16
JUST RUN! Big Sur’s Youth Fitness Program


mailto:doug@bsim.org
http://wwvv. bsim.org
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Responses to Doug Thurston, Race Director/Executive Director, Big Sur
International Marathon, Comments Dated May 11, 2016

1.

The tentative start of construction is fall 2018. Construction will last about 5
months. There will be a temporary signal in place during construction for
approximately 2 months. We will work to coordinate construction activities so
that the race is impacted as little as possible. There will be no construction or
lane closures during the race.

The southbound dirt shoulder will be affected by construction equipment and
grading during construction. Post-construction, the dirt shoulder will have
largely the same composition and grading.



3.

10.

No new culverts or drainage channels are being installed. Drainage features
will be replaced or adjusted as necessary to accommodate the widening. As
part of adjustment for the widening on the northbound side, at post mile 58.82
the headwall will be replaced, at post mile 58.96 a drainage inlet will be
replaced and at station post mile 59.20 the 18-inch corrugated metal culvert
inlet will be extended and the headwall replaced. On the southbound side, at
station post mile 58.88 a portion ofthe existing 18-inch corrugated metal
culvert will be removed and replaced for construction ofthe new slope and
rock slope protection will be installed.

The 18-inch corrugated metal culvert at station post mile 59.02 is proposed to
be replaced in this contract. The invert ofthis culvert is failing. The new
culvert will be 24 inches in diameter. Additionally, at post mile 58.53, an
existing concrete box culvert 6.1' wide x 6.95' high is proposed to be
extended on each side by approximately 2 feet in order to accommodate the
wider road section.

This turnout will remain the same. However, the guardrail that attaches to
Bixby Bridge will be replaced with new guardrail. The new guardrail will
look the same as the guardrail currently in place.

The contractor will likely use the pullout on the southbound side inside the
curve that is about 0.2 mile north ofHurricane Point for staging and
equipment storage. This is a large asphalt and dirt pullout. The area will be
returned to its pre-construction condition after the project is completed.

Yes. Shoulder widening extends from north of Hurricane Point to just south of
Bixby Bridge, and this area will be resurfaced and restriped at the end ofthe
project.

Yes. The new paved shoulder will be level with the dirt shoulder on the ocean
side.

The shoulder will have a white reflective stripe. It will not have any grooving
or reflectors.

The new shoulder and lane will not have any more camber (slight arching)
than the current road. The camber ofthe new shoulder will be the same as the
existing camber (slight arching).

The pavement will be rubberized asphalt, which will match the look and feel
ofthe rest ofthe asphalt highway. There will be nothing unusual about the
pavement and the look and feel will match the rest ofthe highway.



11. The following programmed projects are located within the race limits:

On Highway One in Monterey County from post miles 71.9-72.3 near the city of
Carmel, there is a proposed project to address drainage improvements. Construction:
Fall 2019

On Highway One in Monterey County from post miles 72.3-72.9 between the Carmel
River Bridge and Carmel Valley Road, there is a proposed operational improvement
project at Rio Road. Construction: Fall 2017

On Highway One in Monterey County from post miles 39.8-74.6 near Big Sur from

Torre Canyon Bridge to Carpenter Street, there is a proposed pavement preservation
project. Construction: Summer 2020
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET. SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060

PHONE. (831)427-4863

FAX (831)427-4877

WEB WWW COASTAL CA.GOV

June 10, 2016

Matt Fowler

Senior Environmental Planner
Caltrans — District 5

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo. CA 93401

Subject: Comments on the Initial Studv/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for
the Hurricane Point to Rocky Creek Safety Upgrades Project

Dear Mr. Fowler,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above project. We have reviewed the IS/MND
for the Route | safety upgrades in northern Big Sur. The project description includes a proposal
to widen the shoulders and lanes on Route 1, install new guardrail and repair existing guardrail,
construct catch slopes and reinforced slopes, replace or adjust culver inlets, replace an existing
culvert, and extend one concrete box culvert. The project location extends from about one mile
south of Bixby Creek Bridge to 0.25 miles south of Rocky Creek Bridge in Big Sur. Monterey-
County.

Please consider the following comments and suggestions:

Additional Documentation Needed. The IS/MND provides a general overview map ofthe
project area and the pertinent post-mile marker limits for widening and guardrail installation. It
also says that unspecified culvert inlets will be adjusted or replaced, that an existing culvert will
be replaced, and an existing box culvert (at an unidentified location) will be extended. The
IS/MND further indicates that the project includes construction ofreinforced 1:1 slopes at two
locations. The IS/MND unfortunately does not provide maps or project plans at a scale and/or
level of detail that would allow us to evaluate the proposed development for potential impacts to
coastal resources or for consistency with Monterey County Local Coastal Program policies. In
order to adequately evaluate the project including for permitting purposes, a site plan is needed
that shows the location ofall proposed improvements including the location of any travel lane
widening, new shoulders, culverts, new guardrail, etc. It is also important to have a plan sheet
that details the height, size, length, material, and color, etc., of the proposed new and
replacement facilities so that we can analyze the proposed change in this infrastructure.

Specifically regarding guardrail, new segments could improve safety by preventing errant cars
from leaving the roadway and the IS/MND indicates that there is a pattern of ‘run-off-the-road”
collisions with a fairly high fatality rate, but no documentation is provided to support this
conclusion. The IS/MND should be updated to reflect current collision statistics documenting the
need/purpose for this aspect of'the project.



Highway 1 Scenic Byway Character and Visual Resources. Highway | along the northern Big
Sur coast is a designated State Scenic Highway and National Scenic Byway. In this context, it is
possible that the additional pavement width and the new guardrail will degrade the scenic, rural
character ofthe highway and cause visual resource impacts in this highly scenic viewshed. In
order to preserve the scenic and rural character ofthe Big Sur coast, we recommend that
contemplated improvements be limited to the minimum necessary to address a significant,
documented hazard, based on accident history. For example, improvement of four-1'oot-wide
shoulders in areas of long climbing grades could improve safety for bicyclist and motorists. The
same is not necessarily true of downhill grades where the speed of cyclists often matches those
of motor traffic and the ability to share the road can be utilized.

The proposed installation of new guardrail on the seaward side ofthe highway may also impinge
on public views. Again, consideration must be given to minimizing the amount of new railing to
that needed to address documented hazards. Alternatives to the traditional railing should also be
considered, such as the use of cable railing to minimize view impairment. Ifneeded, a convening
of'the joint Caltrans-Coastal Commission "Road's Edge Committee* could help generate
alternatives/potential mitigations to address visual impact issues in a manner that is protective
and reflective of Big Sur’s scenic qualities.

Proposed shoulder improvements, i.e. widening, along the southbound lanes from Bixby Bridge
to Hurricane Point could result in more parking along the shoulders between designated pullouts,
thereby exacerbating a "wall of' cars” effect on the seaward side of'the highway. Additional
parking in the widened shoulders could also create a potential safety hazard from vehicles
intruding into the roadway and car doors being opened into the flow oftraffic. Parked cars also
intrude into the photogenic Bixby Bridge vista from the pullout at the north abutment of'the
bridge. Thus, a potential public view impairment. Commission staffrequests a more thorough
investigation of possible alternatives including limiting the seaward paved shoulder width to four
feet, except at the existing paved Castle Rock, Bixby Bridge Vista, and Hurricane Point pullouts,
so as not to invite on-shoulder parking; retaining, improving and possibly adding parking
capacity in pullouts on the inland side ofthe highway and in screened/partially screened unpaved
pullouts on the seaward side of'the highway (these include the northbound Monterey-Salinas
Transit (MST) bus stop, Bullpen Gulch (both sides), and at the Brazil Ranch coastal terrace
access gate, north ofthe cattle undercrossing near Bullpen Gulch); and, supporting County
adoption of an enforceable ordinance restricting parking to only designated off-pavement areas
and pullouts. Associated signage likely would be needed, but could be designed and located in a
manner to minimize visual intrusion.

Beyond the bridges, widening in the southbound direction could impact the existing scenic rock
walls located immediately south of Rocky Creek Bridge and south of Bixby Creek Bridge. The
IS/MND does not evaluate the project's potential impacts to these historic structures. We
recommend that the project avoid altering these structures.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitats (ESHA). The IS/MND appropriately considers the
potential of the project to disturb Coast and Seaside buckwheat, which are host plants for the
endangered Smith's blue butterfly. Though the impacts are not believed to be significant, the



8. [

10.

11.

12.

project nonetheless includes, as a precautionary measure, replanting of'these buckwheat species.
The IS/MND does not, however, include provisions for eradicating non-native plant species
within the project area, as required by the Monterey County LCP. In addition to the proposed
buckwheat replanting, we recommend that the project include eradication ofnon-native species
within the project area to support the proposed habitat enhancements. Similarly, widening
activities in the northbound direction of'travel could impact ESHA other than that associated
with Smith’s blue butterfly, such as chaparral or riparian habitats. The IS/MND should be
updated to reflect potential impacts to rare plant communities and include appropriate mitigation
for all unavoidable impacts.

Hazards. Widening ofthe highway in the northbound direction could result in cutting into the []
hillside in at least two locations, i.e., at Hurricane Point and on the approach to the new Rocky []
Creek Viaduct, which could potentially cause geologic destabilization in an already landslide-
prone area. The IS/MND must identify and evaluate the potential for such impacts, whether or
not they can be avoided and minimized, and the appropriate mitigation ifnecessary. []

Public Access. A marked United States Forest Sendee (USFS) trailhead is located on the inland
side ofthe highway, at approximately the mid-point ofthe project’s boundaries. A potential
coastal bluffaccess route extends from this same trailhead, passing under the highway to the
coastal terrace on the seaward side of'the highway. Specifically, an unmarked cattle
undercrossing is located immediately north of Bullpen Gulch, and could provides safe pedestrian
access from the inland side of'the Brazil Ranch to the coastal terrace on the seaward side of'the
highway. The project description includes widening the road and adjusting and replacing
culverts along this stretch of Route 1. Absent project plans, it is not known if'this agricultural
and safe public access feature will be retained. We recommend either avoiding any widening that
would impair the undercrossing, or extending the undercrossing so that it will still effectively
pass beneath the widened roadway.

CDP Required. New guardrail may trigger the need for CDP. The same applies to new grading
or paving that widens the highway, increases the size of pullouts, impairs access to existing
pullouts, creates new parking capacity, or makes the road cut more severe. Culvert replacement
or extension work that disturbs environmentally sensitive riparian vegetation may trigger the
need for a CDP even if'it would otherwise fall within the exemption for maintenance and repair
work. As noted above, the documentation provided thus far is not at a scale or level ofdetail that
would allow us to make a determination at this time ifa CDP will be necessary for the project.

Impacts Checklist. Comments below correspond to the respective topics listed in the IS/MND:

a. Aesthetics: To evaluate impacts, a site plan will be needed.

b. Agricultural and Forest Resources: The draft IS/MND asserts that there ““...is no
farmland in the project area... [and] there is no zoning for agriculture. — These
statements need to be corrected to state that all of'the lands adjacent to the project, south
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ofBixby Bridge, were historically part ofthe Brazil Ranch. As such, these coastal
terrace and hillside slopes were grazed, and sometimes cultivated for hay production.
The Brazil Ranch was acquired by the federal government to preclude adverse
development, and is now managed by the U.S. Forest Service as rangeland. Current
County zoning, certified by the California Coastal Commission, encourages such use to
continue under the "Watershed & Scenic Conservation" (WSC) designation.

Air Quality: No comments.

Biological Resources: (See also "ESHA” section above). The IS/MND appropriately
notes the potential for disturbance ofhabitat for the federally endangered Smith's blue
butterfly (SBB). However, an important prior study by Caltrans for the Coast Highway
Management Plan (CI-IMP), c. 2001. is not referenced. The CHMP study concluded that
the butterfly’s host plants, i.e. Seaside and Coast buckwheat, often occur in areas of
disturbance, such as road cuts. While the host plants are found within project limits, the
CHMP study only mapped aggregations of 30 or more plants adjacent to the highway.
Scattered individual plants were not deemed significant as indicators of SBB habitat. We
would need further biological review to determine ifany of'these areas might qualify as
ESHA as defined by the Monterey County LCP and the Coastal Act. Also, because the
plants tend to be disturbance-followers, but can be crowded out by invasive non-natives
such as pampas grass or Genista, —any mitigation replanting that is done should be
coupled with follow-up measures that will keep the disturbed substrate and mitigation
site(s) free ofinvasive plant species;

Cultural Resources: The crenelated rock walls immediately south ofthe Rocky Creek
and Bixby Creek Bridges constitute aesthetic and cultural resources. In a background
report prepared for the CHMP, Caltrans compiled a careful list ofsuch features along the
Big Sur Coast. We recommend that the IS/MND reference and incorporate this prior
work, and ensure that these existing rock walls are protected.

There is no consideration ofthe historic Bixby Bridge itself, which certainly falls short of
the 12-ft travel lane/4-ft shoulder configuration. The IS would benefit from an assurance
to the reader that the existing width and design ofthe iconic concrete bridge will not be
affected by this project.

Geology and Soils: No comments.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions: No comments.

Hazards: (See also "Hazards” comments above). This section mentions "temporary O
slope construction.” Without project plans, we cannot determine the location ofsuch o
work, nor can we evaluate the potential for impacts, ifany. o

Hydrology and Water Quality': We applaud the incorporation ofwater quality Best
Management Practices (BMPs) and management ofstorm water runoffin accordance
with a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Presumably, the County,
through its CDP process, will be requiring adherence to the applicable BMPs and the
SWPPP. Nonetheless, in the interests ofprotecting water quality, we recommend that
Caltrans provide plans showing the location and design ofthe culverts to be replaced or
extended.
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Land Use and Planning: The project is located with Monterey County's coastal
development permitting jurisdiction.. We recommend that the IS/MND identify that the
certified Monterey County Local Coastal Program (LCP), including the LCP's Big Sur
Coast Land Use Plan, is the standard ofreview for the project. Given that the project
constitutes a major public works project, the project (whether approved or denied by the
County) is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

Mineral Resources: No comments.

Noise: We concur with the IS/MND with respect to typical defined receptors. But, in an
abundance ofcaution, we recommend that Caltrans specify a mitigation measure that
would suspend significant construction noise and vibration during the Smith's blue
butterfly (SBB) mating season, ifsuch noise and vibration would have the potential for
significant disruption of SBB habitat. This mating season may be less than one month
out ofthe year. Consultation with butterfly experts and/or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
staffis recommended.

. Recreation: State Route | is the primary recreational asset along the Big Sur Coast. Its

ragged, scenic, rural character has resulted m ite d*igmition as a State Scenk ffighway,

as well as an All-American Road in the National Scenic Byway system. Driving for
pleasure has been identified as the primary purpose given by most highway users for
selecting this route. The portion ofthe highway considered by the IS/MND includes
Bixby Bridge and its approaches. This is one ofthe most recognized and iconic sections
ofthe entire scenic roadway. As such, careful attention is necessary to ensure that the
rural, scenic character ofthe highway is not compromised by excessive widening, or by
impairment ofscenic views with non-essential guardrails.

In addition to its recreational value as a scenic highway for visitors arriving by
automobile or tour bus, the highway is also designated as the Pacific Coast Bike Route.
Further, hiking and other pedestrian recreation is one ofthe many uses allowed on the
surrounding National Forest lands. This type ofrecreation is facilitated by the paved and
unpaved pullouts, as well as the MST transit stops located along the highway. A marked
USFS trailhead is located on the inland side ofthe highway, and an existing cattle
undercrossing, although not presently marked as such, provides a safe way for hikers to
pass beneath the highway for access to the Brazil Ranch coastal terrace (see also “Public
Access” comment above). Therefore, we cannot agree with the statement in the draft
IS/MND that there “...are no recreational facilities in the project area.”

Transportation/Traffic: The proposed shoulder widening could potentially improve
safety for bicyclists. However, as discussed above, it will be important to ensure that
parking does not take place in the widened shoulders, but instead should be limited to
highway pullouts. We would encourage greater evaluation within the IS/MND as to how
this project may best improve bicycle use in this section of Hwy 1. Similarly for
pedestrians, care will be needed to protect the existing public access trailhead described
above, as well as the existing, unmarked highway undercrossing.
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This section ofthe IS/MND mentions two locations where reinforced 1:1 slopes will be
needed. But. without site-specific plans, we cannot offer any comments at this time.

Utility and Service Systems: No comments.

Mandatory Findings of Significance: The project's impacts could be significant, but
less than significant with mitigation. Significance will depend on the location and impact
of widening on the highway's character, as well as the location and design ofthe
guardrail (which could degrade views from the highway). If the project will result in
significant impacts, it will be critical to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate these impacts to
a level that is less than significant. Note that significance of impact does not necessarily
determine conformance with LCP policies.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the IS/MND. Please do not hesitate to
contact me at the address or phone number above ifyou wish to discuss any ofthe above
comments.

Mike Watson.
Coastal Planner and Program Analyst
Central Coast District
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Please refer to Appendix C for location improvements.

This project was initiated in 2010 through the Run offthe Road Monitoring
Program using data from January 1, 2001 - December 31, 2003. There were

11 run offthe road collisions within the project limits of Mon-1-post mile-
58.3 to Mon-I-post mile-59.8. Ofthe eleven, ten were injury collisions and
there were no fatal collisions. From January 1, 2009 to December 31, 2011 the

collision total was ten, one of which was fatal and seven of which were injury.
(See table below).

A pattern ofroadway departure collisions was seen from post mile 58.3 to
59.3. Widening and guardrail has been proposed by District Traffic Safety as
corrective action to reduce the number and severity of roadway departure
collisions. Collision data released by FHWA has shown that widening
shoulders has a dramatic effect in reducing both the number and severity of
collisions.

This project proposes to reduce the number and severity ofrun-off-the-road
collisions by providing wider lanes and shoulders where terrain is favorable
and installing guardrail at spot locations as recommended by District Traffic
Safety.

COLLISIONDATA
(01/01/2009 to 12/31/2011)

LOCATI POST NUMBER OF COLLISIONS COLLISION RATES COLLISIONRATES

ON

Route |

MILE  TOTAL  FATAL  INJURIES ACTUAL AVERAGE ACTUAL
F+I F+I TOTAL
(ACCS/MVM)  (ACCS/MVM)  (ACCS/MVM)

583 to 10 | 7 1.16 0.76 1.45
59.8

Note: Rates are collisions per million vehicle miles (MVM).
* Statewide average collision ratefor similarfacilities.

3. 4-foot shoulders have been constructed elsewhere on coastal Route |

throughout Big Sur. 4-foot shoulders are not likely to cause increased parking
since there are pullouts within the project limits that can accommodate
parking. Adding no-parking signs would further clutter the scenic viewshed.

Shoulder widening is a typical safety improvement to the highway system
when these types of collisions show a pattern ofreoccurrence. Shoulder
widening to the drivers left is not typical on a conventional highway where

A VERAGE* TOTAL
(ACCS/MVM)

151



each traveled lane and direction oftravel is separated by pavement markings.
However, shoulder widening to the drivers right is possible and is specifically
what this project is trying to address. By widening the shoulders in both
directions oftravel, you are widening the shoulders to the driver's right,
depending on the direction of'travel.

No widening is planned for the area north ofBixby Bridge to the end ofthe
project. Widening existing pullouts is outside ofthe safety program scope of
the project. Please see Appendix C for shoulder widening locations.

New guardrail installations are limited to two locations on the south end ofthe
project. Please see Appendix C for locations. New guardrail was evaluated by
District Landscape Architecture Visual Impact Analysis and was determined
to have negligible impact. The scope ofnew guardrail was coordinated with
District Traffic Safety to install the minimum new guardrail possible. Cable
railing is only used for long tangent median applications.

For this area, 4-foot shoulders have been selected for the shoulder width. No
widening is planned for the area north ofBixby Bridge to the end ofthe
project. California Vehicle Code 22400 (Minimum Speed Law) states: “No
person shall bring a vehicle to a complete stop upon a highway so as to
impede or block the normal and reasonable movement oftraffic unless the
stop is necessary for safe operation or in compliance with law.” Any vehicles
parking in the four foot shoulder that intrude into the roadway would be in
violation ofthis law and subject to enforcement by the California Highway
Patrol. Please see Appendix C for shoulder widening dimensions and
locations.

The existing scenic rock walls will not be impacted. No work is planned on
existing bridges. Guardrail at the 4 comers ofthe Bixby Bridge will be
replaced in kind with current railing heights. This guardrail will not touch the
Bixby Bridge historic concrete end blocks.

Biological review revealed that there are no impacts to areas that qualify as
ESHA as defined by the Monterey County LCP and the Coastal Act. Section
30107.5 ofthe Coastal Act defines an ESHA as: "Any area in which plant or
animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of
their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily
disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments."(Monterey
County LCP, 2003 & Big Sur Land Use Plan, 1996). The project area does not
qualify as ESHA based on the absence ofSmith's blue butterfly. The project
does not impact any other animals or plants that would be considered ESHA.



8. [JCaltrans will reduce the spread of invasive non-native plant species by
implementing the following protection measures to comply with Executive
Order (EO) 13112:

a. Invasive plants are known on the project site, therefore any plant
materials removed during construction will be contained and treated as
trash and disposed of'in a permitted landfill.

b. Post construction, all exposed slopes shall be stabilized and
replanted with a native seed species mix approved by a Caltrans
biologist.

¢. To minimize the introduction ofinvasive plant species, all vehicles,
machinery, and equipment shall be in a clean and soil-free condition
before entering the project limits.

Chaparral and riparian habitats are not within the project’s action area.
Central (Lucian) Coastal Scrub and ruderal/disturbed habitat are
present within the action area. Please see the following information
from the Natural Environment Study:

The Biological Study Area (BSA) is dominated by coastal scrub
habitat best characterized as Central (Lucian) Coastal Scrub (Holland
1986) (or per Sawyer et al. [2009]. The Toxicodendron diversilobum,
Artemisia californica, Baccharis pilularis, and Mimulus aurantiacus
are the plant species which characterize the Central (Lucian) Coastal
Scrub. Dominant species within the BSA include coyote bush
{Baccharis pilularis), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum),
California sagebrush (4Artemisia californica), and sticky monkeyflower
(Mimulus aurantiacus). This site supports some seacliff buckwheat
(Eriogonum parvifolium) and seaside buckwheat (Eriogonum
latifolium) plants, which can be habitat for the federally listed Smith’s
blue butterfly (Euphilotes enoptes smithi).

Ruderal/disturbed weedy species occur along the immediate edges of
SR-1.The ruderal habitat is comprised of native and alien species
ensuing from invasive species introduction and highway construction,
operations, and maintenance (Frenkel, 1970). The common ruderal
species found in the BSA include iceplant (Carpobrotus edulis),
cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), red brome (Bromus madritensis ssp.
rubens), pampas grass (Cortaderiajubata), fennel (Foeniculum
vulgare), and French broom (Genista monspessulana). Caltrans
maintains eight foot shoulders on SR-1, where applicable, by routinely
mowing and clearing vegetation. Maintenance ofthe drainages is
essential in this region along SR-1 to protect the roadway and Caltrans
clears out drainages and culverts before the rainy season each year.



9.[JNo widening or cutting into the northbound side slope ofthe highway is

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

planned in the project. The widening has been designed to use the existing
topography without cutting in to the existing northbound slope.
See Appendix C.

The existing cattle undercrossing will be widened on both sides to
accommodate 12-foot lanes and 4-foot shoulders, the path will not change.
See Appendix C.

Please see Appendix C, A-C (Plans).

Although adjacent land was historically part ofthe Brazil Ranch and
previously grazed and/or cultivated, the proposed project will not directly or
indirectly impact any of'this land nor will it affect the current County zoning
or impede the use of “Watershed & Scenic Conservation” (WSC) designation.

Botanical surveys revealed the presence of seacliffbuckwheat, which is a host
plant for Smith’s blue butterfly within the Area of Potential Impact (API) of
the project. Protocol surveys for Smith’s blue butterfly were conducted on
July 7, July 17, July 28, August 5, and August 17, 2015 by Caltrans Associate
Biologists Morgan Robertson and Andrew Domingos according to the
protocol for presence-absence surveys ofthe endangered Smith’s blue
butterfly on the Los Padres National Forest in Monterey and northern San
Luis Obispo counties, CA (Arnold 2002). Surveys were scheduled for dates
and times that met recommended ambient conditions in the protocol. Protocol
surveys for Smith’s blue butterfly were negative.

No Smith’s blue butterfly was observed during protocol surveys in 2015.
Similarly, no Smith’s blue butterfly was observed during surveys of'the
neighboring Rocky Creek Viaduct site in 2011 and 2012, or during ongoing
monitoring visits to the buckwheat mitigation site at PM 58.5. Based on
negative survey results, the small number of plants to be removed by the
project, and proposed replanting within the project area, this project is not
expected to affect Smith’s blue butterfly. In addition to the project site, two
surveys were conducted at a known reference site with an established
population near Bums Creek (PM 34.5). The reference site was visited on July
7 and August 5, 2015 and Smith’s blue butterflies were observed at the
reference site during each visit.

The above biological review reveals that there are no impacts to areas that
qualify as ESHA as defined by the Monterey County LCP and the Coastal
Act. (For further explanation, refer to Response to comments #7 & #8 and
Additional Explanations for the Impacts Checklist — Biological Resources).

There are no contributing masonry rock walls within the project post miles.
There will not be any shoulder widening near any masonry walls.



15. Bixby Bridge will not be impacted, so there is zero potential to affect it. ]
Please refer to Appendix C (Plans). []

16. Temporary slopes and shoring for construction of'the reinforced embankments
and support of the roadway above excavations shall be proposed and designed
by the contractor as required using Best Management Practices as needed.
Please refer to Appendix C.

17. Please refer to Appendix C for location of culverts.

18. While designing this potential safety project, Caltrans embraced the
philosophy and goals ofthe Monterey LCP. The Maintenance and Restoration
section requires projects to preserve natural and coastal resources and preserve
the viewshed ofthe Big Sur Coast (LCP Sections 3.2, 4.1.1, 4.1.2, and 4.1.3).
Monterey LCP requirements will be the standard ofreview for the Coastal
Development Permit.

19. Noise or vibration will not affect Smith’s blue butterfly because they were not
observed during protocol surveys in 2015 which resulted in a determination of
No Affect. Similarly, no Smith’s blue butterfly was observed during surveys
ofthe neighboring Rocky Creek Viaduct site in 2011 and 2012, or during
ongoing monitoring visits to the buckwheat mitigation site at PM 58.5. Based
on negative survey results, the small number of’plants to be removed by the
project, and proposed replanting within the project area, this project is not
expected to affect Smith’s blue butterfly.

20.[]  recreational facilities in the project area include the highway for viewing,
driving, and biking, and nearby unofficial trailheads for hiking and biking. The
proposed work will not affect these resources. The existing cattle undercrossing
(potential trailhead) will be widened on both sides to accommodate 12-foot lanes
and 4-foot shoulders. Please see Appendix C.



21.

22.

Since the selected shoulder width is 4 feet, increased parking on shoulders should
not occur. Regarding parking on the shoulder: California Vehicle Code 22400
(Minimum Speed Law) states: “No person shall bring a vehicle to a complete stop
upon a highway so as to impede or block the normal and reasonable movement of
traffic unless the stop is necessary for safe operation or in compliance with law.”
Any vehicles parking in the four foot shoulder that intrude into the roadway would
be in violation of'this law and subject to enforcement by the California Highway
Patrol.

The public trailhead will be left in place as it currently exists. The unmarked cattle
crossing (trailhead) will remain in place and be extended by approximately 2 feet
on either side. Please see Appendix C.

The most noticeable aspects ofthe project would be the wider highway lanes and
paved shoulders, the reinforced slopes, and the new and replaced guardrail. With
the exception of the new and replaced guardrail, each ofthese project elements
would be below the level of the existing roadway and would not affect visual
access to the surrounding landscape. The proposed project impacts will be less
than significant with avoidance, minimization and mitigation implemented.
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