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BUI C <94116bc@gmail.com> 

0912412011 11 :07 AM 

To Jake $i99 <jakesigg@earthlink.net> 

cc <thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov> 

bee 

Subject Re: widen Highway 1 to 6 lanes? 

OK, here's something short (I'm leaving for airport soon) 

Pacificans Wary of Widening Highway I 

The "Calera Creek" proposal of the Calif Dept of Transportation and San Mateo 
County Transit Authority "T.A." to widen 1.3 miles of Highway I in Pacifica from 
four to six lanes has generated controversy on the coast. 

At two public meetings, speakers have overwhelmingly given a wary response to 
the proposal, which require the demolishing of several roadside businesses and a 
home, as well as the paving over of wildlife habitat. 

Widening opponents have suggested solutions which could be implemented 
sooner, at lower cost and without the environmental impacts, such as carpooling, 
better bus service and a reversible lane as on the Golden Gate Bridge, but the 
transportation staff ignored them all. 

The T.A. receives county sales tax monies, and c.m fund bus service as well as 
highways. The Board is comprised of seven local government officials. 

The DEIR, which reads like a brochure for the project, says that coastal views will 
be improved once the roadside trees are cut down. The deadline for public 
comment on the DEIR is October 7. thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

The DEIR can be found at: 

htlp:llwww.dot.ca.gov/dist4/documents/route I calera parkwavlcalera pkwy dei 
r eal1080lcombined.pdf 

The "T.A." will meet on October 6 in San Carlos. Comments may be sent to 
board@smcta.com. 

On Sat, Sep 24, 201 1 at 10:33 AM, Jake Sigg <jakesigg@earthlink.net> wrote: 
Bill: 
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Is this something you would like me to post to my newsletter? Ifso, readers would want to 
know what this is about--a little background. This is the first I have heard of it, and the only 
infonnation you have was in the Subject line: widening Highway I to six lanes. Rather 
meager. 

That sounds appalling as wen as stupid and out of step with the times. But if you want 
newsletter readers to take action you need to sketch what the proposal is and what you want 
readers to do. 

Jake 

On Sep 23, 2011, at 7:50 PM, Bill C wrote: 

Jake - This issue is very controversial here in Pacifica. The DEIR 
says not to worry about the enviro impacts, and the widening will 
improve coastal views once they cut down the roadside heritage 
trees. 

We made headway at the second public meeting last night, and 
seem close to getting the TA Board to finally look at other options 
which don't demolish a home, businesses and habitat. 
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Sent by email to thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov 
October 18, 2011 

 
 
 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4  
Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
 
 

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Assessment for  
State Route 1 / Calera Parkway / Highway 1 Widening Project  
San Mateo County, California  
04‐SM‐1 / PM 41.7/43.0 / EA 04‐254600 

 
 
Dear Ms. Rivas: 
 
I am writing regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Assessment for the 
proposed widening of Highway 1 in Pacifica, referred to as the Calera Parkway. I strongly oppose 
the widening on grounds that there are much more cost‐effective and sustainable solutions to such 
traffic congestion as now exists in this section of roadway. 
 
I have been a Pacifica resident for the 43 of my 55 years, and have had ample opportunity over the 
years to observe traffic patterns and changes in traffic over time, and also to discuss traffic with 
other Pacificans. Everyone with whom I have spoken about this issue concurs: there is no traffic 
problem when schools are not in session – i.e., summer vacations, winter breaks, etc. Hence the 
solutions to the traffic problem should focus on addressing the community’s needs for improved 
transportation options for school‐bound families during the morning commute, which is much 
more problematic than the evening commute. During the evening commute, the backup is much 
milder, resulting in only a few minutes’ delay except in rare instances such as when an accident has 
occurred. 
 
In order to provide more concrete evidence of this phenomenon, two other Pacificans and I 
monitored traffic backups southward from the Highway 1 / Fassler Avenue traffic light during the 
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AM commute peak in 2010 before school started in the fall (on August 24 and 27) and then again 
after school started (on September 22 and 24) The results are shown in the graph on the following 
page; I am also including a figure showing the locations of power poles, which are numbered to 
correspond to the numbers on the vertical axis in the graph.  
 
The graph clearly shows that the backups were significantly greater after school had started, and in 
fact were virtually nonexistent before school had started. As I mentioned above, this empirical 
observation has been borne out by countless other community members with whom I have spoken 
about this over the years. 
 
I therefore urge you to do a much more thorough investigation of means of alleviating school‐
related traffic congestion than has yet been done and include the results in a revised DEIR.  
 
A school bussing program, whether administered by the Pacifica School District or operated by 
SamTrans, would be immensely less expensive and disruptive to the community than any of the 
proposed widening options. Given the State of California’s overriding interest in reducing carbon 
emissions, a failure to investigate this alternative, which would have the added benefit of reducing 
VMT by a substantial amount, would be scandalously negligent.  
 
I also encourage you to look much more creatively at ways of improving safety in the section of 
Highway 1 between Rockaway Beach and Vallemar. The options studied should include traffic 
calming strategies and the use of a slightly elevated paved median such as the one on Bridgeway 
Street in the southern section of downtown Sausalito. As shown in the photo on page 5 of this 
document, that median (indicated with yellow arrow) provides safe separation between 
northbound and southbound traffic as well as a route for emergency vehicles to pass between the 
northbound and southbound lanes when necessary. Such a median could be provided while adding 
minimal width to the roadway, thus minimizing excavation, cost, and visual blight to our coastal 
community.  
 
Cordially yours, 
 

 
 
Ann Edminster 
115 Angelita Avenue, Pacifica 
650‐355‐9150, ann@annedminster.com 
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Highway One Traffic Graph, Fall 2010 
Power pole number 7 indicates any backup distance beyond pole number 6. 

 

 
 



Highway One Aerial View, Numbered Power Poles 
 

 

   



Bridgeway Street, Sausalito 
(Yellow arrow represents slightly elevated safety median.) 
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Yolanda Rivas 

The Pilgrims 
408 Donaldson Ave. 
Pacifica Ca 94044 

Cal trans District 4 
111 Grand Ave 
Oakland CA. 94623 

Dear Ms. Rivas: 

October 4, 2011 

Recently Caltrans, acting as a CEQA lead agency, held a public meeting in 
Pacifica. The meeting was calendared to demonstrate that Caltrans had 
completed the CEQA required DEIR for the Calera Parkway Project. As the 
meeting proceeded representatives of Caltrans made several remarks that 
were objectively false. misleading, and ohvious misinterpretations of several 
studies, containing masses of data, and the environmental process as a 
whole. This response (below) omits any reference to the community meeting 
cited above. However, the references/citations below overlap with some 
remarks and viewpoints expressed at the meeting by representatives of 
Caltrans. In essence, the focus of my narrative is on the Calera Parkway 
Draft Environmental Report (DEIR), and on the Calera Parkway Project 
(CPP). 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT 
At S.2 this writer notes: 

"The pu rpose of the proposed project is to improve traffic operations by 
decreasing traffic congestion and improving peak-period travel times along a 
congested segment of SR 1 within the city of Pacifica." 

The stated reason for the Calera Parkway Project (stated above) is, in itself, 
misleading. The fact is that CEQA Guidelines require any lead agency that 
proposes any project that has the potential to degrade the quality of the 
existing environment, or wildlife ecology, to prepare and circulate an 
environmental impact report. 

The explicitness of the assertion above conceals and misleads the reader in 
that the primary reason for the Calera Parkway Project is to connect the 
tunnels at Devil's Slide with Interstate 280. This outcome will/would provide 
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additional infrastructure circulation carrying capacity thus enabling the 
urbanizing of the San Mateo mid-coast as expressed in the language of the San 
Mateo County LCP of November 9, 2005. The Calera Parkway Project is merely 
one of the piecemeal entities now evolving that supposedly serves to relieve 
what is described as "congestion" in the Fassler-SRI circulation corridor. 
Rather than relieve "congestion" the proposed project triggers CEQA significant 
adverse impacts to the Pacifica environment and wildlife habitat that are 
unwanted, unnecessary, and potentially harmful as will be discussed below. 

There are the two permitted projectsf developments inside the Fassler-SRI 
corridor with certified FElRs: they are "Harmony @ 1", and "Prospects" 
(attached). Both the projects have been "permitted" by the City of Pacifica, 
and have certified EIRs. In order to develop these projects the developers 
merely have to request the needed permits. Once permitted the projects, 
individually & collectively will contribute to the existing congestion at its focal 
point: at the intersection of the Fassler Ave-SRI circulation corridor. 

The Calera Parkway Project will induce ground breaking/building/development 
at these two sites. The ground breaking/building/development at these two 
sites will add additional vehicle trips daily (VTD) to the somewhat congested 
Fassler Ave.-SRI intersection, and Fassler Ave.-SRI circulation corridor in 
general. 

Additionally, the two projects VTD and physical location/ position both on, and 
adjacent to, the Fassler-SR I circulation corridor, will require a controlled 
intersection on Fassler Ave at or near Roberfs Road, or on Fassler Ave at the 
ingress-egress site of the Prospects project site. Any controlled intersection 
(traffic light) that impedes or interferes with the existing LOS will doubtless 
prove to have a deleterious effect on the existing LOS and can be defined as 
having a CEQA significant adverse, avoidable, and unacceptable impact on 
circulation in the area described above. 

That the two developments combined contribution (VTD) to the existing level of 
service (LOS:F) at the intersection of Fassler Ave .-SRI isn't acknowledged is an 
omission. This omission results in a CEQA significant adverse, avoidable, 
irreversible and unacceptable growth inducing environmental impact that is 
the outcome of the proposed Calera Parkway Project. 

The language of the DElR does not contain any mention of mitigation measures 
that can be implemented to avoid the cited impacts. Please discuss, describe, 
and explain the mitigation measures that are offered by CaltransfSamtrans to 
reduce the cited impacts to the environment as required by CEQA. 
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Calera Parkway Project 
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This ariel perspective of SR-l and Fassler Ave provides the reader with the perspective of the Thalanneni 
"Rock" in its location on the corner of Fassler Ave and SR-l . 
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Kathy Meeh 
<kathy@acomfin.net> 

10f2112011 02:45 PM 

To <Ihomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov> 

cc 

bee 

Subject letter to Caltrans • Calera Creek Parkway Highway widening 
, Pacifica CA 

Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief, Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering, 
California Department of Transportation, District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear, 
III Grand Ave., Oakland, CA 94623 
fax 510-286-5600, email thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Re: Calera Creek Parkway highway 1 widening, Pacifica, CA 

Dear Yolanda Rivas: 

I fully support the Pacifica Calera Creek Parkway highway 1 widening as stated and considered 
in the 287 page DEIRlEA, (most of which 1 have read) . For the benefit of our coastal region, 
please move forward with this 1.3 mile highway I widening project. The plan proposed appears 
to fit well into the existing space, and has an efficient, smart traffic design. The landscaped 
alternative might be prettier, safety and geographical considerations would be known to your 
Agency professionals. 

The highway I traffic congestion issue was identified 24 years ago: the result of feeder streets 
Fassler, Rockaway, Reina Del Mar, plus coastal traffic south of Pacifica. This "stuck in traffic" 
issue on a single 4-lane highway through Pacifica is not likely to improve with time. 

On a personal level, 1 avoid driving during peak commuter hours, but occasionally get stuck 
driving then or in traffic congestion anyway. In Pacifica, common experiences have been: I) 
north 5-10 minute back-up on Linda Mar Blvd reaching highway 1, then 15-25 minutes getting 
through the Fassler, Rockaway Reina Del Mar bottle-neck; 2) south 15-35 minute backup on 
Sharp Park Road prior to reaching highway 1, then 5-15 minutes getting through the highway 1 

bottleneck. Visibly, emergency vehicles would have problems getting through such traffic. 

The "nothing for Pacifica and the coast" vocal minority does the rest-of-us who also live here a 
big disservice, while they wait for ajiaure where alleged sea level rise engulfs the entire coastal 
region. Meantime, they spin anti-highway widening reasons to delay the process, promote 
twisted testimony to the public, and complain about of not being heard. This is the same vocal 
contingent (I996, 2002) who complained that the 88 acre quarry off highway I could not be 
developed to improve our city economy because of highway 1 traffic, go figure. 

Thank you for completing a comprehensive DEIRIEA highway widening research study. As you 
know, Pacifica city council voted in 1999 and 2003 to support similar highway 1 widening. And 
with the DEIRIEA study and project design, the current city council appears to support the same 
(4-1). I hope this time it will be our turn as a city, and regional coastal community, to benefit 
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from this long-awaited highway improvement in Pacifica. 

Sincerely, 
Kathleen S. Mcch 
1276 Alicante Drive, Pacifica, CA 94044, phone (650) 359-9270, fax (650) 355-5225, email 
kalhv@Pcarn(in.net (10/21/2011) 
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Increases in greenhouse-gas emissions from 
highway-widening projects

October 2007
By Clark Williams-Derry, Research Director

Summary

Road-building proponents often suggest that adding lanes to a highway will reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. By easing congestion, they argue, new lanes will reduce the 
amount of fuel that vehicles waste in stop-and-go traffic, leading to lower releases of 
climate-warming gases from cars and trucks. 
 Over the short term—perhaps 5 to 10 years after new lanes are opened to traffic—
this argument may hold some slim merit. But considering the increased emissions from 
highway construction and additional vehicle travel, adding one mile of new highway 
lane will increase CO2 emissions by more than 100,000 tons over 50 years. 

Sightline Research Backgrounder

At current rates of emissions, 100,000 tons of CO2 equals the 50-year climate footprint 
of about 100 typical US residents.
 Because future traffic volumes, vehicle technologies, and land use patterns are 
inherently uncertain, these estimates should be taken as rough approximations. Yet 
under almost any set of plausible assumptions, widening a highway in a congested 
urban area will substantially increase long-term greenhouse gas emissions.

Carbon dioxide emissions from building one lane-mile of urban highway, over 50 years

Construction, building materials, and maintenance 3,500 tons

Net congestion relief -7,000 tons

Additional vehicle travel on the facility 90,000 tons 

Induced vehicle travel off the facility 30,000–100,000 tons

TOTAL 116,500-186,500 tons

1402 Third Avenue, Suite 500 • Seattle, WA 98101-2130 • 206-447-1880 • www.sightline.org
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analySiS and diSCuSSion

To estimate changes in vehicle emissions resulting from highway lane expansion, 
Sightline developed a spreadsheet model covering 50 years of highway-related CO2 
emissions. Using this model, Sightline developed a mid-point estimate for highway 
CO2 emissions per lane mile, based on a plausible range of possible future travel 
characteristics. Sightline’s model predicts changes in CO2 emissions as follows (see 
Method Notes for details of our assumptions and analysis):

1. The highway iTSelf: 3,500 tons of Co2 from road construction and maintenance
Two recent international studies of the life-cycle energy costs of highway construction 
have estimated that, after accounting for the manufacturing of concrete, steel, and 
other energy-intensive construction materials, as well as fuel consumed by construction 
equipment, building a lane-mile of roadway 
releases between 1,400 and 2,300 tons of 
CO2.  In addition, long-term maintenance 
and road reconstruction activities release 
between 3,100 and 5,200 tons of CO2 
emissions.
 Based on these figures, and a more 
conservative estimate of annual maintenance-
related emissions than these studies assume, 
Sightline estimates that constructing 1 lane-
mile of highway and maintaining it for 50 
years releases roughly 3,500 tons of CO2.

2. neT CongeSTion relief: 7,000 fewer 
tons of emissions from efficiency gains.
Highway construction and maintenance 
projects can create substantial congestion 
and traffic delays, reducing the fuel efficiency 
of the vehicles on the road.1 However, for these estimates, Sightline assumed that 
construction projects would cause fairly minor, intermittent delays, and that traffic 
volumes would not decrease during construction. On net, we estimate that congestion 
resulting from construction and maintenance delays would increase vehicle-related CO2 
emissions modestly, by roughly 500 tons.
 Sightline assumes that rush hour traffic will flow more freely after new lanes are 
opened, and that congestion relief will raise the effective fuel efficiency of vehicles on 
the roadway. However, consistent with academic findings and real-world experience, 
we also assume that new highway capacity in a metropolitan area will gradually be 
filled by new trips, and that congestion and stop-and-go driving will gradually increase 
to approximately the same level experienced prior to the highway expansion.2 Over 
the course of 50 years, CO2 emissions reductions related to congestion relief may total 
some 7,500 tons, compared with a “baseline” highway that is not widened. The large 
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majority of these emissions reductions occur within the first decade in which a new 
lane is open to traffic.
 On net, then, we expect that changes in congestion associated with highway 
expansion (including both congestion created by construction and maintenance, and 
congestion relieved after construction) will reduce emissions by about 7,000 tons. 

3. new TraffiC: 90,000 tons of emissions from additional travel on the highway.
It is well documented that highway expansion can result in an increase in the 
number of vehicle trips on a roadway, particularly in congested urban areas. Indeed, 
accommodating additional trips is typically the point of adding new lanes to a 
highway. Still, the speed at which additional traffic floods new lanes often comes as 
a surprise. One recent California study estimated that more than roughly 90 percent 
of new lane capacity in congested urban areas is filled within five years after a project 
is completed. Other studies have found similar “induced traffic” effects from adding 
lanes to congested roads.
 However, not all of the additional traffic on new lanes represents genuinely new 
travel. Very shortly after a new road or lane opens, for example, some trips that had 
been taken on other streets and roads shift to the new facility. To account for this 
effect, Sightline assumes that for the two years after new lanes are opened, none of the 
additional trips taken on a new facility are genuinely new, but were simply rerouted 
from nearby roads onto the new facility.
 The greenhouse gas impacts of future travel will be affected by changes in vehicle 
technology and fuel efficiency. Yet even assuming that average vehicle fuel economy 
improves by 2.5 percent a year (an optimistic assumption, given that the average fuel 
economy of passenger vehicles has stagnated for decades), Sightline estimates that 
new vehicle travel on each lane-mile of new highway will release 83,000 tons of CO2 
over the next 50 years. Adding in energy associated with vehicle manufacture and 
maintenance, this total rises to approximately 90,000 additional tons of CO2 per lane 
mile associated with new vehicle trips on an expanded facility.3

4. indireCT fuel ConSumpTion: 30,000-100,000 tons of Co2 from induced travel 
off the highway itself.
Travel patterns off the expanded highway are the most difficult to project, since they 
involve the greatest uncertainties.
 Cars that travel on a new highway lane will need to travel on other streets and 
roads to get to and from the highway; this will result in some additional vehicle 
mileage beyond the driving that takes place on the highway itself. As a conservative 
value, Sightline estimated that for each 10-mile trip on a highway, the vehicle is driven 
a total of 1 mile to and from the highway on- and off-ramps.
 In addition, adding lanes—particularly on roads leading to low-density suburbs 
and undeveloped land on the urban fringe—tends to accelerate low-density sprawling 
development. Many studies have linked lower-density land use patterns with increased 
driving. In a sprawling suburb, virtually every trip must be taken by car, and everyday 
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trips can require many miles of travel. In contrast, residents of more compact suburbs 
and urban neighborhoods typically drive less, and can walk or use transit for many 
trips, which reduces the carbon emissions from their daily transportation. Accordingly, 
low-density development is associated with increased vehicle fuel consumption.4

 Sightline estimates that if as little as one-tenth of new highway trips represent a 
net shift to lower-density land use patterns (i.e., new sprawling suburban development 
with modestly higher per-household driving than in compact suburbs), then greenhouse 
gas emissions from additional off-facility driving could rival or exceed the increases 
from driving on the facility itself. Regardless of the precise figures, the impacts of off-
facility driving enabled by highway expansion are likely to be significant, long-lasting, 
and far larger than the modest reductions in emissions resulting from congestion relief.

ConCluSionS

Our estimates suggest that, over the course of five decades, adding new highway lanes 
will lead to substantial increases in vehicle travel and CO2 emissions from cars and 
trucks. Claims about fuel savings from congestion relief may hold slim merit over 
horizons of a decade or less. But over the long term, new traffic will fill the added road 
space, leading to long-term increases in vehicle emissions totaling tens of thousands of 
tons per lane-mile.
 Future refinements in Sightline’s emissions model, and the data that it relies on, 
may affect the specifics of these estimates. Yet under most plausible assumptions for 
future travel patterns and vehicle efficiencies, Sightline’s model predicts that added 
emissions from new traffic will overwhelm the modest greenhouse gas reductions from 
congestion relief. 

meThod noTeS 

To estimate changes in vehicle emissions resulting from highway lane expansion, 
Sightline developed a spreadsheet model covering 50 years of highway-related CO2 
emissions. This model relied on the following assumptions and inputs:
 Number of lanes: Sightline’s model considers an existing metro-area highway with 
two lanes in each direction that is widened to three lanes in each direction.5

 Per-mile fuel consumption: Given today’s vehicle and fuel technologies, Sightline 
estimates that the average passenger vehicle creates 1.1 pounds of CO2 emissions per 
mile. This covers emissions throughout the “well-to wheels” emissions of the vehicle 
fuel, including drilling, transporting, and refining petroleum, as well as the end-use 
consumption of gasoline in passenger vehicles.6

•	 Improvements	in	vehicle	efficiency:	Sightline	assumes	that,	over	50	years,	
average vehicle CO2 emissions per mile will decline to less than one-third 
of today’s levels, through a combination of improved vehicle efficiency and 
lower-carbon fuels.7

•	 Congestion-related	efficiency	losses:	When	vehicles	are	operating	on	a	
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congested highway, Sightline estimated that emissions per mile increase 
by about one-third—comparable the difference between “city” and 
“highway” miles-per-gallon ratings.8 Note, however, that even for 
highways that experience rush-hour congestion, fewer than half of all trips 
take place during peak travel hours.9

•	 Emissions	from	vehicle	manufacturing:	Roughly	9	tons	of	CO2 are released 
during the manufacture a passenger vehicle.10 Sightline assumes that 
today’s cars and light trucks average 180,000 miles of travel over their 
usable life spans,11 and that vehicle manufacturing emissions will decline in 
the future by 1 percent per year. 

•	 Emissions	from	road	construction	and	maintenance:	Sightline	used	recent	
peer-reviewed studies to estimate CO2 emissions from road construction 
and maintenance.12

•	 Traffic	volumes:	Sightline	assumed	that	daily	traffic	volumes	on	existing	
lanes would start at between 15,000 and 20,000 daily vehicle trips per 
lane, rising to a steady state somewhere between 18,000 and 24,000 
vehicles per lane over time. Once new lanes are open to traffic, Sightline 
estimated that 10 percent of any remaining highway capacity would be 
filled with traffic each year.13

•	 Off-highway	driving:	For	every	highway	trip,	vehicles	must	travel	some	
distance to and from the highway. In addition, new highway construction 
can promote scattered, low-density residential and commercial 
development, which in turn requires residents to drive more miles.14 
Because of the high degree of uncertainty for both effects, Sightline makes 
conservative estimates for off-highway driving. For new trips resulting 
from increased capacity, Sightline assumes that vehicles travel one-tenth 
of a mile of off-highway driving for every mile of on-highway driving. 
Sightline’s low-end estimate of emissions from land use effects assumes 
that only 5 percent of new trips represent new low-density households, 
and that these households drive 15 percent more than their higher-density 
counterparts.

Sightline found that the model’s outputs were most strongly affected by three inputs: 
trends in vehicle fuel efficiency; the difference between current vs. maximum traffic per 
lane; and the rate at which new lanes are filled by new traffic. In addition, assumptions 
about off-highway driving and land-use impacts strongly affected total emissions. 
However, these latter factors are the most inherently uncertain, since they are 
dependent on geographic, regulatory, and economic factors that are outside the scope 
of this analysis.
 To avoid the chance of overestimating the CO2 impacts of lane expansion, 
Sightline’s estimates are conservative in a number of ways, including:

•	 Slow	rate	of	induced	traffic:	Sightline’s	midpoint	estimates	are	based	on	the	
assumption that 10 percent of any remaining road capacity will be filled 



Sightline Research Backgrounder • October 2007 6

per year after a new lane opens—meaning that less than half of added lane 
capacity is filled within 5 years of completion. In contrast, many recent 
studies have found that as much as 90 percent of new capacity may be 
filled within 5 years after a new lane is opened.15 Assuming faster rates of 
induced travel would reduce estimated benefits of congestion relief, while 
increasing total emissions from generated traffic.

•	 Low	maintenance-related	emissions:	Sightline	assumes	a	lower	total	energy	
consumption from road maintenance and repair than is assumed by several 
academic studies.

•	 Assuming	no	induced	travel	on	parallel	roadways:	Sightline’s	model	
assumes that all new traffic entering a roadway for the first year and half 
after new lanes are opened represents trips rerouted from nearby routes, 
rather than genuinely new travel. In addition, Sightline’s model assumes 
that rerouted traffic represents a permanent reduction of travel on parallel 
roadways—an assumption that is inherently conservative, since traffic on 
parallel roadways is likely to grow as congestion increases on new lanes 
(Text updated and corrected June 26, 2008).

endnoTeS

1 For four highway-widening projects analyzed by the Surface Transportation Policy 
Project in the late 1990s, the “payback” period—the period after which time 
savings due to added road capacity equaled time lost during road construction—
ranged from 2.75 years to infinity. In the latter case, travelers never recouped the 
time	lost	to	congestion	during	construction.	See	STPP,	“Road	Work	Ahead:	Is	
Construction	Worth	the	Wait?”	at	http:www.transact.org/report.asp?id=169.

2 An excellent of the literature on “induced” or “generated” traffic can be found in 
Todd	Litman,	“Generated	Traffic	and	Induced	Travel:	Implications	for	Transport	
Planning” at http://www.vtpi.org/gentraf.pdf. See especially pages 7 and 8 for 
estimates of “generated traffic” from highway expansion. Also see page 4 for a 
discussion of how a congested roadways tend to reach an equilibrium daily traffic 
volume.

3 Carbon intensities for future vehicle and fuel technologies are impossible to predict, 
since they depend on regulatory, economic, technological, and geological factors 
that are outside the scope of this report. Yet even if effective vehicle fuel economy 
rises to 100 mpg over 50 years, GHG emissions from new traffic on the lane will 
still total some 60,000 tons—far more than the relatively modest greenhouse gas 
benefits from congestion relief.

4 For more on the relationship between urban form and vehicle travel, see:
Frank,	Lawrence	and	Company,	Inc.	(2005).	“Achieving	Sustainability	Through	

Healthy	Community	Design.”	King	County,	WA.	September	27,	2005.
Golob, Thomas, and David Brownstone (2005). “Impact of Residential Density on 

Vehicle	Usage	and	Energy	Consumption.”	Institute	of	Transportation	Studies,	
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UC-Irvine. http://www.its.uci.edu/its/publications/papers/ITS/UCI-ITS-WP-05 
-1.pdf

Holtzclaw,	John	(1998).	“Curbing	Sprawl	to	Stop	Global	Warming,”	Sierra	Club.	
http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/articles/warming.asp

Holtzclaw,	John	(2000).	“Smart	Growth—As	Seen	From	the	Air,”	Air&	Waste	
Management Association Annual Meeting, June 2000. http://www.sierraclub 
.org/sprawl/transportation/holtzclaw-awma.pdf

Holtzclaw,	John,	et	al	(2002).	“Location	Efficiency:	Neighborhood	and	Socio-
Economic	Characteristics	Determine	Auto	Ownership	and	Driving;	Studies	
in	Chicago,	Los	Angeles,	and	San	Francisco.”	Transportation	Planning	and	
Technology, March 2002.

Kahn,	Matthew.	(2000).	“The	Environmental	Impact	of	Suburbanization.”	Journal	
of Policy Management,” Vol. 19, No 4, http://www.environmentalleague.org 
/Issues/Land/Kahn_2.pdf

Newman and Kenworthy (1989b). Cities and Automobile Dependence: An 
International Sourcebook. 

Newman and Kenworthy (1999). Sustainability and Cities: Overcoming 
Automobile	Dependence,	Washington,	DC:	Island	Press.

U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	(2001).	“Our	Built	and	Natural	
Environments:	A	Technical	Review	of	the	Interactions	Between	Land	Use,	
Transportation,	and	Environmental	Quality.”	Development,	Community,	and	
Environment	Division,	January	2001.	http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/built.pdf

5 Note that the end results do not depend heavily on these assumptions. Other 
configurations of highway expansion lead to virtually identical results.

6 Current average passenger vehicle fuel economy is approximately 21 mpg; see 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/fetrends.htm and http://www.washingtonpost.com 
/wp-dyn/content/graphic/2006/07/18/GR2006071800596.html. This is likely 
a conservative estimate of highway vehicle emissions, since it represents only 
passenger vehicles, while ignoring heavy trucks that emit significantly more CO2  
per	mile.	Life-cycle	CO2	emissions	per	gallon	of	gas	estimated	at	25.6	pounds;	
derived from http://www.environmentaldefense.org/documents/3986 
_CAautocarbonburden.pdf, p. 11.

7 It is possible that future vehicle and fuel technologies may achieve even better 
results. However, given that US vehicle fuel economy has stagnated for roughly two 
and a half decades, any improvement in the fuel economy of the vehicle fleet is, at 
this point, purely a matter of speculation. If carbon emissions from vehicle travel 
fall more slowly than Sightline assumes, then Sightline’s analysis may substantially 
understate eventual carbon emissions resulting from highway expansion.

8 City vs. highway fuel economy derived from data downloaded from the US 
Department	of	Energy,	at http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/download.shtml. Note, 
however, that hybrid gas-electric engines are actually more efficient in stop-and-go 
city driving than in free-flowing traffic—suggesting that the fuel-conserving benefits 
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of congestion reduction may fall over time as these technologies are used more 
widely.

9 In a study of 75 US metropolitan areas, just over 40 percent of vehicle travel in 
2000 took place at times when major roadways typically experience congestion, 
and 25.5 percent of all travel took place under congested conditions. See Anthony 
Downs,	Still	Stuck	in	Traffic:	Coping	With	Peak-Hour	Traffic	Congestion,	
Washington,	DC,	Brookings	Institution	Press,	2004,	p.	16.	Similarly,	data	for	the	
Puget Sound region show that roughly 42 percent of total travel on the region’s 
busiest highways in 2005 took place during peak periods (6 to 9 a.m. and 3 to 7 
p.m. inclusive); see http://depts.washington.edu/hov/2005/WkdyVehVol/2005 
_WkdyVehVol.pdf. And data from the US Bureau of transportation statistics 
suggests that 43 percent of all trips nationwide take place during the morning and 
afternoon peak periods; see http://www.bts.gov/publications/journal_of 
_transportation_and_statistics/volume_06_number_01/html/paper_02/table_02 
_02.html and http://www.bts.gov/publications/highlights_of_the_2001_national 
_household_travel_survey/html/table_a12.html. Considering both the increases in 
per-mile emissions caused by congestion, with , Sightline estimates that peak-hour 
congestion increases fuel-related CO2 emissions on a roadway by about 15 percent. 

10 Sightline’s estimates for the carbon intensity of vehicle manufacture are based on a 
number of published sources, including:
Argonne	National	Laboratory,	F.	Stodolsky	et	al.,	“Life-Cycle	Energy	Savings	

Potential from Aluminum-Intensive Vehicles,” at http://www.transportation 
.anl.gov/pdfs/TA/106.pdf.

Environmental	Defense,	John	DeCicco	and	Kate	Larsen,	“Automaker	Carbon	
Burdens in California,” 2004, available at http://www.environmentaldefense 
.org/documents/3986_CAautocarbonburden.pdf.

Web	page,	“Life	cycle	assessment:	Toyota’s	comprehensive	analysis	of	vehicle	CO2 
emissions over the life of the vehicle reveals some surprizes [sic],” Automotive 
Industries, Feb. 2005, at http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m3012/is_2_185 
/ai_n12937459.

Web	page,	“Automobiles:	Electric	vs.	Gasoline;	Seikei	University	(Tokyo),	
2001”	Institute	for	Lifecycle	Environmental	Analysis,	at http://ilea.org/lcas/
taharaetal2001.html.

Web	page,	“Report	5:	How	Do	We	Contribute	Individually	to	Global	Warming,”	
The Hinkle Charitable Foundation, at http://www.thehcf.org/emaila5.html.

Web	page,	“Car	Companies	and	Climate	Change:	Measuring	the	Carbon	Intensity	
of	Sales	and	Profits,”	World	Resources	Institute,	at	http://earthtrends.wri.org 
/features/view_feature.php?theme=5&fid=53.

11	Lifetime	mileage	per	vehicle	from	National	Highway	Traffic	Safety	Administration,	
“Vehicle Survivability and Travel Mileage Schedules,” January 2006, at  
 http://www-nrd.nhtsa.dot.gov/pdf/nrd-30/NCSA/Rpts/2006/809952.pdf. Note that 
the 180,000 mile per vehicle figure currently applies to light trucks, rather than 
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cars, which are typically driven just 152,000 over their lifetimes; to be conservative, 
applied the higher figure applies to all passenger vehicles.

12	Life-cycle	road	construction	and	maintenance	emissions	estimated	from:
Graham	J.	Treloar	et	al.,	“Hybrid	Life-Cycle	Inventory	for	Road	Construction	

and	Use,”	Journal	of	Construction	Engineering	and	Management,	Vol.	130,	
No.	1,	January/February	2004,	pp.	43-49	,	(DOI	10.1061/(ASCE)0733-
9364(2004)130:1(43)),

Kwangho	Park	et	al.,	“Quantitative	Assessment	of	Environmental	Impacts	on	Life	
Cycle	of	Highways,”	Journal	of	Construction	Engineering	and	Management,	
Vol	129,	January/February	2003,	pp	25-31,	(DOI:	10.1061/(ASCE)0733 
-9364(2003)129:1(25)).

13 As noted in the above review, recent studies have found that three-quarters or more 
of new road capacity will be filled after the first few years of operation, particularly 
in crowded urban areas with significant “latent” demand. One California study 
estimated that 90 percent of new road capacity will be filled within five years. 
In this context, the estimates used in Sightline’s spreadsheet model (i.e., that 10 
percent of additional road capacity will be filled per year after a new lane opens) is 
fairly conservative. See also note 4.

14 See note 4.
15 See note 2.
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Abstract 
Traffic congestion tends to maintain equilibrium. Congestion reaches a point at which it 
constrains further growth in peak-period trips. If road capacity increases, the number of 
peak-period trips also increases until congestion again limits further traffic growth. The 
additional travel is called “generated traffic.” Generated traffic consists of diverted traffic 
(trips shifted in time, route and destination), and induced vehicle travel (shifts from other 
modes, longer trips and new vehicle trips). Research indicates that generated traffic 
often fills a significant portion of capacity added to congested urban road.  
 
Generated traffic has three implications for transport planning. First, it reduces the 
congestion reduction benefits of road capacity expansion. Second, it increases many 
external costs. Third, it provides relatively small user benefits because it consists of 
vehicle travel that consumers are most willing to forego when their costs increase. It is 
important to account for these factors in analysis. This paper defines types of generated 
traffic, discusses generated traffic impacts, recommends ways to incorporate generated 
traffic into evaluation, and describes alternatives to roadway capacity expansion. 
 
A version of this paper was published in the ITE Journal, Vol. 71, No. 4, Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (www.ite.org), April 2001, pp. 38-47. 
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This illustration from Asphalt Bulletin magazine shows how expanding roadway capacity tends 
to stimulate automobile travel and the need for more roads. 
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Introduction 
Traffic engineers often compare traffic to a fluid, assuming that a certain volume must 
flow through the road system. But urban traffic may be more comparable to a gas that 
expands to fill available space (Jacobsen 1997). Road improvements that reduce travel 
costs attract trips from other routes, times and modes, and encourage longer and more 
frequent travel. This is called generated traffic, referring to additional vehicle traffic on a 
particular road. This consists in part of induced travel, which refers to increased total 
vehicle miles travel (VMT) compared with what would otherwise occur (Hills 1996).  
 
Generated traffic reflects the economic “law of demand,” which states that consumption 
of a good increases as its price declines. Roadway improvements that alleviate congestion 
reduce the generalized cost of driving (i.e., the price), which encourages more vehicle 
use. Put another way, most urban roads have latent travel demand, additional peak-period 
vehicle trips that will occur if congestion is relieved. In the short-run generated traffic 
represents a shift along the demand curve; reduced congestion makes driving cheaper per 
mile or kilometer in terms of travel time and vehicle operating costs. Over the long run 
induced travel represents an outward shift in the demand curve as transport systems and 
land use patterns become more automobile dependent, so people must drive more to 
maintain a given level of accessibility to goods, services and activities (Lee 1999). 
 
This is not to suggest that increasing road capacity provides no benefits, but generated 
traffic affects the nature of these benefits. It means that road capacity expansion benefits 
consist more of increased peak-period mobility and less of reduced traffic congestion. 
Accurate transport planning and project appraisal must consider these three impacts: 

1. Generated traffic reduces the predicted congestion reduction benefits of road capacity expansion.  

2. Induced travel imposes costs, including downstream congestion, accidents, parking costs, 
pollution, and other environmental impacts. 

3. The additional travel that is generated provides relatively modest user benefits, since it 
consists of marginal value trips (travel that consumers are most willing to forego).  

 
 
Ignoring these factors distorts planning decisions. Experts conclude, “…the economic 
value of a scheme can be overestimated by the omission of even a small amount of 
induced traffic. We consider this matter of profound importance to the value-for-money 
assessment of the road programme” (SACTRA 1994). “…quite small absolute changes in 
traffic volumes have a significant impact on the benefit measures. Of course, the 
proportional effect on scheme Net Present Value will be greater still” (Mackie, 1996) and 
“The induced travel effects of changes in land use and trip distribution may be critical to 
accurate evaluation of transit and highway alternatives” (Johnston, et al. 2001) 
 
This paper describes how generated traffic can be incorporated into transport planning. It 
defines different types of generated traffic, discusses their impacts, and describes ways to 
incorporate generated traffic into transport modeling and planning, and provides 
information on strategies for using existing roadway capacity more efficiently.  
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Defining Generated Traffic 
Generated traffic is the additional vehicle travel that results from a road improvement. 
Congested roads cause people to defer trips that are not urgent, choose alternative 
destinations and modes, and forego avoidable trips. Generated traffic consists of diverted 
travel (shifts in time and route) and induced travel (increased total motor vehicle travel). 
In some situations, highway expansion stimulates sprawl (automobile-dependent, urban 
fringe land use patterns), further increasing per capita vehicle travel. If some residents 
would otherwise choose less sprawled housing locations, their additional per capita 
vehicle travel can be considered to be induced by the roadway capacity expansion. 
 
Below are examples of decisions that generate traffic: 

• Consumers choose closer destinations when roads are congested and further destinations 
when traffic flows more freely. “I want to try the new downtown restaurant but traffic is a 
mess now. Let’s just pick up something at the local deli.” This also affects long-term 
decisions. “We’re looking for a house within 40-minute commute time of downtown. With the 
new highway open, we’ll considering anything as far as Midvalley.” 

• Travelers shift modes to avoid driving in congestion. “The post office is only five blocks away 
and with congestion so bad this time of day, I may as well walk there.” 

• Longer trips may seem cost effective when congestion is light but not when congestion is 
heavy. “We’d save $5 on that purchase at the Wal-Mart across town, but it’s not worth 
fighting traffic so let’s shop nearby.”  

 
 
Travel time budget research indicates that increased travel speeds often results in more 
mobility rather than saving time. People tend to average about 75 minutes of daily travel 
time regardless of transport conditions (Levinson and Kumar 1995; Lawton 2001). 
National data indicate that as freeway travel increases, average commute trip distances 
and speeds increase, but trip time stays about constant (Levinson and Kumar 1997). As a 
result, traffic congestion tends to maintain a self-limiting equilibrium: once congestion 
becomes a problem it discourages further growth in peak-period travel. Road expansion 
that reduces congestion in the short term attracts additional peak-period trips until 
congestion once again reaches a level that limits further growth. It may therefore be 
incorrect to claim that congestion reductions save travel time. 
 
Definitions 

Generated Traffic: Additional peak-period vehicle trips on a particular roadway that occur when 
capacity is increased. This may consist of shifts in travel time, route, mode, destination and frequency.  

Induced travel: An increase in total vehicle mileage due to roadway improvements that increase vehicle 
trip frequency and distance, but exclude travel shifted from other times and routes. 

Latent demand: Additional trips that would be made if travel conditions improved (less congested, 
higher design speeds, lower vehicle costs or tolls). 

Triple Convergence: Increased peak-period vehicle traffic volumes that result when roadway capacity 
increases, due to shifts from other routes, times and modes. 
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Figure 1 illustrates this pattern. Traffic volumes grow until congestion develops, then the 
growth rate declines and achieves equilibrium, indicated by the curve becoming 
horizontal. A demand projection made during this growth period will indicate that more 
capacity is needed, ignoring the tendency of traffic volumes to eventually level off. If 
additional lanes are added there will be another period of traffic growth as predicted. 
 
Figure 1 How Road Capacity Expansion Generates Traffic 
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Traffic grows when roads are uncongested, but the growth rate declines as congestion develops, 
reaching a self-limiting equilibrium (indicated by the curve becoming horizontal). If capacity 
increases, traffic grows until it reaches a new equilibrium. This additional peak-period vehicle travel 
is called “generated traffic.” The portion that consists of absolute increases in vehicle travel (as 
opposed to shifts in time and route) is called “induced travel.” 
 
 
Generated traffic can be considered from two perspectives. Project planners are primarily 
concerned with the traffic generated on the expanded road segment, since this affects the 
project’s congestion reduction benefits. Others may be concerned with changes in total 
vehicle travel (induced travel) which affects overall benefits and costs. Table 1 describes 
various types of generated traffic. In the short term, most generated traffic consists of 
trips diverted from other routes, times and modes, called Triple Convergence (Downs 
1992). Over the long term an increasing portion is induced travel. In some situations, 
adding roadway capacity can reduce the network’s overall efficiency, a phenomena called 
Braess’s Paradox (Youn, Jeong and Gastner 2008).  
 
Highway capacity expansion can induce additional vehicle travel on adjacent roads 
(Hansen, et al. 1993) by stimulating more dispersed, automobile-dependent development. 
Although these indirect impacts are difficult to quantify they are potentially large and 
should be considered in transport planning (Louis Berger & Assoc. 1998). 
 



Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 5

Table 1 Types of Generated Traffic 
 

Type of Generated Traffic 
 

Category 
Time  

Frame 
Travel 

Impacts 
Cost 

Impacts 
Shorter Route 
Improved road allows drivers to use more direct route. 

 
Diverted trip 

 
Short term 

Small 
reduction 

 
Reduction 

Longer Route 
Improved road attracts traffic from more direct routes. 

 
Diverted trip 

 
Short term 

Small increase Slight increase 

Time Change 
Reduced peak period congestion reduces the need to 
defer trips to off-peak periods. 

 
 

Diverted trip. 

 
 

Short term 

 
 

None 

 
Slight increase 

Mode Shift; Existing Travel Choices 
Improved traffic flow makes driving relatively more 
attractive than other modes. 

 
Induced 

vehicle trip 

 
 

Short term 

 
Increased 
driving 

Moderate to 
large increase 

Mode Shift; Changes in Travel Choice 
Less demand leads to reduced rail and bus service, less 
suitable conditions for walking and cycling, and more 
automobile ownership. 

 
 

Induced 
vehicle trip 

 
 
 

Long term 

Increased 
driving, 
reduced 

alternatives 

Large increase, 
reduced equity 

Destination Change; Existing Land Use 
Reduced travel costs allow drivers to choose farther 
destinations. No change in land use patterns. 

 
 

Longer trip 

 
 
Short term 

 
 

Increase 

Moderate to 
large increase 

Destination Change; Land Use Changes 
Improved access allows land use changes, especially 
urban fringe development. 

 
 

Longer trip 

 
 

Long term 

More driving 
and auto 

dependency 

Moderate to 
large increase, 

equity costs 

New Trip; No Land Use Changes 
Improved travel time allows driving to substitute for 
non-travel activities. 

 
 

Induced trip 

 
 

Short term 

 
 

Increase 

 
Large increase 

Automobile Dependency 
Synergetic effects of increased automobile oriented 
land use and transportation system. 

 
 

Induced trip 

 
 

Long term 

Increased 
driving, fewer 

alternatives 

 
Large increase, 
reduced equity 

Some types of generated traffic represent diverted trips (trips shifted from other times or routes) 
while others increase total vehicle travel, reduce travel choices, and affect land use patterns.  
 
 
What constitutes short- and long-term impacts can vary. Some short term effects, such as 
mode shifts, may accumulate over several years, and some long term effects, such as 
changes in development patterns, can begin almost immediately after a project is 
announced if market conditions are suitable. Generated traffic can also work in reverse; 
when urban roadway capacity is reduced a significant portion of previous vehicle traffic 
may disappear altogether (Cairns, Hass-Klau and Goodwin 1998).  
 
Total roadway expansion impacts tend to include: 

• First order. Reduced congestion delay, increased traffic speeds. 

• Second order. Changes in travel time, route, destination and mode to take advantage of the 
increased speeds. 

• Third order. Land use changes. More dispersed, automobile-oriented development. 

• Fourth order. Overall increase in automobile dependency. Degraded walking and cycling 
conditions, reduced public transit service quality and reduced respect for alternative modes. 
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Measuring Generated Traffic 
Several studies using various analysis techniques have examined the amount of traffic 
generated by specific projects (Goodwin 1996). Their findings are summarized below: 
 
• Cervero (2003a & b) used data on freeway capacity expansion, traffic volumes, demographic 

and geographic factors from California between 1980 and 1994. He estimated the long-term 
elasticity of VMT with respect to traffic speed to be 0.64, meaning that a 10% increase in 
speed results in a 6.4% increase in VMT, and that about a quarter of this results from changes 
in land use (e.g., additional urban fringe development). He estimated that about 80% of 
additional roadway capacity is filled with additional peak-period travel, about half of which 
(39%) can be considered the direct result of the added capacity. 
 

• Duranton and Turner (2008) investigate the relationship between interstate highway lane-
kilometers and highway vehicle-kilometers travelled (VKT) in US cities. They found that 
VKT increases proportionately to highways and identify three important sources for this extra 
vehicle travel: increased driving by current residents, an inflow of new residents, and more 
transport intensive production activity. They find aggregate city-level VKT demand to be 
elastic and so conclude that, without congestion pricing, increasing road or public transit 
supply is unlikely to relieve congestion, and current roadway supply exceeds the optimum. 

 
• Time-series travel data for various roadway types indicates an elasticity of vehicle travel with 

respect to lane miles of 0.5 in the short run, and 0.8 in the long run (Noland 2001). This 
means that half of increased roadway capacity is filled with added travel within about 5 years, 
and that 80% of the increased roadway capacity will be filled eventually. Urban roads, which 
tend to be most congested, had higher elasticity values than rural roads, as would be expected 
due to the greater congestion and latent demand in urban areas. 

 
• The medium-term elasticity of highway traffic with respect to California state highway 

capacity was measured to be 0.6-0.7 at the county level and 0.9 at the municipal level 
(Hansen and Huang 1997). This means that 60-90% of increased road capacity is filled with 
new traffic within five years. Total vehicle travel increased 1% for every 2-3% increase in 
highway lane miles. The researcher concludes, “it appears that adding road capacity does 
little to decrease congestion because of the substantial induced traffic” (Hansen 1995). 
Mokhtarian, et al (2002) applied a different statistical technique (matched-pairs) to the same 
data and found no significant induced travel effect, but that technique does not account for 
additional traffic on other roads or control for other factors that may affect vehicle travel. 

 
• A study by leading U.K. transportation economists concludes that the elasticity of travel 

volume with respect to travel time is -0.5 in the short term and -1.0 over the long term 
(SACTRA 1994). This means that reducing travel time on a roadway by 20% typically 
increases traffic volumes by 10% in the short term and 20% over the long term. 

 
• The following are elasticity values for vehicle travel with respect to travel time: urban roads, 

short-term -0.27, long term  –0.57; rural roads, short term  –0.67, long term –1.33 (Goodwin 
1996). These values are used in the FHWA’s SMITE software program described below. 

 
• A Transportation Research Board report based finds consistent evidence of generated traffic, 

particularly with respect to travel time savings (Cohen 1995).  
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• National Highway Institute concludes that the elasticity of highway travel with respect to 
users’ generalized cost (travel time and financial expenses) is typically -0.5 (NHI 1995). 

 
• Analysis of traffic conditions in 70 metropolitan areas finds that regions which invested 

heavily in road capacity expansion fared no better in reducing congestion than those that 
spent far less (STPP 1998). The researchers estimate that road capacity investments of 
thousands of dollars annually per household would be needed achieve congestion reductions. 

 
• Noland and Mohammed A. Quddus (2006) found that increases in road space or traffic signal 

control systems that smooth traffic flow tend to induce additional vehicle traffic which quickly 
diminish any initial emission reduction benefits. 

 
• Cross-sectional time-series analysis of traffic growth in the U.S. Mid-Atlantic region found an 

average elasticities of VMT with respect to lane miles to be 0.2 to 0.6 (Noland and Lem 2002). 
 
• Small (1992) concludes that 50-80% of increased highway capacity is soon filled with 

generated traffic, based on a detailed review of previous studies. 
 
• The USDOT Highway Economic Requirements System (HERS) investment analysis model 

uses a travel demand elasticity factor of –0.8 for the short term, and –1.0 for the long term, 
meaning that if users’ generalized costs (travel time and vehicle expenses) decrease by 10%, 
travel is predicted to increase 8% within 5 years, and an additional 2% within 20 years (Lee, 
Klein and Camus 1998; FHWA 2000). 

 
• Cervero and Hanson (2000) found the elasticity of VMT with respect to lane-miles to be 0.56, 

and an elasticity of lane-miles with respect to VMT of 0.33, indicating that roadway capacity 
expansion results in part from anticipated traffic growth.  

 
• A comprehensive study of the impacts of urban design factors on U.S. vehicle travel found 

that a 10% increase in urban road density (lane-miles per square mile) increases per capita 
annual VMT by 0.7% (Barr 2000).  

 
• In a study of eight new urban highways in Texas over several years, Holder and Stover 

(1972) found evidence of induced travel at six locations, estimated to represent 5-12% of total 
corridor volume, representing from a quarter to two-thirds of traffic on the facility. Henk 
(1989) performed similar analysis at 34 sites and found similar results. 

 
• Modeling analysis indicates that adding an urban beltway can increase regional VMT by 0.8-

1.1% for each 1.0% increase in lane capacity (Rodier, et al. 2001). 
 
Table 2 Portion of New Capacity Absorbed by Induced Traffic 

Author Short-term Long-term (3+ years) 
SACTRA  50 - 100% 
Goodwin  28% 57% 
Johnson and Ceerla   60 - 90% 
Hansen and Huang  90% 
Fulton, et al. 10 - 40% 50 - 80% 
Marshall  76 - 85% 
Noland  20 - 50% 70 - 100% 
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• Yao and Morikawa (2005) develop a model of induced demand resulting from high speed rail 
service improvements between major Japanese cities. They calculate elasticities of induced 
travel (trips and VMT) with respect to fares, travel time, access time and service frequency 
for business and nonbusiness travel. 
 

• Odgers (2009) found that traffic speeds on Melbourne, Australia freeways did not decline as 
predicted following new urban highway construction, apparently due to induced traffic. He 
concludes that, “major road infrastructure initiatives and the consequent economic 
investments have not yet delivered a net economic benefit to either Melbourne’s motorists or 
the Victorian community.”  

 
• Burt and Hoover (2006) found that each 1% increase in road lane-kilometres per driving-age 

person increases per capita light truck travel 0.49% and car travel 0.27%, although they report 
that these relationships are not statistically significant, falling just outside the 80% confidence 
interval for cars and the 90% confidence interval for light trucks. 

 
• Hymel, Small and Van Dender (2010) used U.S. state-level cross-sectional time series data 

for 1966 through 2004 to evaluate the effects of various factors including incomes, fuel price, 
road supply and traffic congestion on vehicle travel. They find the elasticity of vehicle use 
with respect to statewide road density (based on 2004 conditions for factors such as vehicle 
ownership and incomes) is 0.019 in the short run and 0.093 in the long run (a 10% increase in 
the state’s total lane miles per square mile increases vehicle mileage by 0.19% in the short 
run and 0.93% in the long run), and with respect to total state road miles is 0.037 in the short 
run and 0.186 in the long run (a 10% increase in lane miles causes VMT to increase 0.37% in 
the short run and 1.86% over the long run),  and the elasticity of vehicle use with respect to 
congestion is -0.045 (a 10% increase in total regional congestion reduces regional mileage by 
0.45% over the long run), but this increases with income, assumedly because the opportunity 
cost of time increases with wealth, and so is estimated to be 0.078 at 2004 income levels (a 
10% increase in total regional congestion reduces regional mileage by 0.78% over the long 
run). Their analysis indicates that long-run travel elasticities are typically 3.4–9.4 times the 
short-run elasticities.  

 
• Schiffer, Steinvorth and Milam (2005) perform a meta-analysis of induced travel studies to 

identify short- and long-term elasticities of VMT with respect to changes in traffic lane-miles 
and other variables, as summarized in Figure 2. They predicted the amount of VMT induced by 
regional highway expansion in the Wasatch Front (Salt Lake City region). They reached the 
following general conclusions concerning induced travel: 

o Induced travel effects exist – The elasticity of VMT with respect to added lane-miles or 
reductions in travel time is generally greater than zero and the effects increase over time. 

o Short-term induced travel effects are smaller than long-term effects – As measured by the 
increase in VMT with respect to an increase in lane-miles, short-term effects have an 
elasticity range from near zero to about 0.40, while long-term elasticities range from about 
0.50 to 1.00. This means that a 10% increase in lane-miles can cause up to a 4% increase in 
VMT in the short term and a 10% increase in the long term. 

o Induced travel effects for constructing new roadways versus widening existing roadways were 
not definitive – The research did not include any examples that isolated the effects of 
constructing new roadways versus widening existing roadways. However, somewhat higher 
elasticities where found when “new roadways and widenings” were considered together 
compared to “widenings only.” This finding is based on a limited number of studies and 
indicates that more research is necessary to isolate these differences. 
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o Induced travel effects generally decrease with the size of the unit of study – Larger effects are 
measured for single facilities while smaller effects are measured for regions and subareas. 
This is mainly due to diverted trips (drivers changing routes) causing more of the change on a 
single facility, whereas, at the regional level, diverted trips between routes within the region 
are not considered induced travel unless the trips become longer as a result. 

o Traditional four-step travel demand models do not fully address induced travel or induced 
growth – Land use allocation methods overlook accessibility effects, trip generation often 
fails to account for latent trips (potential trips constrained by congestion), many models 
overlook time-of-day shifts, and static traffic assignment algorithms may not account for 
queuing impacts on route shifts. Errors tend to be greatest when there is more or users are 
more responsive to travel costs. These weaknesses are due to the static nature of four-step 
models that carry base-year behavior parameters into future year scenarios when congestion 
may be much greater. For example, the percent of daily trips that occur during a peak hour is 
typically hard-coded in most traditional four-step models, and so does not change from the 
base year to future years. In reality, the percent of daily trips that occur during peak hours 
reduces as congestion increases. Failing to capture this effect ignores the potential trip 
suppression effects of congestion. 

 
Figure 2 VMT With Respect to Road Capacity (Schiffer, Steinvorth and Milam 2005) 

 
This figure summarizes long term vehicle travel elasticities with respect to roadway capacity. 
 
 
The amount of traffic generated by a road project varies depending on conditions. It is not 
capacity expansion itself that generates travel, it is the reduction in congestion delays and 
therefore per-mile travel costs. Expanding uncongested roads will generate no traffic, 
although paving a dirt road or significantly raising roadway design speeds may induce 
more vehicle travel. In general, the more congested a road, the more traffic is generated 
by capacity expansion. Increased capacity on highly congested roads often generates 
considerable traffic (Marshall 2000). Older studies of the elasticity of VMT growth with 
respect to increased roadway lane-miles performed during the early years of highway 
building (during the 1950s through 1970s) have little relevance for evaluating current 
urban highway capacity expansion. In developed countries, where most highway 
expansion now occurs on congested links, such projects are likely to generate 
considerable amounts of traffic, providing only temporary congestion reduction benefits.  
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Gridlock? 
Highway expansion advocates sometimes predict that roads will reach gridlock unless capacity increases. 
Such claims are usually exaggerated because they ignore the equilibrium tendency of traffic congestion. 
Gridlock is a specific condition that occurs when backups block intersections, stopping street network 
traffic flow as vehicles on each street wait for other vehicles to move. Gridlock can be avoided with proper 
intersection design that prevents such backups. Increasing regional highway capacity can increase rather 
than reduce this risk by adding more traffic to surface streets where gridlock occurs. 
 
 
Generated traffic usually accumulates over several years (Goodwin 1998). Under typical 
urban conditions, more than half of added capacity is filled within five years of project 
completion by additional vehicle trips that would not otherwise occur, with continued but 
slower growth in later years. Figure 3 shows typical generated traffic growth indicated by 
various studies. Techniques for modeling these impacts into account are described in the 
next section (Dargay and Goodwin 1995). 
 
Figure 3 Elasticity of Traffic Volume With Respect to Road Capacity 

   
This illustrates traffic growth on a road after its capacity increases. About half of added capacity 
is typically filled with new traffic within a decade of construction. (Based on cited studies) 
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Modeling Generated Traffic 
To predict generated traffic, transport models must incorporate “feedback,” which 
reflects the impacts congestion has on travel behavior, and long-term transport and land 
use systems. This recognizes that congestion diverts traffic to other routes, times and 
modes, and reduces trip length and frequency, while reduced congestion has the opposite 
effects. Because of non-linear speed flow relationships, and typically small net 
differences between large costs and large benefits, a small amount of induced traffic can 
have a disproportionately large effect on the cost effectiveness of a roadway project. 
 
Most current traffic models can predict route and mode shifts, and some can predict 
changes in scheduling and destination, but few adjust trip frequency, and most ignore the 
effects transportation decisions have on land use (Beimborn, Kennedy and Schaefer 
1996; Ramsey 2005). For example, they do not recognize that highway capacity 
expansion encourages more automobile-dependent urban fringe development. As a result, 
current models recognize diverted traffic but do not account for most forms of long term 
induced vehicle travel, and thus underestimate the amount of traffic likely to be generated 
when congested roads are expanded. In one exercise, Ramsey (2005) found that the net 
benefits of a suburban highway capacity expansion project declined by 50% if the project 
caused 60,000 residents (about 2% of the regional population) to move from urban to 
suburban locations, thereby increasing traffic congestion on that roadway link. Analysis 
of urban highway expansion impacts on total emissions by Williams-Derry (2007) 
indicates that emissions from construction and additional vehicle traffic quickly exceed 
any emission reductions from reduced congestion delays. 
 
Transportation modelers have developed techniques for incorporating full feedback 
(Harvey and Deakin 1993; SACTRA 1994; Loudon, Parameswaran and Gardner 1997; 
Schiffer, Steinvorth and Milam 2005). This recognizes that expanding the capacity of 
congested roads increases the number and length of trips in a corridor (DeCorla-Souza 
and Cohen 1999). Henk (1989) used analysis of vehicle traffic growth rates at 34 urban 
highways in Texas to develop a model which predicts the amount of latent demand, and 
therefore future traffic volumes from highway capacity expansion, taking into account the 
type of facility, the Volume/Capacity ratio, and local population densities. Even more 
accurate are integrated models that incorporate interrelationships between transport and 
land use patterns (Rodier, et al. 2001). Federal clean air rules require that these 
techniques be used in metropolitan transportation models to evaluate the effects transport 
system changes have on vehicle emissions, but many metropolitan planning organizations 
have yet to comply, and few models used in medium and small cities have full feedback.  
 
Full feedback is necessary to accurately predict future traffic congestion and traffic 
speeds, and the incremental costs and benefits of alternative projects and policy options. 
Models without full feedback tend to overestimate future congestion problems and 
overestimate the benefits of roadway capacity expansion. In one example, modeling a 
congested road network without feedback underestimated traffic speeds by more than 
20% and overestimated total vehicle travel by more than 10% compared with modeling 
with feedback (Comsis 1996). Models that fail to consider generated traffic were found to 
overvalue roadway capacity expansion benefits by 50% or more (Williams and 
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Yamashita 1992). Another study found that the ranking of preferred projects changed 
significantly when feedback is incorporated into project assessment (Johnston and Ceerla 
1996). Ignoring generated traffic tends to skew planning decisions toward highway 
projects and away from No Build and mobility management alternatives such as road 
pricing, transit improvements and commute trip reduction programs (Boarnet 1995). 
 
The FHWA Spreadsheet Model for Induced Travel Estimation (SMITE) was developed 
to predict the amount of traffic induced by road improvements and the effects on 
consumer welfare and vehicle emissions (DeCorla-Souza 2000). It is a relatively easy 
way to incorporate generated traffic impacts into road project assessments. Another 
approach involves integrated transport/ land use models (such as TRANUS and 
MEPLAN) that track transport benefits through their land value impacts (Abraham 1998).  
 
Short Cut Methods of Incorporating Induced Demand  
Based on comments in the Transportation Model Improvement Program listserve (TMIP-
L@listserv.tamu.edu) by Phil Goodwin, 2001. 
 
The easiest way to incorporate induced demand into conventional traffic models is to apply an overall 
demand elasticity to forecasted changes in travel speed, calculated either:  
 

• Elasticities applied to generalized costs (travel time and financial costs) using a price elasticity 
(about -0.3 for equilibrium, less for short term), with monetized travel time costs. The time 
elasticity is generally about -0.5 to -0.8 or so, though this is highly dependent on context. 
Where to apply it depends on the model used. With a fixed trip matrix altered only by 
reassignment, apply elasticities to each separate cell, or the row and column totals, or the 
overall control total - depending on how short the short cut has to be. Or add a separate test at 
the end. 
 

        or 
 

• Direct application of a ‘capacity elasticity,’ i.e. percent change in vehicle miles resulting from 
a 1% change in highway capacity, for which lane miles is sometimes used as a proxy, the 
elasticity in that case usually coming out at about -0.1. This will tend to underestimate the 
effect if the capacity increase is concentrating on bottlenecks. 

 
 
Care is needed if the basic model has cost-sensitive distribution and mode split, as this will already 
make allowance for some induced traffic. Induced traffic consists of several types of travel changes 
that make vehicle miles “with” a scheme different from “without,” including re-assignment to longer 
routes and some increased trip generation. Allowance for time-shifting, which is not induced traffic at 
all, is equally important because it has similar effects on calculation of benefits of reducing 
congestion, and is often a large response. Ideally you iterate on speed and allow for the effect from 
retiming of journeys, and separate the various behavioural responses which make up induced traffic. 
These short cuts are subject to bias, but less than the bias introduced by assuming zero induced traffic. 
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Land Use Impacts 
An important issue related to generated and induced travel is the degree to which 
roadway improvements affect land use patterns, and in particular, whether highway 
capacity expansion stimulates lower-density, urban fringe development (i.e., urban 
sprawl), and the costs to society that result (Louis Berger & Assoc. 1998; USEPA 2001; 
ICF Consulting  2005). Land use changes are one category of induced travel. Such 
changes take a relatively long time to occur, and are influenced by additional factors, but 
they are durable effects with a variety of economic, social and environmental impacts. 
 
Urban economists have long realized that transportation can have a major impact on land 
use development patterns, and in many situations improved accessibility can stimulate 
development location and type. Different types of transportation improvements tend to 
cause different types of land use development patters: highway improvements tend to 
encourage lower-density, automobile-oriented development at the urban fringe, while 
transit improvements tend to encourage higher-density, multi-modal, urban 
redevelopment, although the exact types of impacts vary depending on specific 
conditions and the type of transportation improvements implemented (Rodier, Abraham, 
Johnston and Hunt 2001; Boarnet and Chalermpong 2002; Litman 2002).  
 
Some researchers claim that investing in road construction does not lead to the sprawl 
(Sen, et al. 1999; Hartgen 2003a and 2003b), although the evidence indicates otherwise. 
Even in relatively slow-growth regions with modest congestion problems, highway 
capacity expansion increases suburban development by 15-25%. These effects are likely 
to be much greater in large cities with significant congestion problems, where peak-
period traffic congestion limits commute trip distances, and increased roadway capacity 
would significantly improve automobile access to urban fringe locations. This is 
particularly true if the alternative is to implement Smart Growth development policies 
and improved walking, cycling and transit transportation (“Smart Growth, VTPI 2006). 
 
There has been considerable debate over the benefits and costs of sprawl and Smart 
Growth (Burchell, et al. 1998; Litman 2002). Table 2 summarizes some benefits that tend 
to result from reduced sprawl. 
 
Table 2 Smart Growth Benefits (“Smart Growth, VTPI 2006) 

Economic Social Environmental 
Reduced development and public 
service costs. 
Consumer transportation cost 
savings. 
Economies of agglomeration. 
More efficient transportation. 

Improved transportation choice, 
particularly for nondrivers. 
Improved housing choices.  
Community cohesion. 

Greenspace and wildlife habitat 
preservation. 
Reduced air pollution. 
Reduce resource consumption. 
Reduced water pollution. 
Reduced “heat island” effect. 
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Costs of Induced Travel 
Driving imposes a variety of costs, including many that are external, that is, not borne 
directly by users (Murphy and Delucchi 1998). Table 3 illustrates one estimate of the 
magnitude of these costs. Other studies show similar costs, with average values of 10-30¢ 
per vehicle-kilometer, and more under urban-peak conditions (Litman 2003). 
 
Table 3  Motor Vehicle Indirect and External Costs (Delucchi 1996) 

Cost Item Examples Vehicle-Year Vehicle-Mile 
Bundled private sector costs Parking funded by businesses $337-1,181 2.7-9.4 cents 
Public infrastructure and 
services 

Public roads, parking funded by 
local governments 

$662-1,099 5.3-8.8 cents 

Monetary externalities External crash damages to vehicles, 
medical expenses, congestion. 

$423-780 3.4-6.2 cents 

Nonmonetary externalities Environmental damages, crash pain. $1,305-3,145 10.4-25.2 cents 
Totals  $2,727-6,205 22-50 cents 

This table summarizes an estimate of motor vehicle indirect and external costs. (US 1991 Dollars) 
 
 
Any incremental external costs of generated traffic should be included in project 
evaluations, “incremental” meaning the difference between the external costs of the 
generated travel and the external costs of alternative activities (NHI 1995). For diverted 
traffic this is the difference in external costs between the two trips. For induced travel this 
is the difference in external costs between the trip and any non-travel activity it replaces, 
which tends to be large since driving has greater external costs than most other common 
activities. Most generated traffic occurs under urban-peak travel conditions, when motor 
vehicle external costs are greatest, so incremental external costs tend to be high. 
 
Incremental external costs depend on road system conditions and the type of generated 
traffic. Generated traffic often increases downstream congestion (for example, increasing 
capacity on a highway can add congestion on surface streets, particularly near on- and 
off-ramps). In some conditions adding capacity actually increases congestion by 
concentrating traffic on a few links in the network and by reducing travel alternatives, 
such as public transit (Arnott and Small 1994). Air emission and accident rates per 
vehicle-mile may decline if traffic flows more freely, but these benefits decline over time 
and are usually offset as generated traffic leads to renewed congestion and increased 
vehicle travel (TRB 1995; Shefer and Rietvald 1997; Cassady, Dutzik and Figdor 2004).  
 
Table 4 compares how different types of generated traffic affect costs. All types reduce 
user travel time and vehicle costs. Diverted trips have minimal incremental costs. Longer 
trips have moderate incremental costs. Shifts from public transit to driving may also have 
moderate incremental costs, since transit service has significant externalities but also 
experiences economies of scale and positive land use impacts that are lost if demand 
declines (“Social Benefits of Public Transit,” VTPI 2001). Induced trips have the largest 
incremental costs, since they increase virtually all external costs. Longer and induced 
vehicle trips can lead to more automobile dependent transportation and land use over the 
long term. These costs are difficult to quantify but are probably significant (Newman and 
Kenworthy 1998; Burchell, et al 1998). 
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Table 4 Cost Impacts of Roadway Capacity Expansion 

Costs Reduced  Costs Increased  
 Diverted Trips Longer Trips Induced Trips 

Travel Time 

Vehicle Operating Costs 

Per-mile crash rates (if 
implemented in 
conjunction with 
roadway design 
improvements, but these 
are often offset if traffic 
speeds increase). 

Per-mile pollution 
emissions (if congestion 
declines, but these may 
be offset if traffic speeds 
increase). 

 

Downstream 
congestion 

Downstream congestion 

Road facilities 

Traffic services 

Per-capita crash rates 

Pollution emissions 

Noise 

Resource externalities 

Land use impacts 

Barrier effect 

Downstream congestion 

Road facilities 

Parking facilities 

Traffic services 

Per-capita crash rates 

Pollution emissions 

Noise 

Resource externalities 

Land use impacts 

Barrier effect 

Transit efficiency 

Equity 

Vehicle ownership costs 
Increased roadway capacity tends to reduce two costs, but increases others. 
 
 
The incremental external costs of road capacity expansion tend to increase over time as 
the total amount of generated traffic grows and an increasing portion consists of induced 
motor vehicle travel and trips. 
 
Table 5 proposes default estimates of the incremental external costs of different types of 
generated traffic. These values can be adjusted to reflect specific conditions and analysis 
needs. 
 
Table 5 Estimated Incremental External Costs of Generated Traffic 

Type Description Cost Per Mile 
Time and route shift Trips shifted from off-peak to peak, or from 

another route. 
5 cents 

Transit-to-Auto mode shift, 
and longer trips 

Trips shifted from transit to driving alone, and 
increased automobile trip lengths. 

15 cents 

Induced vehicle trip Additional motor vehicle trip, including travel 
shifted from walking, cycling and ridesharing. 

30 cents. 

This table indicates the estimated incremental costs of different types of generated traffic. 
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There is considerable discussion of the emission impacts of roadway expansion (TRB 
1995). Although expanding highly congested roadways may reduce emission rates per 
vehicle-kilometer, expanding moderately congested roads may increase traffic speeds to 
levels (more than 80 kms/hr) that increase emission rates, and by inducing total vehicle 
travel tends to increase total emissions, particularly over the long run. According to a 
study by the Norwegian Centre for Transport Research (TØI 2009): 

 
“Road construction, largely speaking, increases greenhouse gas emissions, mainly 
because an improved quality of the road network will increase the speed level, not the 
least in the interval where the marginal effect of speed on emissions is large (above 
80km/hr). Emissions also rise due to increased volumes of traffic (each person traveling 
further and more often) and because the modal split changes in favor of the private car, at 
the expense of public transport and bicycling.” 

 
 
Table 6 summarizes roadway improvement emission impacts, including effects on 
emission rates per vehicle mile, increases in total vehicle mileage, and emissions from 
road construction and maintenance activities. 
 
Table 6 Roadway Expansion Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts (TØI 2009) 

 General Estimates Large Cities Small Cities Intercity Travel 
Emission reductions 
per vehicle-kilometer 
due to improved and 
expanded roads. 

 Short term 
reductions. Stable 
or some increase 
over the long-term. 

Depends on 
situation, ranging 
from no change to 
large increases. 

Depends on 
situation. Emissions 
may decline or 
increase. 

Increased vehicle 
mileage (induced 
vehicle travel), short 
term (under five years) 

A 10% reduction in 
travel time increases 
traffic 3-5% 

Significant 
emission growth 

Moderate 
emission growth 

Moderate emission 
growth 

Increased vehicle 
mileage (induced 
travel), long term 
(more than five years) 

A 10% reduction in 
travel time increases 
traffic 5-10% 

Significant 
emission growth 

Moderate 
emission growth 

Moderate emission 
growth 

Road construction and 
improvement activity 

12 tonnes of CO2 
equivalent for 2-lane 
roads and 21 tonnes 
for 4-lane roads. 

Road construction emissions are relatively modest compared 
with traffic emissions. 

Roadway operation 
and maintenance 
activity 

33 tonnes of CO2 
equivalent for 2-lane 
roads and 52 tonnes 
for 4-lane roads. 

Road operation and maintenance emissions are relatively 
modest compared with traffic emissions. 

This table summarizes roadway improvement emission impacts according to research by the 
Norwegian Centre for Transport Research. 
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Calculating Consumer Benefits 
Generated traffic represents increased mobility, which provides consumer benefits. 
However, these benefits tend to be modest because generated traffic consists of marginal 
value trips, the trips that people are most willing to forego (Small 1998). To calculate 
these benefits economists use the Rule of Half, which states that the benefits of additional 
travel are worth half the per-trip saving to existing travelers, as illustrated in Figure 4 by 
the fact that B is a triangle rather than a rectangle (AASHTO 1977; Litman 2001a). 
 
Figure 4 Vehicle Travel Demand Curve Illustrating the Rule-of-Half 
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Reduced user costs (downward shift on Y axis) increases vehicle travel (rightward shift on X 
axis). Rectangle A shows savings to existing trips. Triangle B shows generated travel benefits.  
 
 
Because induced travel provides relatively small user benefits, and imposes external costs 
such as downstream congestion, parking costs, accident risk imposed on other road users, 
pollution emissions, sprawl and other environmental costs, the ratio of benefits to costs, 
and therefore total net benefits of travel, tend to decline as more travel is induced. 
 
Failing to account for the full impacts of generated and induced travel tends to exaggerate 
the benefits of highway capacity expansion and undervalue alternatives such as transit 
improvements and pricing reforms (Romilly 2004). Some newer project evaluation 
models, such as the FHWA’s SMITE and STEAM sketch plan programs, incorporate 
generated traffic effects including the Rule of Half and some externalities (FHWA 1997; 
FHWA 1998; DeCorla-Souza and Cohen 1998). 
 
The benefits of increased mobility are often capitalized into land values. For example, a 
highway improvement can increase urban periphery real estate prices, or a highway 
offramp can increase nearby commercial land values (Moore and Thorsnes 1994). 
Because this increase in land values is an economic transfer (land sellers gain at the 
expense of land buyers), it is inappropriate to add increased real estate values and 
transport benefits, such as travel time savings (which represent true resource savings). 
This would double count benefits.  
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Example 
A four-lane, 10-kilometer highway connects a city with nearby suburbs. The highway is 
congested 1,000 hours per year in each direction. Regional travel demand is predicated to 
grow at 2% per year. A proposal is made to expand the highway to six lanes, costing $25 
million in capital expenses and adding $1 million in annual highway operating expenses.  
 
Figure 5 illustrates predicted traffic volumes. Without the project peak-hour traffic is 
limited to 4,000 vehicles in each direction, the maximum capacity of the two-lane 
highway. If generated traffic is ignored the model predicts that traffic volumes will grow 
at a steady 2% per year if the project is implemented. If generated traffic is considered 
the model predicts faster growth, including the basic 2% growth plus additional growth 
due to generated traffic, until volumes levels off at 6,000 vehicles per hour, the maximum 
capacity of three lanes. 
 
Figure 5 Projected Traffic  
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If generated traffic is ignored the model predicts that traffic volumes will grow at a steady 2% 
per year if the project is implemented. If generated traffic is considered the model predicts a 
higher initial growth rate, which eventually declines when the road once again reaches capacity 
and becomes congested. (Based on the “Moderate Latent Demand” curve from Figure 3) 
 
 
The model divides generated traffic into diverted trips (changes in trip time, route and 
mode) and induced travel (increased trips and trip length), using the assumption that the 
first year’s generated traffic represents diverted trips and later generated traffic represents 
induced travel. This simplification appears reasonable since diverted trips tend to occur in 
the short-term, while induced travel is associated with longer-term changes in consumer 
behavior and land use patterns. 
 
Roadway volume to capacity ratios are used to calculate peak-period traffic speeds, 
which are then used to calculate travel time and vehicle operating cost savings. 
Congestion reduction benefits are predicted to be significantly greater if generated traffic 
is ignored, as illustrated in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6 Projected Average Traffic Speeds 
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Ignoring generated traffic exaggerates future traffic speeds and congestion reduction benefits. 
 
 
Incremental external costs are assumed to average 10¢ per vehicle-km for diverted trips 
(shifts in time, route and mode) and 30¢ per vehicle-km for induced travel (longer and 
increased trips). User benefits of generated traffic are calculated using the Rule-of-Half.  
 
Three cases where considered for sensitivity analysis. Most Favorable uses assumptions 
most favorable to the project, Medium uses values considered most likely, and Least 
Favorable uses values least favorable to the project. Table 7 summarizes the analysis. 
 
Table 7 Analysis of Three Cases 

 
Data Input 

Most 
Favorable 

 
Medium 

Least 
Favorable 

Generated Traffic Growth Rate (from Figure 3) L M H
Discount Rate 6% 6% 6%

Maximum Peak Vehicles Per Lane 2,200 2,000  1,800 
Before Average Traffic Speed (km/hr) 40 50 60 

After Average Traffic Speed (km/hr) 110 100  90 
Value of Peak-Period Travel Time (per veh-hr) $12.00 $8.00  $6.00 

Vehicle Operating Costs (per km) $0.15 $0.12  $0.10 
Annual Lane Hours at Capacity Each Direction 1,200 1,000 800

Diverted Trip External Costs (per km) $0.00 $0.10  $0.15 
Induced Travel External Costs (per km) $0.20 $0.30  $0.50 

Net Present Value (millions)  
NPV Without Consideration of Generated Traffic $204.8 $45.2 -$9.8

NPV With Consideration of Generated Traffic $124.5 -$32.1 -$95.7
Difference -$80.3 -$77.3 -$85.8

Benefit/Cost Ratio    
Without Generated Traffic 6.90 2.30 0.72

With Generated Traffic 3.37 0.59 0.11

This table summarizes the assumptions used in this analysis. 
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The most favorable assumptions result in a positive B/C even when generated traffic is 
considered. The medium assumptions result in a positive B/C if generated traffic is 
ignored but a negative NPV if generated traffic is considered. The least favorable 
assumptions result in a negative B/C even when generated traffic is ignored. In each case, 
considering generated traffic has significant impacts on the results. 
 
Figure 7 illustrates project benefits and costs based on “Medium” assumptions, ignoring 
generated traffic. This results in a positive NPV of $45.2 million, implying that the 
project is economically worthwhile. 
 
Figure 7 Estimated Costs and Benefits, Ignoring Generated Traffic 
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This figure illustrates annual benefits and costs when generated traffic is ignored, using 
“Medium” assumptions. Benefits are bars above the baseline, costs are bars below the baseline. 
Project expenses are the only cost category.  
 
 
Figure 8 illustrates project evaluation when generated traffic is considered. Congestion 
reduction benefits decline, and additional external costs and consumer benefits are 
included. The NPV is  –$32.1 million, indicating the project is not worthwhile. 
 
Figure 8 Estimated Costs and Benefits, Considering Generated Traffic 
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This figure illustrates benefits and costs when generated traffic is considered, using medium 
assumptions. Benefits are bars above the baseline, costs are bars below the baseline. It includes 
consumer benefits and external costs associated with generated traffic. Travel time and vehicle 
operating cost savings end after about 10 years, when traffic volumes per lane return to pre-
project levels, resulting in no congestion reduction benefits after that time.  
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This analysis indicates how generated traffic can have significant impacts on project 
assessment. Ignoring generated traffic exaggerates the benefits of highway capacity 
expansion by overestimating congestion reduction benefits and ignoring incremental 
external costs from generated traffic. This tends to undervalue alternatives such as road 
pricing, TDM programs, other modes, and “do nothing” options.  
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Counter Arguments 
“Widening roads to ease congestion is like trying to cure obesity by loosening your belt” Roy 
Kienitz, executive director of the Surface Transportation Policy Project 
 
“Increasing highway capacity is equivalent to giving bigger shoes to growing children” Robert 
Dunphy of the Urban Land Institute 
 
 
Some highway expansion advocates argue that generated traffic has minor implications 
for transport planning decisions. They argue that increased highway capacity contributes 
little to overall growth in vehicle travel compared with other factors such as increased 
population, employment and income (Heanue 1998; Sen 1998; Burt and Hoover 2006), 
that although new highways generate traffic, they still provide net economic benefits 
(ULI 1989), and that increasing roadway capacity does reduce congestion (TRIP 1999; 
Bayliss 2008). 
 
These arguments ignore critical issues, and are often based on outdated data and 
inaccurate analysis. Overall travel trends indicate little about the cost effectiveness of 
particular policies and projects. For example, studies which indicate that, in the past, 
increased lane-miles caused minimal growth in vehicle travel (Burt and Hoover 2006), 
provide little guidance for future planning, since, in the past, much of the added highway 
lane-miles occurred on uncongested rural highways while most future highway expansion 
occurs on congested urban highways. Strategies that encourage more efficient use of 
existing capacity, such as commute trip reduction programs and road pricing, may 
provide greater social benefits, particularly considering all costs (Goodwin 1997).  
 
Highway expansion advocates generally ignore or severely understate generated traffic 
and induced travel impacts. For example, Cox and Pisarski (2004) use a model that 
accounts for diverted traffic (trips shifted in time or route) but ignores shifts in mode, 
destination and trip frequency. Hartgen and Fields (2006) assume that generated traffic 
would fill just 15% of added roadway capacity, based on generated traffic rates during 
the 1960s and 1970s, which is unrealistically low when extremely congested roads are 
expanded. They ignore the incremental costs that result from induced vehicle travel, such 
as increased downstream traffic congestion, road and parking costs, accidents and 
pollution emissions. They claim that roadway capacity expansion reduces fuel 
consumption, pollution emissions and accidents, because they measure impacts per 
vehicle-mile and ignore increased vehicle miles. As a result they significantly exaggerate 
roadway expansion benefits and understate total costs. 
 
Debates over generated traffic and its implications often reflect ideological perspectives 
concerning whether automobile travel (and therefore road capacity expansion) is “good” 
or “bad”. To an economist, such arguments are silly. Some automobile travel provides 
large net benefits (high user value, poor alternatives, low external costs), and some 
provides negative net benefits (low user value, good alternatives, and large external 
costs). The efficient solution to congestion is to use pricing or other incentives to test 
consumers’ willingness to pay for road space and capacity expansion.  
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If consumers only demand roadway improvements when they are shielded from the true 
costs, such projects are likely to be economically inefficient. Only if users are willing to 
pay the full incremental costs their vehicle use imposes can society be sure that increased 
road capacity and the additional vehicle travel that results provides net benefits. Travel 
demand predictions based on underpriced roads overestimate the economically optimal 
level of roadway investments and capacity expansion. Increasing capacity in such cases is 
more equivalent to loosening a belt than giving a growing child larger shoes (see quotes 
above), since the additional vehicle travel is a luxury and economically inefficient. 
 
Some highway advocates suggest there are equity reasons to subsidize roadway capacity 
expansion, to allow lower-income households access to more desirable locations, but 
most benefits from increased roadway capacity are captured by middle- and upper-
income households (Deakin, et al. 1996). Improving travel choices for non-drivers tends 
to have greater equity benefits than subsidizing additional highway capacity since 
physically and economically disadvantaged people often rely on alternative modes. 
 
Although highway projects are often justified for the sake of economic development, 
highway capacity expansion now provides little net economic benefit (Boarnet 1997). An 
expert review concluded, “The available evidence does not support arguments that new 
transport investment in general has a major impact on economic growth in a country with 
an already well-developed infrastructure” (SACTRA 1997). 
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Alternative Transport Improvement Strategies 
Since roadway capacity expansion provides smaller net benefits than is often recognized, 
due to the effects of generated traffic, other solutions to transportation problems may 
provide relatively more benefits. A “No Build” option may become more attractive since 
peak-period traffic volumes will simply level off without additional capacity. This can 
explain, for example, why urban commute travel times are virtually unchanged despite 
increases in traffic congestion, and why urban regions that have made major investments 
in highway capacity expansion have not experienced significant reductions in traffic 
congestion (Gordon and Richardson 1994; STPP 1998). 
 
Consideration of generated traffic gives more value to transportation systems 
management and transportation demand management strategies that result in more 
efficient use of existing roadway capacity. These strategies cannot individually solve all 
transportation problems, but a package of them can, often with less costs and greater 
overall benefit than highway capacity expansion. Below are examples (VTPI 2001): 
 
• Congestion pricing can provide travelers with an incentive to reduce their peak period trips 

and use travel alternatives, such as ridesharing and non-motorized transport. 
 
• Commute trip reduction programs can provide a framework for encouraging commuters to 

drive less and rely more on travel alternatives. 
 
• Land use management can increase access by bringing closer common destinations. 
 
• Pedestrian and cycle improvements can increase mobility and access, and support other 

modes such as public transit (since transit users also depend on walking and cycling). 
 
• Public transit service that offers door-to-door travel times and user costs that are competitive 

with driving can attract travelers from a parallel highway, limiting the magnitude of traffic 
congestion on that corridor.  
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Legal Issues 
Environmental groups successfully sued the Illinois transportation agencies for failing to 
consider land use impacts and generated traffic in the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for I-355, a proposed highway extension outside the city of Chicago (Sierra Club 
1997). The federal court concluded that the EIS was based on the “implausible” 
assumption that population in the rural areas would grow by the same amount with and 
without the tollroad, even though project was promoted as a way to stimulate growth. The 
court concluded that this circular reasoning afflicted the document’s core findings. The 
judge required the agencies to prepare studies identifying the amount of development the 
tollroad would cause, and compare this with alternatives. The Court’s order states: 
 

Plaintiffs’ argument is persuasive. Highways create demand for travel and expansion by their 
very existence…Environmental laws are not arbitrary hoops through which government 
agencies must jump. The environmental regulations at issue in this case are designed to ensure 
that the public and government agencies are well informed about the environmental 
consequences of proposed actions. The environmental impact statements in this case fail in 
several significant respects to serve this purpose. (ELCP) 
 

 
In 2008 the California Attorney General recognized that regional transportation plans 
must consider induced travel impacts when evaluating the climate change impacts of 
individual projects to meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements 
(Brown 2008). CEQA requires that “[e]ach public agency shall mitigate or avoid the 
significant effects on the environment of projects that it carries out or approves whenever 
it is feasible to do so.” The state Attorney General recognizes that transportation planning 
decisions, such as highway expansion projects, can have significant emission impacts due 
to induced vehicle travel.  
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Conclusions 
Urban traffic congestion tends to maintain equilibrium. Congestion reaches a point at 
which it discourages additional peak-period trips. Increasing road capacity allows more 
vehicle travel to occur. In the short term this consists primarily of generated traffic: 
vehicle travel diverted from other times, modes, routes and destinations. Over the long 
run an increasing portion consists of induced vehicle travel, resulting in a total increase in 
regional VMT. This has several implications for transport planning: 

• Ignoring generated traffic underestimates the magnitude of future traffic congestion 
problems, overestimates the congestion reduction benefits of increasing roadway capacity, 
and underestimates the benefits of alternative solutions to transportation problems.  

• Induced travel increases many external costs. Over the long term it helps create more 
automobile dependent transportation systems and land use patterns. 

• The mobility benefits of generated traffic are relatively small since they consist of marginal 
value trips. Much of the benefits are often capitalized into land values. 

 

Ignoring generated traffic results in self-fulfilling predict and provide planning: Planners 
extrapolate traffic growth rates to predict that congestion will reach gridlock unless 
capacity expands. Adding capacity generates traffic, which leads to renewed congestion 
with higher traffic volumes, and more automobile oriented transport and land use 
patterns. This cycle continues until road capacity expansion costs become unacceptable.  
 
The amount of traffic generated depends on specific conditions. Expanding highly 
congested roads with considerable latent demand tends to generate significant amounts of 
traffic, providing only temporary congestion reductions.  
 
Generated traffic does not mean that roadway expansion provides no benefits and should 
never be implemented. However, ignoring generated traffic results in inaccurate forecasts 
of impacts and benefits. Road projects considered cost effective by conventional analysis 
may actually provide little long-term benefit to motorists and make society overall worse 
off due to generated traffic. Other strategies may be better overall. Another implication is 
that highway capacity expansion projects should incorporate strategies to avoid 
increasing external costs, such as more stringent vehicle emission regulations to avoid 
increasing pollution and land use regulations to limit sprawl. 
 
Framing the Congestion Question 
If you ask people, “Do you think that traffic congestion is a serious problem?” they frequently answer 
yes. If you ask, “Would you rather solve congestion problems by improving roads or by using 
alternatives such as congestion tolls and other TDM strategies?” a smaller majority would probably 
choose the road improvement option. This is how transport choices are generally framed.  
 
But if you present the choices more realistically by asking, “Would you rather spend a lot of money to 
increase road capacity to achieve moderate and temporary congestion reductions and bear higher 
future costs from increased motor vehicle traffic, or implement other types of transportation 
improvements?” the preference for road building might disappear.



Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 27

References and Information Resources 
 
John Abraham (1998), Review of the MEPLAN Modelling Framework from a Perspective of 
Urban Economics, Civil Engineering Research Report CE98-2, U. of Calgary, 
(www.acs.ucalgary.ca/~jabraham/MEPLAN_and_Urban_Economics.PDF). 
 
ADB (2010), Reducing Carbon Emissions from Transport Projects, Asian Development Bank 
(www.adb.org); at www.adb.org/evaluation/reports/ekb-carbon-emissions-transport.asp.  
 
Richard Arnott and Kenneth Small (1994), “The Economics of Traffic Congestion,” American 
Scientist, Vol. 82, Sept./ Oct. 1994, pp. 446-455. 
 
Lawrence C. Barr (2000), “Testing for the Significance of Induced Highway Travel Demand in 
Metropolitan Areas,” Transportation Research Record 1706, Transportation Research Board 
(www.trb.org); at http://trb.metapress.com/content/lq766w66540p7432/fulltext.pdf.  
 
David Bayliss (2008), Misconceptions and Exaggerations about Roads and Road Building in 
Great Britain, Royal Automobile Club Foundation 
(www.racfoundation.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=597&Itemid=35) 
 
Marlon Boarnet (1997), “New Highways & Economic Productivity: Interpreting Recent 
Evidence,” Journal of Planning Literature, Vol. 11, No. 4, May 1997, pp. 476-486. 
 
Marlon Boarnet (1997), Direct and Indirect Economic Effects of Transportation Infrastructure, 
UCTC (www.uctc.net). 
 
Marlon Boarnet and Saksith Tan Chalermpong (2002), New Highways, Induced Travel and 
Urban Growth Patterns: A "Before and After" Test, Paper 559, University of California 
Transportation Center (www.uctc.net). 
 
Edward Beimborn, Rob Kennedy and William Schaefer (1996), Inside the Blackbox: Making 
Transportation Models Work for Livable Communities, Center for Urban Transportation Studies 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (www.uwm.edu/Dept/CUTS); at 
http://ctr.utk.edu/TNMUG/misc/blackbox.pdf. 
 
Antonio M. Bento, Maureen L. Cropper, Ahmed Mushfiq Mobarak and Katja Vinha (2003), The 
Impact of Urban Spatial Structure on Travel Demand in the United States, World Bank Group 
Working Paper 2007, World Bank (http://econ.worldbank.org/files/24989_wps3007.pdf). 
 
Robert Burchell, et al. (1998), Costs of Sprawl – Revisited, TCRP Report 39, Transportation 
Research Board (www.trb.org). 
 
Michael Burt and Greg Hoover (2006), Build It and Will They Drive? Modelling Light-Duty 
Vehicle Travel Demand, Conference Board of Canada (www.conferenceboard.ca); at 
http://sso.conferenceboard.ca/e-Library/LayoutAbstract.asp?DID=1847.  
 
Edward G. Brown (2008), Comments on the Notice of Preparation for Draft Environmental 
Impact Report For the Transportation 2035 Plan, California Attorney General (http://ag.ca.gov); 
at http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/comments_MTC_RT_Plan.pdf.   
 



Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 28

Sally Cairns, C. Hass-Klau and Phil Goodwin (1998), Traffic Impacts of Highway Capacity 
Reductions: Assessment of the Evidence, London Transport Planning (London; 
www.ucl.ac.uk/transport-studies/tsu/tpab9828.htm). Also see Sally Cairns, Stephen Atkins and 
Phil Goodwin (2002), “Disappearing Traffic? The Story So Far,” Proceedings of the Institution of 
Civil Engineers; Municipal Engineer, Vo. 151, Issue 1 (www.municipalengineer.com) March 
2002, pp. 13-22; at www.ucl.ac.uk/transport-studies/tsu/disapp.pdf. 
 
Alison Cassady, Tony Dutzik and Emily Figdor (2004), More Highways, More Pollution: Road-
Building and Air Pollution in American's Cities, U.S. PIRG Education Fund (www.uspirg.org). 
 
Robert Cervero (2002), “Induced Travel Demand: Research Design, Empirical Evidence, and 
Normative Policies,” Journal of Planning Literature, Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 4-19 
 
Robert Cervero (2003a), “Are Induced Travel Studies Inducing Bad Investments?,” ACCESS, 
Number 22, University of California Transportation Center (www.uctc.net), Spring 2003, 22-27. 
 
Robert Cervero (2003b), “Road Expansion, Urban Growth, and Induced Travel: A Path 
Analysis,” Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 69, No. 2 (www.planning.org), 
Spring 2003, pp. 145-163.  
 
Robert Cervero and Mark Hansen (2000), Road Supply-Demand Relationships: Sorting Out 
Casual Linkages, Institute of Transportation Studies, University of California (www.uctc.net). 
 
Harry Cohen (1995), “Review of Empirical Studies of Induced Traffic,” Expanding Metropolitan 
Highways: Implications for Air Quality and Energy Use, Transportation Research Board, Special 
Report 345, National Academy Press (www.trb.org), Appendix B, pp. 295-309. 
 
Wendell Cox and Alan Pisarski (2004), Blueprint 2030: Affordable Mobility And Access For All, 
Georgians for Better Mobility (http://ciprg.com/ul/gbt/atl-report-20040621.pdf). 
 
J. M. Dargay and P. B. Goodwin (1995), “Evaluation of Consumer Surplus with Dynamic 
Demand Changes.” Journal of Transport Economics and Policy, Vol. XXIX, No.  2, pp. 179-93. 
 
Elizabeth Deakin, et al. (1996), Transportation Pricing Strategies for California: An Assessment 
of Congestion, Emissions, Energy and Equity Impacts, California Air Resources Board 
(www.arb.ca.gov). 
 
Patrick DeCorla-Souza (2000), “Estimating Highway Mobility Benefits,” ITE Journal 
(www.ite.org), February 2000, pp. 38-43. Also, Patrick DeCorla-Souza, “Evaluating the Trade-
Offs Between Mobility and Air Quality,” ITE Journal, February 2000, pp. 65-70.  
 
Patrick DeCorla-Souza and Harry Cohen (1998), Accounting for Induced Travel in Evaluation of 
Urban Highway Expansion, FHWA (www.fhwa.dot.gov/steam/doc.htm). 
 
Patrick DeCorla Souza and Harry Cohen (1999), “Estimating Induced Travel For Evaluation of 
Metropolitan Highway Expansion,” Transportation, Vol. 26, pp. 249-261. 
 
Mark Delucchi (1996), “Total Cost of Motor-Vehicle Use,” Access 
(http://violet.berkeley.edu/~uctc), No. 8, Spring 1996, pp. 7-13. 
 
DfT (2007), Transport Analysis Guidance, UK Department For Transport (www.webtag.org.uk).  



Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 29

 
Anthony Downs (1992), Stuck in Traffic, Brookings Institution (www.brookings.edu). 
 
Gilles Duranton and Matthew A. Turner (2008), The Fundamental Law of Highway Congestion: 
Evidence from the US, University of Toronto (http://individual.utoronto.ca/gilles/Papers/Law.pdf).   
 
ENO (2002), Working Together to Address Induced Demand: Proceedings of a Forum, ENO 
Transportation Foundation (www.enotrans.com). 
  
FHWA (1997), Spreadsheet Model for Induced Travel Estimation (SMITE), Federal Highway 
Administration (www.fhwa.dot.gov/steam/smite.htm).  
 
FHWA (1998), Surface Transportation Efficiency Analysis Model (STEAM), Federal Highway 
Administration (www.fhwa.dot.gov/steam).  
 
FHWA (1999), Social Costs of Alternative Land Development Scenarios, Federal Highway 
Administration (www.fhwa.dot.gov/scalds/scalds.html). 
 
FHWA (2002), Highway Economic Requirements System: Technical Report, FHWA, USDOT 
(www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/hersindex.htm); at 
http://isddc.dot.gov/OLPFiles/FHWA/010945.pdf. 
 
FHWA (2004), Induced Travel: Frequently Asked Questions, Federal Highway Administration 
(www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/itfaq.htm). 
 
Phil Goodwin (1996), “Empirical Evidence on Induced Traffic,” Transportation, Vo. 23, No. 1, 
pp. 35-54. 
 
Phil Goodwin (1997), Solving Congestion, Inaugural lecture for the Professorship of Transport 
Policy, University College London (www.ucl.ac.uk/transport-studies/tsu/pbginau.htm). 
 
Phil B. Goodwin (1998), “The End of Equilibrium,” in Theoretical Foundations of Travel Choice 
Modelling. edited by T. Garling et al., Elsevier, ISBN 0080430627. 
 
Phil Goodwin and Robert B. Noland (2003), “Building New Roads Really Does Create Extra 
Traffic: A Response to Prakash et al.,” Applied Economics (www.tandf.co.uk/journals). 
 
Peter Gordon and Harry W. Richardson (1994), “Congestion Trends in Metropolitan Areas,” 
Curbing Gridlock, Special Report 242, Transportation Research Board (www.nas.edu/trb). 
 
Roger Gorham (2009), Demystifying Induced Travel Demand, Sustainable Transportation 
Technical Document, Sustainable Urban Transportation Project (www.sutp.org) and GTZ 
(www.gtz.de); at 
www.calicomovamos.org.co/calicomovamos/files/Escuchando%20Expertos/TD-Induced-
Demand.pdf.   
 
Mark Hammer (1998), “Roadblocks Ahead,” New Scientist, 24 January 1998; at 
(www.newscientist.com/cgi-bin/pageserver.cgi?/ns/980124/ntraffic.h). 
 



Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 30

Mark Hansen, et al. (1993), Air Quality Impacts of Urban Highway Capacity Expansion: Traffic 
Generation and Land Use Changes, Institute of Transport Studies, University of California 
(www.uctc.net), UCB-ITS-RR-93-5. 
 
Mark Hansen, “Do New Highways Generate Traffic?” Access No. 7 (www.uctc.net), Fall 1995, 
pp.16-22. 
 
Mark Hansen and Yuanlin Huang (1997), “Road Supply and Traffic in California Urban Areas,” 
Transportation Research A, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp. 205-218. 
 
David T. Hartgen (2003a), The Impact of Highways and Other Major Road Improvements on 
Urban Growth in Ohio, The Buckeye Institute (www.buckeyeinstitute.org). 
 
David T. Hartgen (2003b), Highways and Sprawl in North America, John Locke Foundation 
(www.johnlocke.org). 
 
David T. Hartgen and M. Gregory Fields (2006), Building Roads to Reduce Traffic Congestion in 
America’s Cities: How Much and at What Cost?, Reason Foundation (www.reason.org). 
 
Greig Harvey and Elizabeth Deakin (1993), A Manual of Regional Transportation Modeling 
Practice for Air Quality, National Association of Regional Councils (www.narc.org). 
 
Kevin Heanue (1998), Highway Capacity Expansion and Induced Travel; Evidence and 
Implications, Circular 481, Transportation Research Board (www.trb.org); at 
http://pubsindex.trb.org/document/view/default.asp?lbid=477750.  
 
Russell H. Henk (1989), “Quantification of Latent Travel Demand on New Urban Facilities in the 
State of Texas,” ITE Journal, December 1989, pp. 24-28. 
 
Highways Agency (2003), “Guidance on Induced Traffic: Methods for Modelling Situations 
Where Road Improvements May Generate Additional Traffic,” Design Manual for Roads and 
Bridges, Volume 12, Section 2, Part 2, ISBN 0-11-551908-4, Highways Agency (www.official-
documents.co.uk/document/deps/ha/dmrb/index.htm). 
 
Peter Hills (1996), “What is Induced Traffic?” Transportation, Vol. 23, No. 1, pp. 5-16. 
 
Ronald W. Holder and Vergil G. Stover (1992), Evaluation of Induced Traffic On New Highway 
Facilities, Research Report 167-5, Texas Transportation Institute, for the THD and the USDOT. 
 
Kent M. Hymel, Kenneth A. Small and Kurt Van Dender (2010), “Induced Demand And 
Rebound Effects In Road Transport,” Transportation Research B (www.elsevier.com/locate/trb).  
 
ICF Consulting (2005), Handbook on Integrating Land Use Considerations Into Transportation 
Projects to Address Induced Growth, prepared for AASHTO Standing Committee on the 
Environment; at www.trb.org/NotesDocs/25-25(3)_FR.pdf.  
 
Peter Jacobsen (1997), “Liquid vs. Gas Models for Traffic,” Los Angeles Times, Letters to Editor, 
14 May 1997. 
 
Robert Johnston and Raju Ceerla (1996), “The Effects of New High-Occupancy Vehicle Lanes on 
Travel and Emissions,” Transportation Research, Vol. 30A, No. 1, pp. 35-50. 



Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 31

 
Robert A. Johnston, Caroline J. Rodier, John E. Abraham, John Douglas Hunt and Griffith J. 
Tonkin (2001), Applying an Integrated Model to the Evaluation of Travel Demand Management 
Policies in the Sacramento Region, Mineta Transportation Institute 
(http://transweb.sjsu.edu/publications/01-03.pdf). 
 
Keith T. Lawton (2001), The Urban Structure and Personal Travel: an Analysis of Portland, or 
Data and Some National and International Data, E-Vision 2000 Conference 
(www.rand.org/scitech/stpi/Evision/Supplement/lawton.pdf). 
 
Douglass Lee, Lisa Klein and Gregorio Camus (1998), Induced Traffic and Induced Demand in 
Benefit-Cost Analysis, USDOT Volpe National Transport. Systems Center (www.volpe.dot.gov). 
 
Douglass Lee, Lisa Klein and Gregorio Camus (1999), “Induced Traffic and Induced Demand,” 
Transportation Research Record 1659, TRB (www.trb.org), pp. 68-75. 
 
David Levinson and Ajay Kumar (1995), “Activity, Travel, and the Allocation of Time,” APA 
Journal, Vol. 61, No. 4, Autumn 1995, pp. 458-470. 
 
David Levinson and Ajay Kumar (1997), Density and the Journey to Work, Growth and Changes, 
Vol. 28, No. 2  1997, pp. 147-72; at www.ce.umn.edu/~levinson/papers-pdf/doc-density.pdf.  
 
Todd Litman (2001a), What’s It Worth? Life Cycle and Benefit/Cost Analysis for Evaluating 
Economic Value, Presented at Internet Symposium on Benefit-Cost Analysis, Transportation 
Association of Canada (www.tac-atc.ca); at www.vtpi.org/worth.pdf.   
 
Todd Litman (2001b), “Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning,” ITE Journal, 
Vol. 71, No. 4, Institute of Transportation Engineers (www.ite.org), April 2001, pp. 38-47. 
 
Todd Litman (2002), Transportation Land Use Impacts, VTPI (www.vtpi.org); at 
www.vtpi.org/landuse.pdf. 
 
Todd Litman (2003), Transportation Cost Analysis: Techniques, Estimates and Implications, 
VTPI (www.vtpi.org/tca). 
 
Louis Berger & Assoc. (1998), Guidance for Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed 
Transportation Projects, NCHRP Report 403, Transportation Research Board (www.trb.org). 
 
William R. Loudon, Janaki Parameswaran and Brian Gardner (1997), “Incorporating Feedback in 
Travel Forecasting: Methods, Pitfalls and Common Concerns,” Transportation Research Record 
1607, TRB (www.trb.org), pp. 185-195; at http://trb.metapress.com/content/120399. 
 
Peter Mackie (1996), “Induced Traffic and Economic Appraisal,” Transportation, Vol. 23. 
 
Norman Marshall (2000), Evidence of Induced Demand in the Texas Transportation Institute’s 
Urban Roadway Congestion Study Data Set, TRB Annual Meeting (www.trb.org). 
 
Gert Marte (2003), “Slow Vehicle Traffic Is A More Attractive Alternative To Fast Vehicle 
Traffic Than Public Transport” World Transport Policy & Practice, Volume 9, Number 2, 
(www.eco-logica.co.uk/WTPPhome.html). 
 



Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 32

Martin J. H. Mogridge (1990), Travel in Towns: Jam Yesterday, Jam Today, Jam Tomorrow?, 
MacMillan (www.macmillan.com). 
 
Martin Mogridge (1997), “The Self-Defeating Nature of Urban Road Capacity Policy; A Review 
of Theories, Disputes and Available Evidence,” Transport Policy, Vo. 4, No. 1, pp. 5-23. 
 
Patricia Mokhtarian, et al. (2002), “Revisiting the Notion of Induced Traffic Through A Matched-
Pairs Study,” Transportation, Vol. 29, pp. 193-202. 
 
Terry Moore and Paul Thorsnes (1994), The Transportation/Land Use Connection, American 
Planning Association (www.planning.org), #448/449. 
 
James Murphy and Mark Delucchi (1998), “A Review of the Literature on the Social Cost of Motor 
Vehicle Use in the United States,” Journal of Transport & Statistics, Vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 15-42. 
 
Peter Newman and Jeff Kenworthy (1998), Sustainability and Cities; Overcoming Automobile 
Dependency, Island Press (www.islandpress.org). 
 
NHI (1995), Estimating the Impacts of Urban Transportation Alternatives, Course #15257 
Participant’s Notebook, National Highway Institute (www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov). 
 
Bob Noland (2000), Induced Travel: A Review Of Recent Literature With A Discussion Of Policy 
Issues, USEPA (www.epa.gov). Also see Robert B. Noland and Lewison L. Lem (2000), Induced 
Travel: A Review of Recent Literature and the Implications for Transportation and 
Environmental Policy, (www.cts.cv.ic.ac.uk/staff/wp2-noland.pdf). 
 
Robert Noland (2001), “Relationships Between Highway Capacity and Induced Vehicle Travel,” 
Transportation Research A, Vol. 35, No. 1, January 2001, pp. 47-72. 
 
Robert Noland (2003), Induced Travel Bibliography, Imperial College London; at 
www.vtpi.org/induced_bib.htm.  
 
Robert B. Noland and Lewison L. Lem (2002), “A Review of the Evidence for Induced Travel 
and Changes in Transportation and Environmental Policy in the US and the UK,”  
Transportation Research D, Vol. 7, No. 1 (www.elsevier.com/locate/trd), Jan. 2002, pp. 1-26.  
 
Robert Noland and Mohammed A. Quddus (2006), “Flow Improvements and Vehicle Emissions: 
Effects of Trip Generation and Emission Control Technology,” Transportation Research D, Vol. 11 
(www.elsevier.com/locate/trd), pp. 1-14; also see 
www.cts.cv.ic.ac.uk/documents/publications/iccts00249.pdf. 
 
John Odgers (2009), Have All The Travel Time Savings On Melbourne’ Road Network Been 
Achieved?, A GAMUT Discussion Paper, School of Management, RMIT University; at 
www.abp.unimelb.edu.au/gamut/pdf/have-all-the-time-savings-been-achieved.pdf.  
 
OECD 105 Roundtable (1996), Infrastructure-Induced Mobility, OECD (www.oecd.org). 
 
Stuart Ramsey (2005), “Of Mice and Elephants,” ITE Journal, Vol. 75, No. 9 (www.ite.org), 
Sept. 2005, pp. 38-41. 
 



Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 33

Caroline Rodier, John E. Abraham, Robert A. Johnston and John Douglass Hunt (2001), Anatomy 
of Induced Travel; Using an Integrated Land Use and Transportation Model in the Sacramento 
Region, Transportation Research Board Annual Meeting (www.trb.org). 
 
Peter Romilly (2004), “Welfare Evaluation With A Road Capacity Constraint,” Transportation 
Research A, Vol. 38, Issue 4 (www.elsevier.com/locate/tra), May 2004, pp. 287-303. 
 
SACTRA (1994), Trunk Roads and the Generation of Traffic, Standing Advisory Committee on 
Trunk Road Assessment, UKDoT, HMSO (London; www.roads.detr.gov.uk/roadnetwork). 
 
SACTRA (1997), Transport Investment, Transport Intensity and Economic Growth: Interim 
Report, Standing Committee on Trunk Road Assessment, Dept. of Environment, Transport and 
Regions (www.roads.detr.gov.uk/roadnetwork/heta/sactra98.htm). 
 
Robert G. Schiffer, M. Walter Steinvorth and Ronald T. Milam (2005), Comparative Evaluations 
on the Elasticity of Travel Demand , Committee On Transportation Demand Forecasting, 
Transportation Research Board (www.trb.org); at www.trb-
forecasting.org/papers/2005/ADB40/05-0313_Schiffer.pdf. 
 
Ashish Sen, et al. (1998), Highways and Urban Decentralization, Urban Transportation Center, 
University of Illinois (www.uic.edu/cuppa/utc). For response see, CNT (1999), Critique of the 
University of Illinois Urban Transportation Center Study “Highways and Urban 
Decentralization,” Center For Neighborhood Technology (www.cnt.org/tsp/uic-critique.html).  
 
D. Shefer & P. Rietvald (1997), “Congestion and Safety on Highways: Towards an Analytical 
Model,” Urban Studies, Vol. 34, No. 4, pp. 679-692. 
 
Sierra Club, Ill. Chapter v U.S. Dept. of Transp. (962 F supp. 1037, ND Ill 1997).  
 
Kenneth Small (1992), Urban Transportation Economics, Harwood (Chur), pp. 113-117. 
 
Kenneth Small (1998), “Project Evaluation,” in Essays in Transportation Economics and Policy, 
Brookings (www.brookings.edu); at http://uctc.net/papers/papersalpha.html. 
 
STPP (1998), An Analysis of the Relationship Between Highway Expansion and Congestion in 
Metropolitan Areas, Surface Transportation Policy Project (www.transact.org). 
 
STPP (1998), Do New Roads Cause Congestion?, Surface Transportation Policy Project 
(www.transact.org); at www.transact.org/congestion/analysis.htm. 
 
TØI (2009), Does Road Improvement Decrease Greenhouse Gas Emissions?, Institute of 
Transport Economics (TØI) of the Norwegian Centre for Transport Research (www.toi.no); 
English summary at www.toi.no/getfile.php/Publikasjoner/T%D8I%20rapporter/2009/1027-
2009/Sum-1027-2009.pdf.  
 
Transportation, Vol. 23, No. 1, February 1996. Special issue devoted to induced travel. 
 
TRB (1995), Expanding Metropolitan Highways: Implications for Air Quality and Energy Use, 
Committee for Study of Impacts of Highway Capacity Improvements on Air Quality and Energy 
Consumption, Transportation Research Board, Special Report #345 (www.trb.org). 
 



Generated Traffic: Implications for Transport Planning 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 34

TRIP (1999), The Best Solutions to Traffic Congestion: Dispelling the Myths about the Impact of 
Expanding Roads, The Road Information Program (www.tripnet.org).  
 
UKERC (2007), 'Rebound Effects' Threaten Success of UK Climate Policy, UK Energy Research 
Centre (www.ukerc.ac.uk); at 
www.ukerc.ac.uk/MediaCentre/UKERCPressReleases/Releases2007/0710ReboundEffects.aspx.   
 
UKERC (2009), What Policies Are Effective At Reducing Carbon Emissions From Surface 
Passenger Transport? A Review Of Interventions To Encourage Behaviroual And Technological 
Change, UK Energy Research Centre; at 
www.ukerc.ac.uk/ResearchProgrammes/TechnologyandPolicyAssessment/0904TransportReport.aspx. 
 
ULI (1989), Myths and Facts about Transportation and Growth, Urban Land Ins. (www.uli.org). 
 
USEPA (2001), Our Built and Natural Environments: A Technical Review of the Interactions 
Between Land Use, Transportation and Environmental Quality, US Environmental Protection 
Agency (www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/pdf/built.pdf). 
 
USEPA (1997), Evaluation of Modeling Tools for Assessing Land Use Policies and Strategies, 
USEPA (www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/policy/transp/landuse/lum-rpt.pdf). 
 
VTPI (2006), Online TDM Encyclopedia, VTPI (www.vtpi.org).  
 
Wikipedia (2006), Lewis-Mogridge Position, Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lewis-
Mogridge_Position). 
 
Huw C. W. L. Williams and Yaeko Yamashita (1992), “Travel Demand Forecasts and the 
Evaluation of Highway Schemes Under Congested Conditions,” Journal of Transport Economics 
and Policy, Vol. 26, No. 3,  September 1992, pp. 261-282.  
 
Clark Williams-Derry (2007), Increases In Greenhouse-Gas Emissions From Highway-Widening 
Projects, Sightline Institute (www.sightline.org); at 
www.sightline.org/research/energy/res_pubs/analysis-ghg-roads. 
 
Enjian Yao and Takayuki Morikawa (2005), “A Study of An Integrated Intercity Travel Demand 
Model,” Transportation Research A, Vol. 39, No. 4 (www.elsevier.com/locate/tra), May, pp 367-381. 
 
Hyejin Youn, Hawoong Jeong and Michael T. Gastner (2008), “The Price of Anarchy in 
Transportation Networks: Efficiency and Optimality Control,” Journal of Physical Letters; at 
http://arxiv.org/PS_cache/arxiv/pdf/0712/0712.1598v4.pdf.  
 
 
www.vtpi.org/gentraf.pdf 



frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Text Box
126.1

frontdesk
Text Box
126.2

frontdesk
Text Box
126.3

frontdesk
Text Box
126.4

frontdesk
Text Box
126.5



frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Text Box
126.5 cont.

frontdesk
Text Box
126.6

frontdesk
Text Box
126.7

frontdesk
Text Box
126.8

frontdesk
Text Box
126.9

frontdesk
Text Box
126.10

frontdesk
Text Box
126.11

frontdesk
Text Box
126.12

frontdesk
Text Box
126.13

frontdesk
Text Box
126.14



frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Text Box
126.14 cont.

frontdesk
Text Box
126.15

frontdesk
Text Box
126.16

frontdesk
Text Box
126.17

frontdesk
Text Box
126.18

frontdesk
Text Box
126.19

frontdesk
Text Box
126.20

frontdesk
Text Box
126.21

frontdesk
Text Box
126.22

frontdesk
Text Box
126.23

frontdesk
Text Box
126.24

frontdesk
Text Box
126.25





Increases in greenhouse-gas emissions from 
highway-widening projects

October 2007
By Clark Williams-Derry, Research Director

Summary

Road-building proponents often suggest that adding lanes to a highway will reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. By easing congestion, they argue, new lanes will reduce the 
amount of fuel that vehicles waste in stop-and-go traffic, leading to lower releases of 
climate-warming gases from cars and trucks. 
 Over the short term—perhaps 5 to 10 years after new lanes are opened to traffic—
this argument may hold some slim merit. But considering the increased emissions from 
highway construction and additional vehicle travel, adding one mile of new highway 
lane will increase CO2 emissions by more than 100,000 tons over 50 years. 

Sightline Research Backgrounder

At current rates of emissions, 100,000 tons of CO2 equals the 50-year climate footprint 
of about 100 typical US residents.
 Because future traffic volumes, vehicle technologies, and land use patterns are 
inherently uncertain, these estimates should be taken as rough approximations. Yet 
under almost any set of plausible assumptions, widening a highway in a congested 
urban area will substantially increase long-term greenhouse gas emissions.

Carbon dioxide emissions from building one lane-mile of urban highway, over 50 years

Construction, building materials, and maintenance 3,500 tons

Net congestion relief -7,000 tons

Additional vehicle travel on the facility 90,000 tons 

Induced vehicle travel off the facility 30,000–100,000 tons

TOTAL 116,500-186,500 tons

1402 Third Avenue, Suite 500 • Seattle, WA 98101-2130 • 206-447-1880 • www.sightline.org
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analySiS and diSCuSSion

To estimate changes in vehicle emissions resulting from highway lane expansion, 
Sightline developed a spreadsheet model covering 50 years of highway-related CO2 
emissions. Using this model, Sightline developed a mid-point estimate for highway 
CO2 emissions per lane mile, based on a plausible range of possible future travel 
characteristics. Sightline’s model predicts changes in CO2 emissions as follows (see 
Method Notes for details of our assumptions and analysis):

1. The highway iTSelf: 3,500 tons of Co2 from road construction and maintenance
Two recent international studies of the life-cycle energy costs of highway construction 
have estimated that, after accounting for the manufacturing of concrete, steel, and 
other energy-intensive construction materials, as well as fuel consumed by construction 
equipment, building a lane-mile of roadway 
releases between 1,400 and 2,300 tons of 
CO2.  In addition, long-term maintenance 
and road reconstruction activities release 
between 3,100 and 5,200 tons of CO2 
emissions.
 Based on these figures, and a more 
conservative estimate of annual maintenance-
related emissions than these studies assume, 
Sightline estimates that constructing 1 lane-
mile of highway and maintaining it for 50 
years releases roughly 3,500 tons of CO2.

2. neT CongeSTion relief: 7,000 fewer 
tons of emissions from efficiency gains.
Highway construction and maintenance 
projects can create substantial congestion 
and traffic delays, reducing the fuel efficiency 
of the vehicles on the road.1 However, for these estimates, Sightline assumed that 
construction projects would cause fairly minor, intermittent delays, and that traffic 
volumes would not decrease during construction. On net, we estimate that congestion 
resulting from construction and maintenance delays would increase vehicle-related CO2 
emissions modestly, by roughly 500 tons.
 Sightline assumes that rush hour traffic will flow more freely after new lanes are 
opened, and that congestion relief will raise the effective fuel efficiency of vehicles on 
the roadway. However, consistent with academic findings and real-world experience, 
we also assume that new highway capacity in a metropolitan area will gradually be 
filled by new trips, and that congestion and stop-and-go driving will gradually increase 
to approximately the same level experienced prior to the highway expansion.2 Over 
the course of 50 years, CO2 emissions reductions related to congestion relief may total 
some 7,500 tons, compared with a “baseline” highway that is not widened. The large 
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majority of these emissions reductions occur within the first decade in which a new 
lane is open to traffic.
 On net, then, we expect that changes in congestion associated with highway 
expansion (including both congestion created by construction and maintenance, and 
congestion relieved after construction) will reduce emissions by about 7,000 tons. 

3. new TraffiC: 90,000 tons of emissions from additional travel on the highway.
It is well documented that highway expansion can result in an increase in the 
number of vehicle trips on a roadway, particularly in congested urban areas. Indeed, 
accommodating additional trips is typically the point of adding new lanes to a 
highway. Still, the speed at which additional traffic floods new lanes often comes as 
a surprise. One recent California study estimated that more than roughly 90 percent 
of new lane capacity in congested urban areas is filled within five years after a project 
is completed. Other studies have found similar “induced traffic” effects from adding 
lanes to congested roads.
 However, not all of the additional traffic on new lanes represents genuinely new 
travel. Very shortly after a new road or lane opens, for example, some trips that had 
been taken on other streets and roads shift to the new facility. To account for this 
effect, Sightline assumes that for the two years after new lanes are opened, none of the 
additional trips taken on a new facility are genuinely new, but were simply rerouted 
from nearby roads onto the new facility.
 The greenhouse gas impacts of future travel will be affected by changes in vehicle 
technology and fuel efficiency. Yet even assuming that average vehicle fuel economy 
improves by 2.5 percent a year (an optimistic assumption, given that the average fuel 
economy of passenger vehicles has stagnated for decades), Sightline estimates that 
new vehicle travel on each lane-mile of new highway will release 83,000 tons of CO2 
over the next 50 years. Adding in energy associated with vehicle manufacture and 
maintenance, this total rises to approximately 90,000 additional tons of CO2 per lane 
mile associated with new vehicle trips on an expanded facility.3

4. indireCT fuel ConSumpTion: 30,000-100,000 tons of Co2 from induced travel 
off the highway itself.
Travel patterns off the expanded highway are the most difficult to project, since they 
involve the greatest uncertainties.
 Cars that travel on a new highway lane will need to travel on other streets and 
roads to get to and from the highway; this will result in some additional vehicle 
mileage beyond the driving that takes place on the highway itself. As a conservative 
value, Sightline estimated that for each 10-mile trip on a highway, the vehicle is driven 
a total of 1 mile to and from the highway on- and off-ramps.
 In addition, adding lanes—particularly on roads leading to low-density suburbs 
and undeveloped land on the urban fringe—tends to accelerate low-density sprawling 
development. Many studies have linked lower-density land use patterns with increased 
driving. In a sprawling suburb, virtually every trip must be taken by car, and everyday 
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trips can require many miles of travel. In contrast, residents of more compact suburbs 
and urban neighborhoods typically drive less, and can walk or use transit for many 
trips, which reduces the carbon emissions from their daily transportation. Accordingly, 
low-density development is associated with increased vehicle fuel consumption.4

 Sightline estimates that if as little as one-tenth of new highway trips represent a 
net shift to lower-density land use patterns (i.e., new sprawling suburban development 
with modestly higher per-household driving than in compact suburbs), then greenhouse 
gas emissions from additional off-facility driving could rival or exceed the increases 
from driving on the facility itself. Regardless of the precise figures, the impacts of off-
facility driving enabled by highway expansion are likely to be significant, long-lasting, 
and far larger than the modest reductions in emissions resulting from congestion relief.

ConCluSionS

Our estimates suggest that, over the course of five decades, adding new highway lanes 
will lead to substantial increases in vehicle travel and CO2 emissions from cars and 
trucks. Claims about fuel savings from congestion relief may hold slim merit over 
horizons of a decade or less. But over the long term, new traffic will fill the added road 
space, leading to long-term increases in vehicle emissions totaling tens of thousands of 
tons per lane-mile.
 Future refinements in Sightline’s emissions model, and the data that it relies on, 
may affect the specifics of these estimates. Yet under most plausible assumptions for 
future travel patterns and vehicle efficiencies, Sightline’s model predicts that added 
emissions from new traffic will overwhelm the modest greenhouse gas reductions from 
congestion relief. 

meThod noTeS 

To estimate changes in vehicle emissions resulting from highway lane expansion, 
Sightline developed a spreadsheet model covering 50 years of highway-related CO2 
emissions. This model relied on the following assumptions and inputs:
 Number of lanes: Sightline’s model considers an existing metro-area highway with 
two lanes in each direction that is widened to three lanes in each direction.5

 Per-mile fuel consumption: Given today’s vehicle and fuel technologies, Sightline 
estimates that the average passenger vehicle creates 1.1 pounds of CO2 emissions per 
mile. This covers emissions throughout the “well-to wheels” emissions of the vehicle 
fuel, including drilling, transporting, and refining petroleum, as well as the end-use 
consumption of gasoline in passenger vehicles.6

•	 Improvements	in	vehicle	efficiency:	Sightline	assumes	that,	over	50	years,	
average vehicle CO2 emissions per mile will decline to less than one-third 
of today’s levels, through a combination of improved vehicle efficiency and 
lower-carbon fuels.7

•	 Congestion-related	efficiency	losses:	When	vehicles	are	operating	on	a	
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congested highway, Sightline estimated that emissions per mile increase 
by about one-third—comparable the difference between “city” and 
“highway” miles-per-gallon ratings.8 Note, however, that even for 
highways that experience rush-hour congestion, fewer than half of all trips 
take place during peak travel hours.9

•	 Emissions	from	vehicle	manufacturing:	Roughly	9	tons	of	CO2 are released 
during the manufacture a passenger vehicle.10 Sightline assumes that 
today’s cars and light trucks average 180,000 miles of travel over their 
usable life spans,11 and that vehicle manufacturing emissions will decline in 
the future by 1 percent per year. 

•	 Emissions	from	road	construction	and	maintenance:	Sightline	used	recent	
peer-reviewed studies to estimate CO2 emissions from road construction 
and maintenance.12

•	 Traffic	volumes:	Sightline	assumed	that	daily	traffic	volumes	on	existing	
lanes would start at between 15,000 and 20,000 daily vehicle trips per 
lane, rising to a steady state somewhere between 18,000 and 24,000 
vehicles per lane over time. Once new lanes are open to traffic, Sightline 
estimated that 10 percent of any remaining highway capacity would be 
filled with traffic each year.13

•	 Off-highway	driving:	For	every	highway	trip,	vehicles	must	travel	some	
distance to and from the highway. In addition, new highway construction 
can promote scattered, low-density residential and commercial 
development, which in turn requires residents to drive more miles.14 
Because of the high degree of uncertainty for both effects, Sightline makes 
conservative estimates for off-highway driving. For new trips resulting 
from increased capacity, Sightline assumes that vehicles travel one-tenth 
of a mile of off-highway driving for every mile of on-highway driving. 
Sightline’s low-end estimate of emissions from land use effects assumes 
that only 5 percent of new trips represent new low-density households, 
and that these households drive 15 percent more than their higher-density 
counterparts.

Sightline found that the model’s outputs were most strongly affected by three inputs: 
trends in vehicle fuel efficiency; the difference between current vs. maximum traffic per 
lane; and the rate at which new lanes are filled by new traffic. In addition, assumptions 
about off-highway driving and land-use impacts strongly affected total emissions. 
However, these latter factors are the most inherently uncertain, since they are 
dependent on geographic, regulatory, and economic factors that are outside the scope 
of this analysis.
 To avoid the chance of overestimating the CO2 impacts of lane expansion, 
Sightline’s estimates are conservative in a number of ways, including:

•	 Slow	rate	of	induced	traffic:	Sightline’s	midpoint	estimates	are	based	on	the	
assumption that 10 percent of any remaining road capacity will be filled 
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per year after a new lane opens—meaning that less than half of added lane 
capacity is filled within 5 years of completion. In contrast, many recent 
studies have found that as much as 90 percent of new capacity may be 
filled within 5 years after a new lane is opened.15 Assuming faster rates of 
induced travel would reduce estimated benefits of congestion relief, while 
increasing total emissions from generated traffic.

•	 Low	maintenance-related	emissions:	Sightline	assumes	a	lower	total	energy	
consumption from road maintenance and repair than is assumed by several 
academic studies.

•	 Assuming	no	induced	travel	on	parallel	roadways:	Sightline’s	model	
assumes that all new traffic entering a roadway for the first year and half 
after new lanes are opened represents trips rerouted from nearby routes, 
rather than genuinely new travel. In addition, Sightline’s model assumes 
that rerouted traffic represents a permanent reduction of travel on parallel 
roadways—an assumption that is inherently conservative, since traffic on 
parallel roadways is likely to grow as congestion increases on new lanes 
(Text updated and corrected June 26, 2008).

endnoTeS

1 For four highway-widening projects analyzed by the Surface Transportation Policy 
Project in the late 1990s, the “payback” period—the period after which time 
savings due to added road capacity equaled time lost during road construction—
ranged from 2.75 years to infinity. In the latter case, travelers never recouped the 
time	lost	to	congestion	during	construction.	See	STPP,	“Road	Work	Ahead:	Is	
Construction	Worth	the	Wait?”	at	http:www.transact.org/report.asp?id=169.

2 An excellent of the literature on “induced” or “generated” traffic can be found in 
Todd	Litman,	“Generated	Traffic	and	Induced	Travel:	Implications	for	Transport	
Planning” at http://www.vtpi.org/gentraf.pdf. See especially pages 7 and 8 for 
estimates of “generated traffic” from highway expansion. Also see page 4 for a 
discussion of how a congested roadways tend to reach an equilibrium daily traffic 
volume.

3 Carbon intensities for future vehicle and fuel technologies are impossible to predict, 
since they depend on regulatory, economic, technological, and geological factors 
that are outside the scope of this report. Yet even if effective vehicle fuel economy 
rises to 100 mpg over 50 years, GHG emissions from new traffic on the lane will 
still total some 60,000 tons—far more than the relatively modest greenhouse gas 
benefits from congestion relief.

4 For more on the relationship between urban form and vehicle travel, see:
Frank,	Lawrence	and	Company,	Inc.	(2005).	“Achieving	Sustainability	Through	

Healthy	Community	Design.”	King	County,	WA.	September	27,	2005.
Golob, Thomas, and David Brownstone (2005). “Impact of Residential Density on 

Vehicle	Usage	and	Energy	Consumption.”	Institute	of	Transportation	Studies,	
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UC-Irvine. http://www.its.uci.edu/its/publications/papers/ITS/UCI-ITS-WP-05 
-1.pdf

Holtzclaw,	John	(1998).	“Curbing	Sprawl	to	Stop	Global	Warming,”	Sierra	Club.	
http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/articles/warming.asp

Holtzclaw,	John	(2000).	“Smart	Growth—As	Seen	From	the	Air,”	Air&	Waste	
Management Association Annual Meeting, June 2000. http://www.sierraclub 
.org/sprawl/transportation/holtzclaw-awma.pdf

Holtzclaw,	John,	et	al	(2002).	“Location	Efficiency:	Neighborhood	and	Socio-
Economic	Characteristics	Determine	Auto	Ownership	and	Driving;	Studies	
in	Chicago,	Los	Angeles,	and	San	Francisco.”	Transportation	Planning	and	
Technology, March 2002.

Kahn,	Matthew.	(2000).	“The	Environmental	Impact	of	Suburbanization.”	Journal	
of Policy Management,” Vol. 19, No 4, http://www.environmentalleague.org 
/Issues/Land/Kahn_2.pdf

Newman and Kenworthy (1989b). Cities and Automobile Dependence: An 
International Sourcebook. 

Newman and Kenworthy (1999). Sustainability and Cities: Overcoming 
Automobile	Dependence,	Washington,	DC:	Island	Press.

U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	(2001).	“Our	Built	and	Natural	
Environments:	A	Technical	Review	of	the	Interactions	Between	Land	Use,	
Transportation,	and	Environmental	Quality.”	Development,	Community,	and	
Environment	Division,	January	2001.	http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/built.pdf

5 Note that the end results do not depend heavily on these assumptions. Other 
configurations of highway expansion lead to virtually identical results.

6 Current average passenger vehicle fuel economy is approximately 21 mpg; see 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/fetrends.htm and http://www.washingtonpost.com 
/wp-dyn/content/graphic/2006/07/18/GR2006071800596.html. This is likely 
a conservative estimate of highway vehicle emissions, since it represents only 
passenger vehicles, while ignoring heavy trucks that emit significantly more CO2  
per	mile.	Life-cycle	CO2	emissions	per	gallon	of	gas	estimated	at	25.6	pounds;	
derived from http://www.environmentaldefense.org/documents/3986 
_CAautocarbonburden.pdf, p. 11.

7 It is possible that future vehicle and fuel technologies may achieve even better 
results. However, given that US vehicle fuel economy has stagnated for roughly two 
and a half decades, any improvement in the fuel economy of the vehicle fleet is, at 
this point, purely a matter of speculation. If carbon emissions from vehicle travel 
fall more slowly than Sightline assumes, then Sightline’s analysis may substantially 
understate eventual carbon emissions resulting from highway expansion.

8 City vs. highway fuel economy derived from data downloaded from the US 
Department	of	Energy,	at http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/download.shtml. Note, 
however, that hybrid gas-electric engines are actually more efficient in stop-and-go 
city driving than in free-flowing traffic—suggesting that the fuel-conserving benefits 
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of congestion reduction may fall over time as these technologies are used more 
widely.

9 In a study of 75 US metropolitan areas, just over 40 percent of vehicle travel in 
2000 took place at times when major roadways typically experience congestion, 
and 25.5 percent of all travel took place under congested conditions. See Anthony 
Downs,	Still	Stuck	in	Traffic:	Coping	With	Peak-Hour	Traffic	Congestion,	
Washington,	DC,	Brookings	Institution	Press,	2004,	p.	16.	Similarly,	data	for	the	
Puget Sound region show that roughly 42 percent of total travel on the region’s 
busiest highways in 2005 took place during peak periods (6 to 9 a.m. and 3 to 7 
p.m. inclusive); see http://depts.washington.edu/hov/2005/WkdyVehVol/2005 
_WkdyVehVol.pdf. And data from the US Bureau of transportation statistics 
suggests that 43 percent of all trips nationwide take place during the morning and 
afternoon peak periods; see http://www.bts.gov/publications/journal_of 
_transportation_and_statistics/volume_06_number_01/html/paper_02/table_02 
_02.html and http://www.bts.gov/publications/highlights_of_the_2001_national 
_household_travel_survey/html/table_a12.html. Considering both the increases in 
per-mile emissions caused by congestion, with , Sightline estimates that peak-hour 
congestion increases fuel-related CO2 emissions on a roadway by about 15 percent. 

10 Sightline’s estimates for the carbon intensity of vehicle manufacture are based on a 
number of published sources, including:
Argonne	National	Laboratory,	F.	Stodolsky	et	al.,	“Life-Cycle	Energy	Savings	

Potential from Aluminum-Intensive Vehicles,” at http://www.transportation 
.anl.gov/pdfs/TA/106.pdf.

Environmental	Defense,	John	DeCicco	and	Kate	Larsen,	“Automaker	Carbon	
Burdens in California,” 2004, available at http://www.environmentaldefense 
.org/documents/3986_CAautocarbonburden.pdf.

Web	page,	“Life	cycle	assessment:	Toyota’s	comprehensive	analysis	of	vehicle	CO2 
emissions over the life of the vehicle reveals some surprizes [sic],” Automotive 
Industries, Feb. 2005, at http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m3012/is_2_185 
/ai_n12937459.

Web	page,	“Automobiles:	Electric	vs.	Gasoline;	Seikei	University	(Tokyo),	
2001”	Institute	for	Lifecycle	Environmental	Analysis,	at http://ilea.org/lcas/
taharaetal2001.html.

Web	page,	“Report	5:	How	Do	We	Contribute	Individually	to	Global	Warming,”	
The Hinkle Charitable Foundation, at http://www.thehcf.org/emaila5.html.

Web	page,	“Car	Companies	and	Climate	Change:	Measuring	the	Carbon	Intensity	
of	Sales	and	Profits,”	World	Resources	Institute,	at	http://earthtrends.wri.org 
/features/view_feature.php?theme=5&fid=53.

11	Lifetime	mileage	per	vehicle	from	National	Highway	Traffic	Safety	Administration,	
“Vehicle Survivability and Travel Mileage Schedules,” January 2006, at  
 http://www-nrd.nhtsa.dot.gov/pdf/nrd-30/NCSA/Rpts/2006/809952.pdf. Note that 
the 180,000 mile per vehicle figure currently applies to light trucks, rather than 
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cars, which are typically driven just 152,000 over their lifetimes; to be conservative, 
applied the higher figure applies to all passenger vehicles.

12	Life-cycle	road	construction	and	maintenance	emissions	estimated	from:
Graham	J.	Treloar	et	al.,	“Hybrid	Life-Cycle	Inventory	for	Road	Construction	

and	Use,”	Journal	of	Construction	Engineering	and	Management,	Vol.	130,	
No.	1,	January/February	2004,	pp.	43-49	,	(DOI	10.1061/(ASCE)0733-
9364(2004)130:1(43)),

Kwangho	Park	et	al.,	“Quantitative	Assessment	of	Environmental	Impacts	on	Life	
Cycle	of	Highways,”	Journal	of	Construction	Engineering	and	Management,	
Vol	129,	January/February	2003,	pp	25-31,	(DOI:	10.1061/(ASCE)0733 
-9364(2003)129:1(25)).

13 As noted in the above review, recent studies have found that three-quarters or more 
of new road capacity will be filled after the first few years of operation, particularly 
in crowded urban areas with significant “latent” demand. One California study 
estimated that 90 percent of new road capacity will be filled within five years. 
In this context, the estimates used in Sightline’s spreadsheet model (i.e., that 10 
percent of additional road capacity will be filled per year after a new lane opens) is 
fairly conservative. See also note 4.

14 See note 4.
15 See note 2.



WHY WIDENING HIGHWAY 1 WON’T WORK

Summary

This paper provides information leading us to to these conclusions:

• Adding lanes to Highway 1 (even HOV or “commuter” lanes) is highly unlikely to

relieve traffic congestion, and is therefore not a solution to our traffic problem.

• Traffic congestion can be reduced through a variety of non-widening strategies,

many of which are less costly, can be accomplished much more quickly than highway
widening, and will provide long term solutions.

• Highway widening is highly likely to contribute to significant environmental

degradation, especially through increased air, noise and visual pollution.

Widening Highway 1 will do little to relieve traffic congestion.

In Santa Cruz County, peak-hour traffic currently fills segments of Highway 1 to
capacity. The segment between Morrissey Boulevard and Soquel Drive (a one-mile

segment) has been especially annoying, reaching capacity over a longer time period than
any other part of the route, with over 8000 vehicles per peak-hour on the four lanes

of the road—over 4000 in each direction. While it may seem intuitively obvious to the
average motorist that adding a lane will allow traffic to flow more freely, it is a short term

solution at best. Historical data for traffic flow on this section of the route shows that
it first reached peak-hour capacity in 1986—sixteen years ago. Since then the demand

has increased, with the result that some motorists travel on parallel routes (e.g., Soquel

Avenue/Drive), others travel at earlier or later times (“peak-spreading”), others ride the
bus, others just join the slow queue, and still others avoid the route entirely.

Approximately 15 percent of those currently traveling on this segment are HOVs
(high-occupancy vehicles) with two or more occupants per vehicle; the remainder are

SOVs (single-occupant vehicles) carrying only the driver. This fact becomes relevant when
we consider whether an added HOV lane might work better than an added mixed-flow

lane—see below.

However, our Regional Transportation Commission, having decided to award top
priority to Highway 1 widening for available funds, has allocated $22 million to widen the

segment between Morrissey Boulevard and Soquel Drive (the “Auxiliary Lanes Project”).

Caltrans is currently scheduled to begin work on that segment in December, 2010.

– 1 –
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Induced traffic m ust be taken into account, but so far it has not been.

Congestion

Induced traffic is an important fact—perhaps the most

important fact—in transportation planning. It is defined

as any increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), in either
the short or long run, that results from an infrastructure

change such as increase in road capacity.1 If a mixed-flow
lane were added, it would soon fill up, owing to the

existing pent-up demand. Some who now carpool would
choose to travel alone, some who now travel on parallel

routes would travel on the freeway instead, some who now
travel earlier or later would revert to traveling at a more convenient time, some who ride

the bus will choose to drive a car, and some who do not travel the route at all will be
induced to travel on the newly freed-up road.

Not all of these behavioral effects will contribute to increases in VMT (i.e., can be
classified as induced traffic), but all will contribute to peak-hour traffic congestion on

Highway 1.

The phenomenon of induced traffic has been well documented by recent studies.2

The potential for induced traffic is almost never considered by those who make future

traffic projections. In particular, projections made for future traffic demand on Highway 1
do not account for induced traffic.3 General experience in nearby communities (Highway

85 in Santa Clara County, for example, was jammed within a year after it opened in 1994)
shows that freeways built to relieve congestion rapidly fill to capacity.

“Build it and they will come” is the phrase often used to describe the situation.

Former Bogotá (Colombia) Mayor Enrique Peñalosa recently used other words: “Inter-
national experience has made it clear that trying to solve traffic problems by building

bigger roads is like trying to put out a fire with gasoline”.4

1 See R. B. Noland, Relationships Between Highway Capacity and Induced Vehicle Travel, Transporta-
tion Research Part A 35, 47 (2001). Noland’s paper provides an excellent introduction to the subject
of induced traffic, as well as providing extensive detailed analysis showing that it exists, and should be
taken into account.

See also Todd Litman, Generated Traffic and Induced Travel—Implications for Trans-
port Planning, Victoria Transport Policy Institute, June 8, 2011. This paper is available at
http://www.vtpi.org/gentraf.pdf.
2 A summary and other references may be found at http://transact.org/Ca/congestion.htm. See

also http://sierraclub.org/sprawl/transportation/seven.asp.
3 As noted during the presentation to the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission on

April 18, 2002, and again on May 2, 2002, by Wilbur Smith Associates, the Caltrans traffic projections
for 2020, which were made using the “AMBAG” model, do not account for induced traffic.
4 The full text of Peñalosa’s address, recorded April 8, 2002, may be found at

http://socrates.berkeley.edu:7001/Events/spring2002/04-08-penalosa/index.html.
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Even an added HOV lane is not likely to work well to relieve congestion.

HOV (“commuter”, or “diamond”) lanes have been constructed recently in many
locations in the Bay Area, and in southern California. Recent studies5 demonstrate that

for an added HOV lane to be successful, there must be a sufficient number of HOVs
already traveling on the route. For the addition of an HOV third lane in either direction

to a road with two existing mixed-flow lanes, the fraction of existing HOVs must be on the
order of 30 percent of the vehicles. Even at peak hours, the current fraction of HOVs is

about half of this, as noted above. Therefore in our situation, an added HOV lane is not

likely to perform better than an added mixed-flow lane, and as noted above, the addition
of a mixed-flow lane is not likely to relieve congestion for more than a year. Furthermore,

the addition of any lane is likely to result in a reduction of HOVs, since drivers will tend to
shift from the less-convenient car-pooling mode to the more convenient drive-alone mode.

Moreover, for an HOV lane to function effectively, there must be congestion in the

mixed-flow lanes; otherwise drivers will choose to drive alone in the mixed-flow lanes.

Adding HOV lanes is not likely to result in improved bus service.

Intuitively one might believe that the addition of HOV lanes will enable better bus

service within the Highway 1 corridor. However, this is not likely to occur. First, bus
traffic on Highway 1 is low, with only a fraction of the Highway 17 Express buses traveling

between the Soquel Avenue intersection and the fishhook—an insufficient number to
warrant the existence of an HOV lane. Second, and perhaps more significantly, studies

have shown how reductions in transit service can occur because of increases in road
supply.6 This effect, known as the Downs-Thomson paradox, results when an increase

in road capacity makes traveling by auto preferable to transit alternatives. The transit

agency then either raises fares or reduces service, resulting in a further decrease in transit
usage and perhaps even worse congestion than before the capacity expansion.7

5 See J. W. Dahlgren, The Prospects for High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes: Where Should They
be Implemented?, Final Report for MOU 361, Institute of Transportation Studies, Berkeley (2001).
Dahlgren models the relative behavior of HOT, HOV, and mixed-flow lanes, noting that “Adding an
HOV lane is a good choice only if the initial proportion of HOVs and the initial maximum delay are
very high”.
6 See R. B. Noland, Simulated Relationships Between Highway Capacity, Transit Ridership, and

Service Frequency, Journal of Public Transportation 3, 1 (2000).
7 See R. Arnott and K. Small, The economics of traffic congestion, American Scientist 82, 446 (1994).
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Widening Highwa y 1 will not reduce traffic on local streets.

Widening proponents assert that widening Highway 1 will reduce traffic on local

parallel streets such as Soquel Drive and Freedom Boulevard. However, both studies and
experience demonstrate that road widening reduces local traffic for only a short time, after

which local traffic builds up to at least its former level. Hansen and Huang8 find results
that “suggest that increasing [highway capacity] does not reduce traffic on other roads

to any great extent, and may even cause it to increase. The latter possibility is not so

implausible as it may seem, since local roads and streets serve as complements as well as
substitutes to state highways. A large majority of trips involving state highways begin and

end on non-state facilities. It appears that this complementary relationship compensates
for, or even outweighs, the substitution effect stemming from traffic diversion.”

Widening Highway 1 will divert funds from projects that would work more
effectively to relieve congestion.

The widening of Highway 1 from the fishhook to beyond Morrissey Boulevard (La

Fonda Avenue)—a two-and-a-half mile project known as the “Merge Lanes Project” now
completed—cost over $50 million. Widening Highway 1 between Morrissey Boulevard and

San Andreas Road, including providing space for a full eight-lane width in some locations,
is currently estimated to cost over half a billion dollars. An Environmental Impact Report

for this project has been under preparation for the past several years, and has cost to
date approximately $12 million, has yet to be released. Even this widening is not likely to

relieve congestion for more than a few years. After the road reaches capacity, then what?

There are much more cost-effective ways to relieve traffic

congestion. Many are “demand-reduction” strategies,
designed to keep the freeway traffic below the road capacity

so it flows smoothly. As described in a report by the
Surface Transportation Policy Project,9 providing a choice of

transportation modes is the key to reducing traffic congestion.

Transportation choices that need to be provided are:

• Provide needed funding for buses: The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

operates the most heavily used bus system in the United States for communities our
size, but is under-funded. It is currently planning service cuts and increases in fares,

owing to serious recent decreases in state funding.

• Make use of the 32-mile rail corridor—the Santa Cruz Branch Line: The rail

corridor acquisition was approved earlier this year by the State Transportation
Commission, and the final step—the close of escrow—is expected to occur prior to

8 Mark Hansen and Yuanlin Huang, Road Supply and Traffic in California Urban Areas, Transporta-
tion Research Part A 31, 205 (1997).
9 See http://transact.org/Reports/tti2001/default.htm
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September 1, 2011. The corridor will then be owned by Santa Cruz County via our
Regional Transportation Commission.10

Acquisition of the rail corridor will provide the opportunity to construct a bicycle

and pedestrian path adjacent to the tracks (sufficient space exists for almost its entire
32-mile length), and to plan for future passenger use on the line. However the needed

funding for such improvements has yet to be programmed.

The City of Santa Cruz, in its Master Transportation Study11 completed in 2003,

provides initial analyses12 of transit modes that could use the rail corridor, including
Bus Rapid Transit, rail cars, and a path adjacent to the tracks for bicyclists and

pedestrians.

Current plans for the rail corridor envision a recreational train, operated by Sierra
Northern Railway13, the new freight operator on this rail line, along with occasional

freight trains. In the near term, a rail trail adjacent to the tracks is in the early
planning stages, as part of the Monterey Bay Scenic Sanctuary Trail Network

linking Santa Cruz with Monterey, but for which the needed funding is yet to be
programmed.

• Provide funding for programs that decrease car trips: Opportunities exist for large
employers such as UCSC, Cabrillo College, city and county governments and others to

reduce trips by their employees by as much as 20 percent if meaningful incentives are

offered. Furthermore such measures can be put in place immediately, without having

to wait for (and be inconvenienced by) lengthy planning and construction periods.

Locally, Texas Instruments paid employees not to drive to work in the year 2000.
That program reduced single-passenger vehicle trips by TI employees by 16,000 for

the year 2000. Participants earned from one to three dollars per day for carpooling,
bicycling or walking. In Southern California solo drivers were reduced by 17 percent

at eight firms studied by Shoup.14 These programs provided the cash equivalent of a

parking space to commuters who did not use a parking space. In Australia, David
Engwicht doubled the number of children who walked instead of being driven to

school through a system of walking activities and adult escorts. These cost-effective
programs greatly reduced traffic congestion around schools, and provided increased

health benefits.

The above-described programs demonstrate that we can provide increased mobility
for far less money than the more than $500 million estimate for widening a mere

10 See http://sccrtc.org/ for news updates regarding the rail corridor.
11 See http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/index.aspx?page=113

12 See Chapter VI, Section 2 at
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2996

13 See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sierra Northern Railway

14 See D. Shoup, Evaluating the Effects of Cashing Out Employer-paid Parking: Eight Case Studies,
Transport Policy, 4, No. 4, 201 (1997).
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seven-mile segment of Highway 1.

• Encourage programs that facilitate flextime and telecommuting employment modes:
Many employees commute to work to spend much of their time at a computer

terminal—work that might be more effectively accomplished from an at-home
location.

• Ramp metering: In neighboring Santa Clara County, ramp metering has been

demonstrated to reduce time delays by up to a factor of two. Such cost-effective
solutions need to be seriously considered here.

The widening of Highway 1 is causing major environmental impacts.

Among them are:

• Noise: The largest noise source in Santa Cruz County is the roar of the freeway. This

noise will greatly increase if the highway is widened. Sound walls will reduce the noise
for some, but will increase the noise for others, especially those above (and on) the

freeway. Arrol Gellner, in an April 24 article in the San Francisco Chronicle, writes
that “at least one study has shown that sound walls are marginally effective at best,

and that they may actually increase freeway noise in homes some distance away.”15

• Air pollution: Currently motor vehicles constitute the largest source of air pollutants
in the county. Widening Highway 1 simply results in more traffic, with major

increases in air pollutants.

A recent study found that “children living near heavily traveled street or highways
are at significantly greater risk of developing cancer, including childhood leukemia.”16

This study “showed that homes adjacent to street corridors carrying 20,000 or more
vehicles per day had roughly a six-fold increase in risk for children contracting cancer,

including childhood leukemia.” (Highway 1 carries over 100,000 vehicles per day.)

What is particularly noteworthy is that the environmental analysis of “Phase 1” (the

“Merge Lanes Project” of the Highway 1 widening project (from the fishhook to
the La Fonda over-crossing), now completed, took no account of any health related

studies, including the above-mentioned one.

• Aesthetics: Many trees (the number has yet to be revealed) and much vegetation will
be removed. The tree corridor along Highway 1 is a dominant feature of Santa Cruz’s

beauty and must be protected.

Sound walls are unsightly; their presence has the effect of transforming the freeway
into a concrete channel. The “Phase 1” project that would widen Highway 1 between

15 See http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=/chronicle/archive/2002/04/24/HO239831.DTL

16 R. L. Pearson, H. Wachtel and K. Ebi, Distance-Weighted Traffic Density in Proximity to a Home
is a Risk Factor for Leukemia and Other Childhood Cancers, Journal of the Air & Waste Management
Association 50, 175 (2000).

See also http://www.colorado.edu/PublicRelations/NewsReleases/2000/534.html
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the “fishhook” and La Fonda Avenue proposes to erect sound walls along the entire
two-and-a-half mile length of this segment.

Gellner10 notes that sound walls continue to be built, with the result that “here, in
the most beautiful state in the nation, vast stretches of once-panoramic roadway are

pointlessly hemmed in on both sides by monstrous barriers, whose complete visual
boredom is only feebly relieved by the occasional use of colored or patterned block.”

He concludes his piece: “Should the public support sound wall building programs
that, while surely enriching concrete block manufacturers, provide only marginal

benefits for a handful of landowners, and at the same time blight freeways used by
millions of commuters?”

• Impact on wildlife: Any road is a barrier to the movement of wildlife. Hundreds of
animals are currently killed by moving vehicles every year in Santa Cruz County, and

this number will be increased if a road is widened. Furthermore, the construction
of roads is bound to decrease wildlife habitat. Highway 1 crosses several riparian

corridors, and little care has been taken to preserve those corridors.

Widening Highway 1 will encourage sprawl.

What do we want in Santa Cruz County? Do we really want

land development on our farm land and open space? Do

we want large housing developments? A widened freeway
would make it easier for Wal-Marts, Home Depots, Targets

and sprawling housing development, all of which increase our
dependency on the private automobile. Furthermore, local

retailers and businesses would suffer from the incursion of
big-box stores.

Widening Highway 1 will cause additional pressure for further road expansion.

The more we expand our roads, the more pressure there is to keep expanding
them. There are always “bottlenecks” in any road system. A current bottleneck that

has become annoyingly evident in recent years is the two-lane, nine-mile segment of
Highway 1 in the agricultural area just south of the Santa Cruz County line. The

California Coastal Act mandates that Highway 1 be a two-lane road in rural and scenic
areas. Expanding Highway 1 to six lanes in Santa Cruz County will increase pressure to

widen this nine-mile stretch as well, and political pressure will surely build to remove the

Coastal Act restriction for this segment.

Mission Street in Santa Cruz will also be impacted from the increase in traffic, and
traffic on Highway 1 north of Santa Cruz will be similarly impacted.
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Additional refe rences

1. Paul Hawken, Amory Lovins and L. Hunter Lovins, Natural Capital-

ism, October, 2000. Chapter 2, which may be downloaded as a pdf file from

http://natcap.org/sitepages/pid20.php, contains relevant material, particularly in
the latter part of the chapter.

2. Many references may be found at http://sierraclub.org/sprawl/transportation/.

— This paper was prepared by The Campaign for Sensible Transportation,
P.O. Box 604, Santa Cruz, CA 95061. May 12, 2002. Organizations participating in the Campaign
are the Aptos Neighbors Board of Directors, People Power, Sierra Club, Mission Pedestrian, Friends
of the Rail Trail and Santa Cruz PRT. Please visit our website at http://sensibletransportation.org.
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Celeste C. Langille
40 Alviso Court

Pacifica, CA 94044
cclangille@earthlink.net

October 22, 2011

Via Email

Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear
111 Grand Avenue
Oakland, CA 94623
Fax: 510-286-5600
thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for State Route 1/Calera
Parkway Widening Project in Pacifica, California

Dear Ms. Rivas,

The following comments are submitted in connection with the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment (“DEIR”) for the proposed State Route 1/Calera Parkway
Widening Project in Pacifica, California (“Project”).  For the reasons stated below, the DEIR
contains numerous significant deficiencies rendering this document legally inadequate under the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as well as National Environmental Policy Act
(“NEPA”).  

As a preliminary matter, all documents associated with the DEIR and forming the basis of the
decision-making process, including the Notice of Preparation and comments thereon, should be
posted online.  This is the most convenient and transparent method for the public to be informed
and have access to all the information connected with the Project.  I could not find a copy of the
Notice of the Preparation and the comments made in response to it anywhere online or at the
local Pacifica library.  This information should be readily accessible by the public online.

Project Description

The Project Description is inadequate. An EIR’s project description must include a description of
the project’s “technical, economic and environmental characteristics, considering the principal
engineering proposals if any and supporting public service facilities.”  (CEQA Guideline
15124(c).)  The description of the project’s technical and environmental characteristics must be
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accurate, stable and finite.   The DEIR contains many sections with incomplete or inadequate
descriptions and therefore, the analysis of the impacts is misleading and inadequate.  For
example, the “Conceptual Plans” for the Landscaped Median Alternative and Narrow Median
Alternative at Figures 1.4 and 1.5 are only “preliminary assessments, and should not be used as
official records.”  (DEIR p. 11.)  Likewise, a corridor design concept is still to be developed. 
(DEIR p. 90.) 

More importantly, the DEIR does not disclose how wide the Narrow Median Alternative or the
Landscaped Median Alternative will be.  Without this information it is impossible for the EIR to
analyze or the public to understand the visual/aesthetic impacts. Further, the EIR does not
disclose where the highway will be widened to various widths.  For example, the EIR states that
“[u]nder the Landscaped Median Build Alternative, the existing median will be widened from six
feet to 22 feet wide,” but fails to disclose where. (DEIR p. 80.)  Likewise, the DEIR states that
“[r]etaining walls would be constructed to contain portions of the roadway widening within the
existing right-of-way (R/W) or to prevent encroachment into environmentally sensitive areas,”
referencing only Figures 1.4 and 1.5. (Ibid.)  In the absence of adequate information about the
proposed project, the DEIR can not adequately analyze the Project impacts and thus has not
served its purpose as an information disclosure document. 

The DEIR fails to describe the specific locations where the Project will impact residences,
businesses, intersections, bus stops, pedestrian and bicycle walkways, natural communities, and
sensitive plant and animal species.  In addition, the DEIR fails to provide any definitive
information regarding barriers.   Furthermore, the DEIR fails to adequately describe the
temporary, indirect, and construction impacts from the Project, especially the impacts to sensitive
habitat adjacent and in the Quarry area where storage and staging of construction equipment will
take place.

Environmental Setting

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the environmental setting for the Project .  An EIR must
present an accurate and complete description of the environmental setting in the vicinity of the
project as it existed before commencement of the project.  The environment consists of the
“physical conditions which exist within an area which will be affected” by a project.  (Pub. Res.
Code § 21060.5.)  A complete description of the “pre-existing environment” is critical to
establish a baseline for analyzing whether the project’s impacts are significant. (County of
Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 952; CEQA Guidelines
15125 & 15126.2(a).)  As the County of Amador court stated, “ the question is whether the EIR
contains a sufficient description of the baseline environment to make further analysis possible.”
(Id. at 954.)

CEQA case law and CEQA Guideline 15125 require that the environmental setting at time of
notice of preparation [of the EIR] was published will normally constitute baseline environmental
conditions by which the lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.   The DEIR
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fails to set forth the required baseline environmental conditions of the Project, included those for
greenhouse gas emissions and traffic.

The DEIR is missing the required section entitled “Environmental Setting,” and thus the reader
is forced to hunt for this information out of various sections and try and determine what is the
state of the environment in the vicinity of the project before project commencement.  Further, the
area which might conceivably be the environmental setting is so vague that the reader can not
determine what area is included and what is outside the project area.  For example, in discussing
cultural impacts the DEIR states that the project’s area of potential effects (APE) “consists of the
area within the footprint of the project, as well as those areas directly adjacent to the project
where indirect effects could occur.” (DEIR p. 92.) No further explanation is provided regarding
what areas are considered “directly adjacent” and what areas are or are not indirectly affected. 
Thus, the APE is undefined and insufficient on which to base further analysis.

Similarly, for biological impacts the DEIR states that the Biological Study Area (“BSA”)
“consists of the footprint of the project as well as all areas that may be affected directly or
indirectly by the construction activity or action” and “encompasses the same area as the Area for
Potential Effect (APE).” (DEIR p. 135.)  Again, no further explanation is provided in the DEIR
regarding what areas may or may not be directly/indirectly affected; therefore, the BSA and APE
are undefined.  In fact, the BSA appears to fluctuate in the DEIR; Figure 2.5 refers to a
Biological Study Areas but Figures 2.6 and 2.7 refer only to Revised Biological Study Areas
without explanation.  Further, the DEIR fails to explain how these areas were determined.  If the
impact being considered is water quality impacts or air impacts, does the APE extend as far as
the water flows or the air particulate move? The DEIR fails to disclose this important
information.  

The environmental setting is internally contradictory and inconsistent as to the habitat types,
amounts and impacts.  Moreover, there is a fundamental conceptual error in this DEIR’s
approach to describing the environmental setting. The purpose of the environmental setting under
CEQA is to allow the public and decision makers to understand the proposed project’s impacts
on that setting. This DEIR turns the concept upside down and describes the setting as the area
impacted, but doesn’t describe the area before it was impacted.  Thus, the basic role of the DEIR
– to determine if impacts are adverse and potentially significant – is seriously impeded by this
distorted approach. 

The DEIR’s environmental setting is internally contradictory in regards to threatened California
red legged frogs (“CRLF”).  The DEIR states categorically that “California red-legged frogs are
not known in Calera Creek east of SR 1" (DEIR p. 155), but then suggests that frogs do disperse
across Highway 1 as red-legged frogs “attempt to cross SR 1 in the project area” and that
“virtually no east-west dispersal across SR 1 occurs in the BSA” (i.e. some dispersal does occur). 
(Ibid.) In fact, the CRLF does have habitat and does occur in areas east of Highway 1, including
those wetlands adjacent to the Pacifica Police station.  The DEIR fails to adequately describe and
analyze the direct and indirect impacts to sensitive species on the east side of Highway 1,
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especially the CLRF and San Francisco Garter Snake.

The DEIR states that “California red-legged frogs use portions of the mosaic of habitats in the
area west of SR 1 for breeding, foraging and dispersal” (DEIR p. 156), but fails to disclose where
these habitats are located. 

The DEIR’s environmental setting is also internally contradictory in regards to the endangered
San Francisco Garter Snake.  The DEIR states that the “presence of San Francisco garter snakes
is unlikely within the BSA and the project construction area.”  (DEIR p. 159, emphasis added.) 
In the very next sentence the DEIR states that “San Francisco garter snakes could occur within
the BSA due to past occurrence of the species on the site, the proximity to known established
populations, the proximity of suitable foraging habitat in the Pacifica water treatment ponds and
Calera Creek, and the suitable dispersal habitat within the western portions of the BSA between
Mori Point Road and San Marlo Way.” (Ibid, emphasis added.)  

Project Alternatives

The analysis of the various alternatives is misleading, inconclusive, and inadequate.  An adequate
traffic study (or studies) would have formed the basis for adequate consideration of alternatives
and would have revealed the clear year-round traffic patterns that have resulted in the permanent
and temporary delays in traffic, including those separate, but related patterns for school
commuters and work commuters in Pacifica.   For example, the traffic patterns in the first weeks
of June, while K-8 schools are still in session, but colleges and universities are on summer break,
reveal a substantial decrease in the morning northbound traffic.  The summer months, when no
schools are in session, reveal an even greater decrease in morning northbound traffic and no
delay.  

This DEIR failed to include all required and necessary information on which to base any
alternative accounting for different types of commuters and patterns that could form the basis of
a viable alternative or alternatives.  This failure is underscored by the fact that the DEIR fails to
analyze the number of single-occupancy vehicles (a word /term search of the DEIR did not find
the term “occupancy” in this context)  of  traveling on Highway 1, the number one source of
traffic delays.  The DEIR should contain an in-depth analysis of the percentages of motorists
traveling alone (SOV or single-occupancy vehicles), including timing, and an analysis of
motorists traveling in high-occupancy vehicles.

Another example of inadequate analysis is the alternative addressing school buses/traffic for only
one school in Pacifica (Vallemar elementary) while omitting any mention of traffic to and from
other schools that contribute to overall traffic.  

The DEIR fails to adequately address an alternative wherein the need to address the safety
considerations of emergency vehicle access could be analyzed by a design involving extending
the existing shoulders to a width necessary to achieve this purpose without construction of an
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additional lane (plus shoulders).  This “Safety” alternative would achieve an important Caltrans
goal, yet would avoid the majority of adverse environmental impacts.  The goal of reducing
congestion could be addressed through multiple means, including increased public transit (both
Samtrans and shuttles funded by Measure A), alternative modes of transportation such as carpool
and rideshare programs, school buses for all Pacifica schools and staggering the start times of
Pacifica schools to reduce school traffic.  

The City of Pacifica is currently in the final stages of drafting a Climate Action Plan to address
reducing greenhouse gas emissions via the above mentioned congestion reduction measures. 
Transportation accounts for 50% of Pacifica’s greenhouse gas emissions and reducing vehicle
miles traveled is crucial for Pacifica to reach its target emission reduction targets.  As discussed
below, there is substantial evidence to support the finding that this highway widening project will
result in future long-term increases in greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle miles traveled.   In
addition, the DEIR fails to adequately describe an alternative that involves the inclusion of a
High Occupany Vehicle and/or carpool lane.

Cumulative Impacts 

The DEIR fails to mention or analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed project in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects.  The DEIR fails
completely as an informational document under CEQA when it fails to consider the cumulative
impacts of the proposed project with the opening of the Devil’s Slide tunnel which is proposed to
occur in late 2012.   On the several occasions in the last ten years when landslides have closed
the Devil’s Slide portion of Highway 1, sometimes for weeks at a time, there are absolutely no
northbound traffic delays in Pacifica.  There is no mention of the Devil’s Slide Tunnel Project, a
major Highway 1 improvement anywhere in the DEIR.  Further, there is no mention of whether
or not the water supply for the Tunnel project will impact future growth south of Pacifica,
thereby causing increased traffic in Pacifica.  These critical error must be addressed and the
DEIR recirculated.

Visual and Aesthetic impacts

The draft EIR fails to adequately analyze whether the visual and aesthetic resource impacts of the
Project are adverse or significant.   As a resident of Pacifica for over eight years, I travel the area
of Highway 1encompassed by the proposed Project on a daily basis and I appreciate the scenic
nature of this coastal highway.  In addition, I hike in the areas surrounding the Project on a
frequent basis, including the California Coastal trail, Mori Point, Sweeney Ridge, and the trail
through the Quarry property.  Based on my personal experiences, I believe that the Project will
have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas in Pacifica and will substantially degrade the
existing visual character and quality of the Project site and all its surroundings.    The draft EIR
fails to address the  unique scenic beauty of Pacifica and the desire of the community to maintain
this scenic beauty. 
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As a threshold matter, the width, and therefore the actual scale of the Project, is not sufficiently
described in the DEIR.  Even without the missing specifications in the DEIR, it is obvious, by
virtue of the overall changes to the Project area, that the Project will significantly and adversely
impact the visual and aesthetic qualities of all the adjacent properties, will interfere with scenic
views, and will be visually incompatible with its surroundings.   Simply put, the Project is
inconsistent and out of character in both  scale and scope with the aesthetics of a small coastal
city.

This Project involves visual and aesthetic impacts to the following resources:  an
environmentally sensitive coastal area, including wetlands, trees, sensitive habitats and hillside
areas (including those within and adjacent to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area), scenic
views, the California Coastal Trail, at least one historical site, cultural resource areas and a
section of Highway 1 eligible for the "state scenic highway designation”.

The impact to aesthetics include the loss of many trees (the number has yet to be revealed of all
trees, including on the east side and northern portion of the Project) and much vegetation will be
removed. The tree corridor along Highway 1 is a dominant feature of this area of Pacifica’s
scenic beauty along the Highway and must be protected.  Also, the impact from sound walls is
not described in enough detail.  In general, sound walls are unsightly; their presence has the
effect of transforming the freeway into a concrete channel. 

Despite all the above potentially significant and adverse impacts to sensitive resources, the
DEIR, on page 89, impermissibly concludes that "As a result of this project, minor changes to
visual resources will occur within the project limits." Also, "this change would not affect the
roadway users or those who view the roadway and intersections from adjacent communities." 
This conclusion is absolutely incorrect and fails to address and analyze the correct thresholds of
significance under CEQA, and the standards set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Furthermore, the DEIR fails to identify and analyze all impacts from light, glare, sound walls,
retaining walls, loss of buffer zones in front of homes and commercial buildings, including the
historic Vallemar station.  Where the DEIR fails to identify all appropriate impacts, it also fails to
identify appropriate mitigation measures to address these impacts as required by CEQA. The
DEIR fails as an informational document as it does not include the relevant and required
information regarding project description and analysis of project impacts to visual and aesthetic
resources.

The significance of an environmental impact is in any event measured in light of the context
where it occurs. The CEQA Guidelines confirm that "the significance of an activity may vary
with the setting. For example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may be
significant in a rural area." (Guidelines,   15064, subd. (b); see also, e.g., Protect the Historic
Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1107.  A project
that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particularly sensitive
environment be significant.   In the instant case, the Project site is a particularly sensitive site.
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Growth Impacts

The DEIR fails to utilize its own stated thresholds of significance to determine the proposed
project’s growth impacts.  The DEIR states that CEQA Guidelines 15126.2(d) requires that
environmental documents “…discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or
indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” Despite this clear CEQA requirement and the
DEIR’s use of it as a threshold of significance, the EIR’s discussion of growth impacts fails to
consider whether the project would “foster” growth or construction of additional housing. 
Instead, the DEIR utilizes different standards of whether the project would “open additional areas
to development” or whether “development is tied to the construction.” (DEIR p. 55.) A project
could potentially foster - i.e. further - growth without directly opening additional areas to
development or having development as part of the project. 

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze growth impacts.  CEQA Guideline 15126.2(d) mandates
that the EIR discuss the characteristics of the project which “may encourage and facilitate other
activities that could significantly affect the environment either individually or cumulatively.”  
However, this DEIR actively avoids this analysis; there is no discussion in the EIR of whether the
project may encourage or facilitate other activities that could affect the environment.  In addition,
other EIR’s normally discuss growth impacts in the context of whether the project “will remove
an impediment to growth.”  No such analysis is included in this DEIR.  The CEQA error is not
the DEIR’s conclusion, but its failure to undertake the required analysis which would inform the
public and decision makers of project impacts.   Even, the Pacifica Chamber of Commerce has
stated publically on a number of occasions regarding this Project, that “if you build it, they will
come.”  Where is the analysis in the DEIR of this impact?  

The DEIR’s procedural error – omitting required analysis of potentially significant impacts – is
particularly serious as the DEIR hints that the project would have “influence on future growth in
the region.”  (DEIR p. 55.)  The DEIR fails to state what this “influence” is, how little it will be,
or whether it will be adverse or significant.  Likewise, the DEIR reveals that “[i]ndirect
growth-inducing impacts would be minimal” (ibid), but fails to disclose what the indirect
impacts will be, and whether such impacts will be adverse or significant.  
 
As discussed above, the DEIR fails to properly analyze growth inducing cumulative impacts. 
CEQA mandates a finding of significance when a project “has possible environmental effects
that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.” (CEQA Guideline 15065, subd.
(a)(3).) Cumulatively considerable means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. (Ibid.)  The DEIR omits any mention
of the Devil’s Slide Tunnel project which will combine with this Project in terms of cumulative
impacts.  The cumulative impacts, include traffic and future growth, including that growth
associated with water supply.
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Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The DEIR’s conclusion (DEIR, p. 190) that greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions may be reduced
from the Project is inconclusive and fails to consider the thresholds of significance under CEQA.
The DEIR states that to “the extent that a project relieves congestion by enhancing operations
and improving travel times in high congestion travel corridors, GHG emissions, particularly
CO2, may be reduced.”  

Furthermore, the DEIR’s conclusion (DEIR, p. 192) states that “[A]s discussed in the project
analysis above, the Department does anticipate a decrease in CO2 emissions in the project area as
a result of the project. However, 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 determination regarding the significance of the project’s direct
impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to climate change.”

CEQA Guideline section 15064.4.(b) discusses determining the significance of impacts from
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and states that a lead agency should consider the following factors,
among others, when assessing the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the
environment:
(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as
compared to the existing environmental setting;
(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency
determines applies to the project.
(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse
gas emissions.

The DEIR fails to analyze the threshold of significance for GHG emission, and fails to consider
the above required factors, instead it lists all the state and federal laws that it fails to comply with
and then gives a short, but incomplete and insufficient summary.  CEQA and the State of
California do not treat climate change and GHG emissions as “speculative,” yet the DEIR
conveniently makes this statement to avoid analysis.  The DEIR fails to address the short-term
versus long-term GHG emissions impacts from the Project and fails to consider CEQA Guideline
15065 addressing mandatory findings of significance where a project has the potential to achieve
short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals.  This is
the case involved with this Project.

Because the DEIR fails to address GHG emissions, including cumulative impacts, under the
proper thresholds of significance, it also fails to address mitigation of these impacts, thereby
doubling the error under CEQA.   In accordance with the mandates set forth in AB 32 and Senate
Bill 97, if an EIR evaluates greenhouse gas emissions, and determines that the project’s
contribution to climate change impacts is cumulatively considerable, the EIR should evaluate
mitigation measures that may reduce this impact. CEQA Practice, § 20.85 !Evaluate Mitigation.

Page 8 of  14

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Text Box
132.41

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Text Box
132.42

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Text Box
132.43



The DEIR also fails to set forth the required baseline environmental conditions of the Project for
GHG emissions.

The City of Pacifica is currently in the final stages of drafting a Climate Action Plan to address
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The Climate Action Plan inventory of greenhouse gas
emissions in Pacifica shows that transportation accounts for 50% of Pacifica’s greenhouse gas
emissions and reducing vehicle miles traveled is crucial for Pacifica to reach its target emission
reduction targets.  There are numerous studies that prove there is substantial evidence to support
the finding that this highway widening project will result in future long-term increases in
greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle miles traveled.   Attached to these comments are several
studies discussing how highway widening projects increase total global warming emissions over
the long term, even they reduce congestion over the short term.1

 The DEIR fails to discuss that adding lanes to a highway will increase total global warming
emissions over the long term, even if it reduces congestion over the short term.  Traffic experts 
estimate that each extra lane-mile built will increase emissions of carbon-dioxide, the main
greenhouse gas, by more than 100,000 tons over 50 years.  Further, any short-term fuel savings
from congestion relief are quickly overwhelmed by increased traffic volumes on the roadway.
This above estimate takes into account the potential for major increases in vehicle fuel efficiency
over 50 years. Even assuming major mpg improvements, studies find that total road emissions
rise when congested highways are widened.  The DEIR fails to adequately describe an alternative
that involves the inclusion of a High Occupany Vehicle and/or carpool lane to reduce GHG
emissions.

Climate Change and Sea Level Rise

In an analysis funded and prepared for Caltrans and two other California state agencies, the
Pacific Institute estimates that 480,000 people; a wide range of critical infrastructure; vast areas
of wetlands and other natural ecosystems; and nearly $100 billion in property along the
California coast are at increased risk from flooding from a 1.4-meter sea-level rise – if no
adaptation actions are taken.  In this report, populations and critical infrastructure at risk are
shown in detailed maps, one of these maps shows large areas of Pacifica including Highway 1
and the Rockaway Beach area, the Project area, at risk , yet no analysis of the risk is discussed in
the DEIR.  This report concludes that sea-level rise will inevitably change the character of the
California coast, and that adaptation strategies must be evaluated, tested, and implemented if the
risks identified in the report are to be reduced or avoided.   

The DEIR should address the issue of sea level rise west of the Project area, including the
impacts to the Rockaway Beach commercial district and infrastructure, together with the specific
impacts on Rockaway Beach from the Highway 1 widening.  Instead, the DEIR, on page 198,

 See also:  Mark Hansen, Yuanlin Huang, Road supply and traffic in California urban areas, Transportation Research Part A:1

Policy and Practice, Volume 31, Issue 3, May 1997, Pages 205-218.
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disregards the state planning guidelines and impermissibly defers any analysis to an unknown
date.  This improper deferral of analysis applies not only to transportation infrastructure, but also
to the impacts in the vulnerable areas adjacent to the Project.  This impermissible deferral of
analysis will result in the loss of options and mitigation measures available in adaptation
planning, including the need for buffer zones or areas for planning retreat back from the coast for
the commercial district.

The information provided in the Pacific Institute report together with other studies done by and
on behalf of state agencies underscores the need for adequate analysis in the DEIR to determine
impacts to wetlands in the coastal zone.  In addition, this information underscores the need to
preserve and enhance the wetlands potentially impacted by this project as other nearby coastal
wetlands which are closer to the ocean will be at a higher risk of salt water intrusion due to sea
level rise.

Traffic

The DEIR failed to undertake sufficient studies regarding baseline conditions for traffic as
discussed above in the comment section addressing Alternatives.  The DEIR fails to adequately
analyze impacts from induced traffic.  The DEIR fails to consider that when road capacity is
increased, total travel time will ultimately equalize over time, until traffic moves at the previous
levels of congestion. Expansion of roadway capacity cannot eliminate periods of frustrating slow
speeds, due to drivers who previously: 1)    Used alternative routes during peak hours switch to
the improved roadway (spatial convergence); 2) Traveled just before or after the peak hour start
to travel during those hours (time convergence); and 3) Used public transportation during peak
hours now switch to driving, since it has become faster (modal convergence).

Similar conclusions are reached by those who have analyzed the phenomenon of Induced Travel,
which is defined as any increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) that results from an
infrastructure change such as increase in road capacity, yet the DEIR fails to consider this
information.

In a study by Robert Noland, (attached to these comments) published recently in Transportation
Research, the phenomenon is clearly described. Summarized, Noland's conclusions are these:

    “The results of the analyses presented clearly demonstrate that the hypothesis of induced
demand cannot be rejected. Increased capacity clearly increases vehicle miles of travel beyond
any short run congestion relief that may be obtained. The methods employed all found
statistically significant relationships between lane miles and VMT.

    Lane miles are found to generally have a statistically significant relationship with VMT of
about 0.3 to 0.6 in the short run and between 0.7 and 1.0 in the long run

Mitigation
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As discussed above, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the impacts of the Project and fails to
utilize the correct thresholds of significance under CEQA.  This results in a failure to reach the
required conclusions that many impacts are in fact significant and adverse impacts, and therefore
must be mitigated under CEQA.   

Among other deficiencies in the DEIR, the DEIR fails to discuss whether mitigations for
California red legged frog impacts will
reduce impacts to insigificance.  There is no discussion of mitigation feasibility despite 1)
conditioning mitigations on “the extent practicable” (DEIR p. 161) and 2) acknowledging that
mitigation bank credits for frog and snake habitat are not currently available.  (DEIR p. 167.) 
The mitigation formulation is impermissibly deferred by 1) putting off consideration of where the
exclusion fencing will be installed, and 2) failing to disclose the “mitigation package” proposed
to the GGNRA. (DEIR pp. 161, 163.)  There is no analysis of whether the impacts expected from
mitigation will be significant.  (DEIR p. 164.)

There is no analysis of the feasibility of invasive species mitigations (DEIR p. 170), despite
acknowledging that these species are “very difficult to eradicate.”  (DEIR p. 169.) 

CEQA Guideline Section 15364 defines "feasible" as "capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors." See also, Pub. Res. Code, § 21061.1.
Mitigation measures must either be incorporated into the design of the project or be fully
enforceable through conditions, agreements, or other means. See, 14 Cal. Code Regs., §
15126.4.   The DEIR fails to address feasability of numerous impacts, mainly those to sensitive
habitat and species.

Land Use Impacts

The Project as proposed differs greatly from the Project envisioned by the community when the
concept of the Project was approved by the City Council in 1999.  The current design of the
Project, including the much longer proposed length, will impact land use considerations more in
Pacifica than the Project as proposed in 1999.  

The Project Description is inadequate.  The EIR fails to include the information necessary to
determine the exact impacts of the Project, particularly the width dimensions of the Project and
specific locations where the Project will impact specific residences, businesses, intersections, bus
stops and pedestrian and bicycle access.  In addition, the EIR fails to provide any definitive
information regarding barriers and sound walls, save a short reference in the last paragraph of
page 44, along the outer perimeter of the entire Project area.  

Among the changed impacts not included in the DEIR are impacts to at least two current projects
undergoing construction in Pacifica, the Surf Spot restaurant, located directly adjacent to the 
southeast area of the Project and Buffalo Bill’s Cheesesteak’s and Chowder House which will
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also be directly impacted by the Project.  There are also several projects located in the Rockaway
Beach commercial district which are in the planning stages.

Section 2.1.2.2. of the DEIR, in the section titled “Consistency with State, Regional, and Local
Plan and Programs.”discusses how the Project as proposed is consistent with various applicable
plans and programs and concludes that there are no conflicts with any of these plans and
programs.  As discussed below, the Project is inconsistent with a number of these plans based on
the goals and policies set forth in some of these plans, yet further inconsistencies can not even be
determined based on the lack of information of specific Project impacts, including those to
particular intersections, adjacent buildings, aesthetics based on sound walls, and biological
impacts as discussed elsewhere in these comments.  The DEIR fails to analyze any safety goals
and policies involving pedestrian and bicycle traffic across the east-west intersections of SR 1,
which will have the most adverse impacts from this Project, including students crossing the
highway to access bus stops and those seeking to access the Rockaway neighborhoods.  

City of Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan

The analysis of consistency with Pacifica’s Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LCP) on page
45 of the DEIR is conclusory, inadequate and confusing.  This section is artificially separated
from the analysis on page 47 of the DEIR, Section 2.1.2.3 addressing the Coastal Zone, and
which also discusses the the City of Pacifica’s Local Coastal Land Use Plan. 

The DEIR concludes without any analysis that it is consistent with the LCP (no citations to the
LCP were provided in the DEIR) which states that “highway improvements should increase the
safety of existing intersections along SR 1.”    Further, the DEIR fails to explain how the Project
will meet the goal of SR 1 remaining a “multi-modal travel corridor” when the Project will
double the width of the existing SR 1, thereby further bisecting the communities east and west of
the Project and adversely impacting pedestrian and bicycle traffic.  The DEIR fails to respond to
the Coastal Commission’s request in their March 18, 2010 comment letter in response to the
Notice of Preparation that the DEIR include a table identifying the LCP standards applicable to
the Project.  No such table was included in the DEIR.  Section 2.1.2.3. discussing the Coastal
Zone section lists only three relevant sections of the LCP, but provides no analysis and no
conclusions.

Several relevant sections of Pacifica’s LCP were omitted from analysis.  Page C-112 of the LCP
discusses Highway One and states that improvements to Highway One would include “such
things as safety improvements to intersections, widening the shoulders and moving lanes,
providing a median strip, signalization and turning lands.  The intention of these improvements
is not to increase the capacity of the roadway. (Emphasis added) Because Highway 1 is
Pacifica’s lifeline, its appearance and safety are critical to the City and its future.”

The Project as proposed admits it will increase the capacity of the roadway which is inconsistent
with the goals and policies of the LCP.  The increased capacity and greatly changed appearance
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of the Highway will adversely impact the unique coastal nature of Pacifica.  

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze an alternative which addresses the goals of Pacifica’s LCP
and the need for safety in the form of adequately wide shoulders for emergency vehicle access,
and which does not result in increasing capacity by adding an additional traffic lane in each
direction.

The DEIR fails to address the impacts, aesthetic and otherwise, to the LCP goals and policies
addressing Rockaway Beach, therefore, it can not determine consistency with the LCP until this
information is provided and analyzed.   The LCP addresses Rockaway Beach in several sections,
Coastal Dependent Commercial Uses, pp. C-107 to 108

The DEIR fails to provide an adequate basis for concluding that the Project protects coastal
views and improves the visual edge of the highway in required in the LCP.  The DEIR fails to
include adequate information, including visual representations, regarding the size, location,
appearance of sound walls, barriers and erosion control, including retaining walls so that a
finding of consistency with the LCP can be made.  For instance, the DEIR fails to provide
information regarding how the commercial district of Rockaway Beach and all the commercial
buildings on the east side of Highway One will be impacted aesthetically, and how the Project
will double the width of the Highway north of Reina del Mar (and add a wider bike path) without
requiring removing portions of the steep hillsides adjacent or in the GGNRA and adding large
retaining walls for safety and erosion control.

Also, the DEIR fails to provide information how the Project will improvement pedestrian and
bicycle access both east and west of intersections involved in the Project, but also on the eastern
edge of the Project. 

The Project’s call for extending the highway west thereby adversely impacting wetlands and
important habitat for the CRLF and SFG, among other species, is inconsistent with the
overarching goals and policies pertaining to wetlands set forth in the General Plan.  The General
Plan contains numerous statements regarding the importance of conserving wetlands and
wildlife, and identifies the fact that wetlands create development obstacles.  The City of Pacifica
is currently in the process of updating the General Plan and the Local Coastal Plan.

Rockaway Beach Development Plan

The Rockaway Beach Specific Plan, section 2.3 Physical Appearance, subsection 4, states that
the Plan “ensure that future major public improvements, such as any modification to Highway
One, enhance rather than detract from the appearance and economic success of the area.”
At present, the DEIR does not contain adequate information upon which to base a conclusion that
the Project as proposed would not detract from the appearance and economic success of the area.

Section 2.1.2.3 Coastal Zone
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Section 2.1.2.3 of the DEIR addressing the Coastal Zone fails to address the City of Pacifica’s
role in approving a Coastal Development Permit.  

The EIR fails to adequately address the consistencies with Pacifica’s Local Coastal Use
Plan/Program in several ways.  It is not clear whether or not the Pacifica Planning Department
has been consulted with regarding consistencies with the LCP or to what extent, the current
update of Pacifica’s General Plan, may reflect on the Project.  The City of Pacifica is responsible
for applying for and obtaining a Coastal Development Permit for this Project but this is not
reflected in the DEIR.

2.1.2.4 Parks and Recreational Facilities
No discussion of retaining walls was found in the DEIR, yet walls on both east and west appear
to be necessary, especially on the north end of the Project.

Recirculation

Recirculation is required where “the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate
and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.”  (CEQA
Guideline 15088.5, subd. (a)(4).)  As described above, this EIR fails to meet the minimum
standards for adequacy under CEQA.  Once the EIR is fixed it must, therefore, be recirculated for
public review and comment prior to a decision on EIR certification

Conclusion

Thank you for your consideration of the comments above. In light of the foregoing
comments, I urge Caltrans to correct the numerous defects that I have identified by modifying
and then recirculating the DEIR for this Project.

Sincerely,

Celeste C. Langille

Attachments:
1.)  Sightline Institute Study, Increases in greenhouse-gas emissions from highway-widening
projects, October 2007
2.)  The Campaign for Sensible Transportation, “Why Highway Widening Won’t Work”
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Increases in greenhouse-gas emissions from 
highway-widening projects

October 2007
By Clark Williams-Derry, Research Director

Summary

Road-building proponents often suggest that adding lanes to a highway will reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. By easing congestion, they argue, new lanes will reduce the 
amount of fuel that vehicles waste in stop-and-go traffic, leading to lower releases of 
climate-warming gases from cars and trucks. 
 Over the short term—perhaps 5 to 10 years after new lanes are opened to traffic—
this argument may hold some slim merit. But considering the increased emissions from 
highway construction and additional vehicle travel, adding one mile of new highway 
lane will increase CO2 emissions by more than 100,000 tons over 50 years. 

Sightline Research Backgrounder

At current rates of emissions, 100,000 tons of CO2 equals the 50-year climate footprint 
of about 100 typical US residents.
 Because future traffic volumes, vehicle technologies, and land use patterns are 
inherently uncertain, these estimates should be taken as rough approximations. Yet 
under almost any set of plausible assumptions, widening a highway in a congested 
urban area will substantially increase long-term greenhouse gas emissions.

Carbon dioxide emissions from building one lane-mile of urban highway, over 50 years

Construction, building materials, and maintenance 3,500 tons

Net congestion relief -7,000 tons

Additional vehicle travel on the facility 90,000 tons 

Induced vehicle travel off the facility 30,000–100,000 tons

TOTAL 116,500-186,500 tons

1402 Third Avenue, Suite 500 • Seattle, WA 98101-2130 • 206-447-1880 • www.sightline.org



Sightline Research Backgrounder • October 2007 2

analySiS and diSCuSSion

To estimate changes in vehicle emissions resulting from highway lane expansion, 
Sightline developed a spreadsheet model covering 50 years of highway-related CO2 
emissions. Using this model, Sightline developed a mid-point estimate for highway 
CO2 emissions per lane mile, based on a plausible range of possible future travel 
characteristics. Sightline’s model predicts changes in CO2 emissions as follows (see 
Method Notes for details of our assumptions and analysis):

1. The highway iTSelf: 3,500 tons of Co2 from road construction and maintenance
Two recent international studies of the life-cycle energy costs of highway construction 
have estimated that, after accounting for the manufacturing of concrete, steel, and 
other energy-intensive construction materials, as well as fuel consumed by construction 
equipment, building a lane-mile of roadway 
releases between 1,400 and 2,300 tons of 
CO2.  In addition, long-term maintenance 
and road reconstruction activities release 
between 3,100 and 5,200 tons of CO2 
emissions.
 Based on these figures, and a more 
conservative estimate of annual maintenance-
related emissions than these studies assume, 
Sightline estimates that constructing 1 lane-
mile of highway and maintaining it for 50 
years releases roughly 3,500 tons of CO2.

2. neT CongeSTion relief: 7,000 fewer 
tons of emissions from efficiency gains.
Highway construction and maintenance 
projects can create substantial congestion 
and traffic delays, reducing the fuel efficiency 
of the vehicles on the road.1 However, for these estimates, Sightline assumed that 
construction projects would cause fairly minor, intermittent delays, and that traffic 
volumes would not decrease during construction. On net, we estimate that congestion 
resulting from construction and maintenance delays would increase vehicle-related CO2 
emissions modestly, by roughly 500 tons.
 Sightline assumes that rush hour traffic will flow more freely after new lanes are 
opened, and that congestion relief will raise the effective fuel efficiency of vehicles on 
the roadway. However, consistent with academic findings and real-world experience, 
we also assume that new highway capacity in a metropolitan area will gradually be 
filled by new trips, and that congestion and stop-and-go driving will gradually increase 
to approximately the same level experienced prior to the highway expansion.2 Over 
the course of 50 years, CO2 emissions reductions related to congestion relief may total 
some 7,500 tons, compared with a “baseline” highway that is not widened. The large 
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majority of these emissions reductions occur within the first decade in which a new 
lane is open to traffic.
 On net, then, we expect that changes in congestion associated with highway 
expansion (including both congestion created by construction and maintenance, and 
congestion relieved after construction) will reduce emissions by about 7,000 tons. 

3. new TraffiC: 90,000 tons of emissions from additional travel on the highway.
It is well documented that highway expansion can result in an increase in the 
number of vehicle trips on a roadway, particularly in congested urban areas. Indeed, 
accommodating additional trips is typically the point of adding new lanes to a 
highway. Still, the speed at which additional traffic floods new lanes often comes as 
a surprise. One recent California study estimated that more than roughly 90 percent 
of new lane capacity in congested urban areas is filled within five years after a project 
is completed. Other studies have found similar “induced traffic” effects from adding 
lanes to congested roads.
 However, not all of the additional traffic on new lanes represents genuinely new 
travel. Very shortly after a new road or lane opens, for example, some trips that had 
been taken on other streets and roads shift to the new facility. To account for this 
effect, Sightline assumes that for the two years after new lanes are opened, none of the 
additional trips taken on a new facility are genuinely new, but were simply rerouted 
from nearby roads onto the new facility.
 The greenhouse gas impacts of future travel will be affected by changes in vehicle 
technology and fuel efficiency. Yet even assuming that average vehicle fuel economy 
improves by 2.5 percent a year (an optimistic assumption, given that the average fuel 
economy of passenger vehicles has stagnated for decades), Sightline estimates that 
new vehicle travel on each lane-mile of new highway will release 83,000 tons of CO2 
over the next 50 years. Adding in energy associated with vehicle manufacture and 
maintenance, this total rises to approximately 90,000 additional tons of CO2 per lane 
mile associated with new vehicle trips on an expanded facility.3

4. indireCT fuel ConSumpTion: 30,000-100,000 tons of Co2 from induced travel 
off the highway itself.
Travel patterns off the expanded highway are the most difficult to project, since they 
involve the greatest uncertainties.
 Cars that travel on a new highway lane will need to travel on other streets and 
roads to get to and from the highway; this will result in some additional vehicle 
mileage beyond the driving that takes place on the highway itself. As a conservative 
value, Sightline estimated that for each 10-mile trip on a highway, the vehicle is driven 
a total of 1 mile to and from the highway on- and off-ramps.
 In addition, adding lanes—particularly on roads leading to low-density suburbs 
and undeveloped land on the urban fringe—tends to accelerate low-density sprawling 
development. Many studies have linked lower-density land use patterns with increased 
driving. In a sprawling suburb, virtually every trip must be taken by car, and everyday 
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trips can require many miles of travel. In contrast, residents of more compact suburbs 
and urban neighborhoods typically drive less, and can walk or use transit for many 
trips, which reduces the carbon emissions from their daily transportation. Accordingly, 
low-density development is associated with increased vehicle fuel consumption.4

 Sightline estimates that if as little as one-tenth of new highway trips represent a 
net shift to lower-density land use patterns (i.e., new sprawling suburban development 
with modestly higher per-household driving than in compact suburbs), then greenhouse 
gas emissions from additional off-facility driving could rival or exceed the increases 
from driving on the facility itself. Regardless of the precise figures, the impacts of off-
facility driving enabled by highway expansion are likely to be significant, long-lasting, 
and far larger than the modest reductions in emissions resulting from congestion relief.

ConCluSionS

Our estimates suggest that, over the course of five decades, adding new highway lanes 
will lead to substantial increases in vehicle travel and CO2 emissions from cars and 
trucks. Claims about fuel savings from congestion relief may hold slim merit over 
horizons of a decade or less. But over the long term, new traffic will fill the added road 
space, leading to long-term increases in vehicle emissions totaling tens of thousands of 
tons per lane-mile.
 Future refinements in Sightline’s emissions model, and the data that it relies on, 
may affect the specifics of these estimates. Yet under most plausible assumptions for 
future travel patterns and vehicle efficiencies, Sightline’s model predicts that added 
emissions from new traffic will overwhelm the modest greenhouse gas reductions from 
congestion relief. 

meThod noTeS 

To estimate changes in vehicle emissions resulting from highway lane expansion, 
Sightline developed a spreadsheet model covering 50 years of highway-related CO2 
emissions. This model relied on the following assumptions and inputs:
 Number of lanes: Sightline’s model considers an existing metro-area highway with 
two lanes in each direction that is widened to three lanes in each direction.5

 Per-mile fuel consumption: Given today’s vehicle and fuel technologies, Sightline 
estimates that the average passenger vehicle creates 1.1 pounds of CO2 emissions per 
mile. This covers emissions throughout the “well-to wheels” emissions of the vehicle 
fuel, including drilling, transporting, and refining petroleum, as well as the end-use 
consumption of gasoline in passenger vehicles.6

•	 Improvements	in	vehicle	efficiency:	Sightline	assumes	that,	over	50	years,	
average vehicle CO2 emissions per mile will decline to less than one-third 
of today’s levels, through a combination of improved vehicle efficiency and 
lower-carbon fuels.7

•	 Congestion-related	efficiency	losses:	When	vehicles	are	operating	on	a	
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congested highway, Sightline estimated that emissions per mile increase 
by about one-third—comparable the difference between “city” and 
“highway” miles-per-gallon ratings.8 Note, however, that even for 
highways that experience rush-hour congestion, fewer than half of all trips 
take place during peak travel hours.9

•	 Emissions	from	vehicle	manufacturing:	Roughly	9	tons	of	CO2 are released 
during the manufacture a passenger vehicle.10 Sightline assumes that 
today’s cars and light trucks average 180,000 miles of travel over their 
usable life spans,11 and that vehicle manufacturing emissions will decline in 
the future by 1 percent per year. 

•	 Emissions	from	road	construction	and	maintenance:	Sightline	used	recent	
peer-reviewed studies to estimate CO2 emissions from road construction 
and maintenance.12

•	 Traffic	volumes:	Sightline	assumed	that	daily	traffic	volumes	on	existing	
lanes would start at between 15,000 and 20,000 daily vehicle trips per 
lane, rising to a steady state somewhere between 18,000 and 24,000 
vehicles per lane over time. Once new lanes are open to traffic, Sightline 
estimated that 10 percent of any remaining highway capacity would be 
filled with traffic each year.13

•	 Off-highway	driving:	For	every	highway	trip,	vehicles	must	travel	some	
distance to and from the highway. In addition, new highway construction 
can promote scattered, low-density residential and commercial 
development, which in turn requires residents to drive more miles.14 
Because of the high degree of uncertainty for both effects, Sightline makes 
conservative estimates for off-highway driving. For new trips resulting 
from increased capacity, Sightline assumes that vehicles travel one-tenth 
of a mile of off-highway driving for every mile of on-highway driving. 
Sightline’s low-end estimate of emissions from land use effects assumes 
that only 5 percent of new trips represent new low-density households, 
and that these households drive 15 percent more than their higher-density 
counterparts.

Sightline found that the model’s outputs were most strongly affected by three inputs: 
trends in vehicle fuel efficiency; the difference between current vs. maximum traffic per 
lane; and the rate at which new lanes are filled by new traffic. In addition, assumptions 
about off-highway driving and land-use impacts strongly affected total emissions. 
However, these latter factors are the most inherently uncertain, since they are 
dependent on geographic, regulatory, and economic factors that are outside the scope 
of this analysis.
 To avoid the chance of overestimating the CO2 impacts of lane expansion, 
Sightline’s estimates are conservative in a number of ways, including:

•	 Slow	rate	of	induced	traffic:	Sightline’s	midpoint	estimates	are	based	on	the	
assumption that 10 percent of any remaining road capacity will be filled 
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per year after a new lane opens—meaning that less than half of added lane 
capacity is filled within 5 years of completion. In contrast, many recent 
studies have found that as much as 90 percent of new capacity may be 
filled within 5 years after a new lane is opened.15 Assuming faster rates of 
induced travel would reduce estimated benefits of congestion relief, while 
increasing total emissions from generated traffic.

•	 Low	maintenance-related	emissions:	Sightline	assumes	a	lower	total	energy	
consumption from road maintenance and repair than is assumed by several 
academic studies.

•	 Assuming	no	induced	travel	on	parallel	roadways:	Sightline’s	model	
assumes that all new traffic entering a roadway for the first year and half 
after new lanes are opened represents trips rerouted from nearby routes, 
rather than genuinely new travel. In addition, Sightline’s model assumes 
that rerouted traffic represents a permanent reduction of travel on parallel 
roadways—an assumption that is inherently conservative, since traffic on 
parallel roadways is likely to grow as congestion increases on new lanes 
(Text updated and corrected June 26, 2008).

endnoTeS

1 For four highway-widening projects analyzed by the Surface Transportation Policy 
Project in the late 1990s, the “payback” period—the period after which time 
savings due to added road capacity equaled time lost during road construction—
ranged from 2.75 years to infinity. In the latter case, travelers never recouped the 
time	lost	to	congestion	during	construction.	See	STPP,	“Road	Work	Ahead:	Is	
Construction	Worth	the	Wait?”	at	http:www.transact.org/report.asp?id=169.

2 An excellent of the literature on “induced” or “generated” traffic can be found in 
Todd	Litman,	“Generated	Traffic	and	Induced	Travel:	Implications	for	Transport	
Planning” at http://www.vtpi.org/gentraf.pdf. See especially pages 7 and 8 for 
estimates of “generated traffic” from highway expansion. Also see page 4 for a 
discussion of how a congested roadways tend to reach an equilibrium daily traffic 
volume.

3 Carbon intensities for future vehicle and fuel technologies are impossible to predict, 
since they depend on regulatory, economic, technological, and geological factors 
that are outside the scope of this report. Yet even if effective vehicle fuel economy 
rises to 100 mpg over 50 years, GHG emissions from new traffic on the lane will 
still total some 60,000 tons—far more than the relatively modest greenhouse gas 
benefits from congestion relief.

4 For more on the relationship between urban form and vehicle travel, see:
Frank,	Lawrence	and	Company,	Inc.	(2005).	“Achieving	Sustainability	Through	

Healthy	Community	Design.”	King	County,	WA.	September	27,	2005.
Golob, Thomas, and David Brownstone (2005). “Impact of Residential Density on 

Vehicle	Usage	and	Energy	Consumption.”	Institute	of	Transportation	Studies,	
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UC-Irvine. http://www.its.uci.edu/its/publications/papers/ITS/UCI-ITS-WP-05 
-1.pdf

Holtzclaw,	John	(1998).	“Curbing	Sprawl	to	Stop	Global	Warming,”	Sierra	Club.	
http://www.sierraclub.org/sprawl/articles/warming.asp

Holtzclaw,	John	(2000).	“Smart	Growth—As	Seen	From	the	Air,”	Air&	Waste	
Management Association Annual Meeting, June 2000. http://www.sierraclub 
.org/sprawl/transportation/holtzclaw-awma.pdf

Holtzclaw,	John,	et	al	(2002).	“Location	Efficiency:	Neighborhood	and	Socio-
Economic	Characteristics	Determine	Auto	Ownership	and	Driving;	Studies	
in	Chicago,	Los	Angeles,	and	San	Francisco.”	Transportation	Planning	and	
Technology, March 2002.

Kahn,	Matthew.	(2000).	“The	Environmental	Impact	of	Suburbanization.”	Journal	
of Policy Management,” Vol. 19, No 4, http://www.environmentalleague.org 
/Issues/Land/Kahn_2.pdf

Newman and Kenworthy (1989b). Cities and Automobile Dependence: An 
International Sourcebook. 

Newman and Kenworthy (1999). Sustainability and Cities: Overcoming 
Automobile	Dependence,	Washington,	DC:	Island	Press.

U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	(2001).	“Our	Built	and	Natural	
Environments:	A	Technical	Review	of	the	Interactions	Between	Land	Use,	
Transportation,	and	Environmental	Quality.”	Development,	Community,	and	
Environment	Division,	January	2001.	http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/built.pdf

5 Note that the end results do not depend heavily on these assumptions. Other 
configurations of highway expansion lead to virtually identical results.

6 Current average passenger vehicle fuel economy is approximately 21 mpg; see 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/fetrends.htm and http://www.washingtonpost.com 
/wp-dyn/content/graphic/2006/07/18/GR2006071800596.html. This is likely 
a conservative estimate of highway vehicle emissions, since it represents only 
passenger vehicles, while ignoring heavy trucks that emit significantly more CO2  
per	mile.	Life-cycle	CO2	emissions	per	gallon	of	gas	estimated	at	25.6	pounds;	
derived from http://www.environmentaldefense.org/documents/3986 
_CAautocarbonburden.pdf, p. 11.

7 It is possible that future vehicle and fuel technologies may achieve even better 
results. However, given that US vehicle fuel economy has stagnated for roughly two 
and a half decades, any improvement in the fuel economy of the vehicle fleet is, at 
this point, purely a matter of speculation. If carbon emissions from vehicle travel 
fall more slowly than Sightline assumes, then Sightline’s analysis may substantially 
understate eventual carbon emissions resulting from highway expansion.

8 City vs. highway fuel economy derived from data downloaded from the US 
Department	of	Energy,	at http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/download.shtml. Note, 
however, that hybrid gas-electric engines are actually more efficient in stop-and-go 
city driving than in free-flowing traffic—suggesting that the fuel-conserving benefits 
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of congestion reduction may fall over time as these technologies are used more 
widely.

9 In a study of 75 US metropolitan areas, just over 40 percent of vehicle travel in 
2000 took place at times when major roadways typically experience congestion, 
and 25.5 percent of all travel took place under congested conditions. See Anthony 
Downs,	Still	Stuck	in	Traffic:	Coping	With	Peak-Hour	Traffic	Congestion,	
Washington,	DC,	Brookings	Institution	Press,	2004,	p.	16.	Similarly,	data	for	the	
Puget Sound region show that roughly 42 percent of total travel on the region’s 
busiest highways in 2005 took place during peak periods (6 to 9 a.m. and 3 to 7 
p.m. inclusive); see http://depts.washington.edu/hov/2005/WkdyVehVol/2005 
_WkdyVehVol.pdf. And data from the US Bureau of transportation statistics 
suggests that 43 percent of all trips nationwide take place during the morning and 
afternoon peak periods; see http://www.bts.gov/publications/journal_of 
_transportation_and_statistics/volume_06_number_01/html/paper_02/table_02 
_02.html and http://www.bts.gov/publications/highlights_of_the_2001_national 
_household_travel_survey/html/table_a12.html. Considering both the increases in 
per-mile emissions caused by congestion, with , Sightline estimates that peak-hour 
congestion increases fuel-related CO2 emissions on a roadway by about 15 percent. 

10 Sightline’s estimates for the carbon intensity of vehicle manufacture are based on a 
number of published sources, including:
Argonne	National	Laboratory,	F.	Stodolsky	et	al.,	“Life-Cycle	Energy	Savings	

Potential from Aluminum-Intensive Vehicles,” at http://www.transportation 
.anl.gov/pdfs/TA/106.pdf.

Environmental	Defense,	John	DeCicco	and	Kate	Larsen,	“Automaker	Carbon	
Burdens in California,” 2004, available at http://www.environmentaldefense 
.org/documents/3986_CAautocarbonburden.pdf.

Web	page,	“Life	cycle	assessment:	Toyota’s	comprehensive	analysis	of	vehicle	CO2 
emissions over the life of the vehicle reveals some surprizes [sic],” Automotive 
Industries, Feb. 2005, at http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m3012/is_2_185 
/ai_n12937459.

Web	page,	“Automobiles:	Electric	vs.	Gasoline;	Seikei	University	(Tokyo),	
2001”	Institute	for	Lifecycle	Environmental	Analysis,	at http://ilea.org/lcas/
taharaetal2001.html.

Web	page,	“Report	5:	How	Do	We	Contribute	Individually	to	Global	Warming,”	
The Hinkle Charitable Foundation, at http://www.thehcf.org/emaila5.html.

Web	page,	“Car	Companies	and	Climate	Change:	Measuring	the	Carbon	Intensity	
of	Sales	and	Profits,”	World	Resources	Institute,	at	http://earthtrends.wri.org 
/features/view_feature.php?theme=5&fid=53.

11	Lifetime	mileage	per	vehicle	from	National	Highway	Traffic	Safety	Administration,	
“Vehicle Survivability and Travel Mileage Schedules,” January 2006, at  
 http://www-nrd.nhtsa.dot.gov/pdf/nrd-30/NCSA/Rpts/2006/809952.pdf. Note that 
the 180,000 mile per vehicle figure currently applies to light trucks, rather than 
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cars, which are typically driven just 152,000 over their lifetimes; to be conservative, 
applied the higher figure applies to all passenger vehicles.

12	Life-cycle	road	construction	and	maintenance	emissions	estimated	from:
Graham	J.	Treloar	et	al.,	“Hybrid	Life-Cycle	Inventory	for	Road	Construction	

and	Use,”	Journal	of	Construction	Engineering	and	Management,	Vol.	130,	
No.	1,	January/February	2004,	pp.	43-49	,	(DOI	10.1061/(ASCE)0733-
9364(2004)130:1(43)),

Kwangho	Park	et	al.,	“Quantitative	Assessment	of	Environmental	Impacts	on	Life	
Cycle	of	Highways,”	Journal	of	Construction	Engineering	and	Management,	
Vol	129,	January/February	2003,	pp	25-31,	(DOI:	10.1061/(ASCE)0733 
-9364(2003)129:1(25)).

13 As noted in the above review, recent studies have found that three-quarters or more 
of new road capacity will be filled after the first few years of operation, particularly 
in crowded urban areas with significant “latent” demand. One California study 
estimated that 90 percent of new road capacity will be filled within five years. 
In this context, the estimates used in Sightline’s spreadsheet model (i.e., that 10 
percent of additional road capacity will be filled per year after a new lane opens) is 
fairly conservative. See also note 4.

14 See note 4.
15 See note 2.



WHY WIDENING HIGHWAY 1 WON’T WORK

Summary

This paper provides information leading us to to these conclusions:

• Adding lanes to Highway 1 (even HOV or “commuter” lanes) is highly unlikely to

relieve traffic congestion, and is therefore not a solution to our traffic problem.

• Traffic congestion can be reduced through a variety of non-widening strategies,

many of which are less costly, can be accomplished much more quickly than highway
widening, and will provide long term solutions.

• Highway widening is highly likely to contribute to significant environmental

degradation, especially through increased air, noise and visual pollution.

Widening Highway 1 will do little to relieve traffic congestion.

In Santa Cruz County, peak-hour traffic currently fills segments of Highway 1 to
capacity. The segment between Morrissey Boulevard and Soquel Drive (a one-mile

segment) has been especially annoying, reaching capacity over a longer time period than
any other part of the route, with over 8000 vehicles per peak-hour on the four lanes

of the road—over 4000 in each direction. While it may seem intuitively obvious to the
average motorist that adding a lane will allow traffic to flow more freely, it is a short term

solution at best. Historical data for traffic flow on this section of the route shows that
it first reached peak-hour capacity in 1986—sixteen years ago. Since then the demand

has increased, with the result that some motorists travel on parallel routes (e.g., Soquel

Avenue/Drive), others travel at earlier or later times (“peak-spreading”), others ride the
bus, others just join the slow queue, and still others avoid the route entirely.

Approximately 15 percent of those currently traveling on this segment are HOVs
(high-occupancy vehicles) with two or more occupants per vehicle; the remainder are

SOVs (single-occupant vehicles) carrying only the driver. This fact becomes relevant when
we consider whether an added HOV lane might work better than an added mixed-flow

lane—see below.

However, our Regional Transportation Commission, having decided to award top
priority to Highway 1 widening for available funds, has allocated $22 million to widen the

segment between Morrissey Boulevard and Soquel Drive (the “Auxiliary Lanes Project”).

Caltrans is currently scheduled to begin work on that segment in December, 2010.

– 1 –
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Induced traffic m ust be taken into account, but so far it has not been.

Congestion

Induced traffic is an important fact—perhaps the most

important fact—in transportation planning. It is defined

as any increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), in either
the short or long run, that results from an infrastructure

change such as increase in road capacity.1 If a mixed-flow
lane were added, it would soon fill up, owing to the

existing pent-up demand. Some who now carpool would
choose to travel alone, some who now travel on parallel

routes would travel on the freeway instead, some who now
travel earlier or later would revert to traveling at a more convenient time, some who ride

the bus will choose to drive a car, and some who do not travel the route at all will be
induced to travel on the newly freed-up road.

Not all of these behavioral effects will contribute to increases in VMT (i.e., can be
classified as induced traffic), but all will contribute to peak-hour traffic congestion on

Highway 1.

The phenomenon of induced traffic has been well documented by recent studies.2

The potential for induced traffic is almost never considered by those who make future

traffic projections. In particular, projections made for future traffic demand on Highway 1
do not account for induced traffic.3 General experience in nearby communities (Highway

85 in Santa Clara County, for example, was jammed within a year after it opened in 1994)
shows that freeways built to relieve congestion rapidly fill to capacity.

“Build it and they will come” is the phrase often used to describe the situation.

Former Bogotá (Colombia) Mayor Enrique Peñalosa recently used other words: “Inter-
national experience has made it clear that trying to solve traffic problems by building

bigger roads is like trying to put out a fire with gasoline”.4

1 See R. B. Noland, Relationships Between Highway Capacity and Induced Vehicle Travel, Transporta-
tion Research Part A 35, 47 (2001). Noland’s paper provides an excellent introduction to the subject
of induced traffic, as well as providing extensive detailed analysis showing that it exists, and should be
taken into account.

See also Todd Litman, Generated Traffic and Induced Travel—Implications for Trans-
port Planning, Victoria Transport Policy Institute, June 8, 2011. This paper is available at
http://www.vtpi.org/gentraf.pdf.
2 A summary and other references may be found at http://transact.org/Ca/congestion.htm. See

also http://sierraclub.org/sprawl/transportation/seven.asp.
3 As noted during the presentation to the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission on

April 18, 2002, and again on May 2, 2002, by Wilbur Smith Associates, the Caltrans traffic projections
for 2020, which were made using the “AMBAG” model, do not account for induced traffic.
4 The full text of Peñalosa’s address, recorded April 8, 2002, may be found at

http://socrates.berkeley.edu:7001/Events/spring2002/04-08-penalosa/index.html.
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Even an added HOV lane is not likely to work well to relieve congestion.

HOV (“commuter”, or “diamond”) lanes have been constructed recently in many
locations in the Bay Area, and in southern California. Recent studies5 demonstrate that

for an added HOV lane to be successful, there must be a sufficient number of HOVs
already traveling on the route. For the addition of an HOV third lane in either direction

to a road with two existing mixed-flow lanes, the fraction of existing HOVs must be on the
order of 30 percent of the vehicles. Even at peak hours, the current fraction of HOVs is

about half of this, as noted above. Therefore in our situation, an added HOV lane is not

likely to perform better than an added mixed-flow lane, and as noted above, the addition
of a mixed-flow lane is not likely to relieve congestion for more than a year. Furthermore,

the addition of any lane is likely to result in a reduction of HOVs, since drivers will tend to
shift from the less-convenient car-pooling mode to the more convenient drive-alone mode.

Moreover, for an HOV lane to function effectively, there must be congestion in the

mixed-flow lanes; otherwise drivers will choose to drive alone in the mixed-flow lanes.

Adding HOV lanes is not likely to result in improved bus service.

Intuitively one might believe that the addition of HOV lanes will enable better bus

service within the Highway 1 corridor. However, this is not likely to occur. First, bus
traffic on Highway 1 is low, with only a fraction of the Highway 17 Express buses traveling

between the Soquel Avenue intersection and the fishhook—an insufficient number to
warrant the existence of an HOV lane. Second, and perhaps more significantly, studies

have shown how reductions in transit service can occur because of increases in road
supply.6 This effect, known as the Downs-Thomson paradox, results when an increase

in road capacity makes traveling by auto preferable to transit alternatives. The transit

agency then either raises fares or reduces service, resulting in a further decrease in transit
usage and perhaps even worse congestion than before the capacity expansion.7

5 See J. W. Dahlgren, The Prospects for High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes: Where Should They
be Implemented?, Final Report for MOU 361, Institute of Transportation Studies, Berkeley (2001).
Dahlgren models the relative behavior of HOT, HOV, and mixed-flow lanes, noting that “Adding an
HOV lane is a good choice only if the initial proportion of HOVs and the initial maximum delay are
very high”.
6 See R. B. Noland, Simulated Relationships Between Highway Capacity, Transit Ridership, and

Service Frequency, Journal of Public Transportation 3, 1 (2000).
7 See R. Arnott and K. Small, The economics of traffic congestion, American Scientist 82, 446 (1994).
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Widening Highwa y 1 will not reduce traffic on local streets.

Widening proponents assert that widening Highway 1 will reduce traffic on local

parallel streets such as Soquel Drive and Freedom Boulevard. However, both studies and
experience demonstrate that road widening reduces local traffic for only a short time, after

which local traffic builds up to at least its former level. Hansen and Huang8 find results
that “suggest that increasing [highway capacity] does not reduce traffic on other roads

to any great extent, and may even cause it to increase. The latter possibility is not so

implausible as it may seem, since local roads and streets serve as complements as well as
substitutes to state highways. A large majority of trips involving state highways begin and

end on non-state facilities. It appears that this complementary relationship compensates
for, or even outweighs, the substitution effect stemming from traffic diversion.”

Widening Highway 1 will divert funds from projects that would work more
effectively to relieve congestion.

The widening of Highway 1 from the fishhook to beyond Morrissey Boulevard (La

Fonda Avenue)—a two-and-a-half mile project known as the “Merge Lanes Project” now
completed—cost over $50 million. Widening Highway 1 between Morrissey Boulevard and

San Andreas Road, including providing space for a full eight-lane width in some locations,
is currently estimated to cost over half a billion dollars. An Environmental Impact Report

for this project has been under preparation for the past several years, and has cost to
date approximately $12 million, has yet to be released. Even this widening is not likely to

relieve congestion for more than a few years. After the road reaches capacity, then what?

There are much more cost-effective ways to relieve traffic

congestion. Many are “demand-reduction” strategies,
designed to keep the freeway traffic below the road capacity

so it flows smoothly. As described in a report by the
Surface Transportation Policy Project,9 providing a choice of

transportation modes is the key to reducing traffic congestion.

Transportation choices that need to be provided are:

• Provide needed funding for buses: The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

operates the most heavily used bus system in the United States for communities our
size, but is under-funded. It is currently planning service cuts and increases in fares,

owing to serious recent decreases in state funding.

• Make use of the 32-mile rail corridor—the Santa Cruz Branch Line: The rail

corridor acquisition was approved earlier this year by the State Transportation
Commission, and the final step—the close of escrow—is expected to occur prior to

8 Mark Hansen and Yuanlin Huang, Road Supply and Traffic in California Urban Areas, Transporta-
tion Research Part A 31, 205 (1997).
9 See http://transact.org/Reports/tti2001/default.htm
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September 1, 2011. The corridor will then be owned by Santa Cruz County via our
Regional Transportation Commission.10

Acquisition of the rail corridor will provide the opportunity to construct a bicycle

and pedestrian path adjacent to the tracks (sufficient space exists for almost its entire
32-mile length), and to plan for future passenger use on the line. However the needed

funding for such improvements has yet to be programmed.

The City of Santa Cruz, in its Master Transportation Study11 completed in 2003,

provides initial analyses12 of transit modes that could use the rail corridor, including
Bus Rapid Transit, rail cars, and a path adjacent to the tracks for bicyclists and

pedestrians.

Current plans for the rail corridor envision a recreational train, operated by Sierra
Northern Railway13, the new freight operator on this rail line, along with occasional

freight trains. In the near term, a rail trail adjacent to the tracks is in the early
planning stages, as part of the Monterey Bay Scenic Sanctuary Trail Network

linking Santa Cruz with Monterey, but for which the needed funding is yet to be
programmed.

• Provide funding for programs that decrease car trips: Opportunities exist for large
employers such as UCSC, Cabrillo College, city and county governments and others to

reduce trips by their employees by as much as 20 percent if meaningful incentives are

offered. Furthermore such measures can be put in place immediately, without having

to wait for (and be inconvenienced by) lengthy planning and construction periods.

Locally, Texas Instruments paid employees not to drive to work in the year 2000.
That program reduced single-passenger vehicle trips by TI employees by 16,000 for

the year 2000. Participants earned from one to three dollars per day for carpooling,
bicycling or walking. In Southern California solo drivers were reduced by 17 percent

at eight firms studied by Shoup.14 These programs provided the cash equivalent of a

parking space to commuters who did not use a parking space. In Australia, David
Engwicht doubled the number of children who walked instead of being driven to

school through a system of walking activities and adult escorts. These cost-effective
programs greatly reduced traffic congestion around schools, and provided increased

health benefits.

The above-described programs demonstrate that we can provide increased mobility
for far less money than the more than $500 million estimate for widening a mere

10 See http://sccrtc.org/ for news updates regarding the rail corridor.
11 See http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/index.aspx?page=113

12 See Chapter VI, Section 2 at
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2996

13 See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sierra Northern Railway

14 See D. Shoup, Evaluating the Effects of Cashing Out Employer-paid Parking: Eight Case Studies,
Transport Policy, 4, No. 4, 201 (1997).
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seven-mile segment of Highway 1.

• Encourage programs that facilitate flextime and telecommuting employment modes:
Many employees commute to work to spend much of their time at a computer

terminal—work that might be more effectively accomplished from an at-home
location.

• Ramp metering: In neighboring Santa Clara County, ramp metering has been

demonstrated to reduce time delays by up to a factor of two. Such cost-effective
solutions need to be seriously considered here.

The widening of Highway 1 is causing major environmental impacts.

Among them are:

• Noise: The largest noise source in Santa Cruz County is the roar of the freeway. This

noise will greatly increase if the highway is widened. Sound walls will reduce the noise
for some, but will increase the noise for others, especially those above (and on) the

freeway. Arrol Gellner, in an April 24 article in the San Francisco Chronicle, writes
that “at least one study has shown that sound walls are marginally effective at best,

and that they may actually increase freeway noise in homes some distance away.”15

• Air pollution: Currently motor vehicles constitute the largest source of air pollutants
in the county. Widening Highway 1 simply results in more traffic, with major

increases in air pollutants.

A recent study found that “children living near heavily traveled street or highways
are at significantly greater risk of developing cancer, including childhood leukemia.”16

This study “showed that homes adjacent to street corridors carrying 20,000 or more
vehicles per day had roughly a six-fold increase in risk for children contracting cancer,

including childhood leukemia.” (Highway 1 carries over 100,000 vehicles per day.)

What is particularly noteworthy is that the environmental analysis of “Phase 1” (the

“Merge Lanes Project” of the Highway 1 widening project (from the fishhook to
the La Fonda over-crossing), now completed, took no account of any health related

studies, including the above-mentioned one.

• Aesthetics: Many trees (the number has yet to be revealed) and much vegetation will
be removed. The tree corridor along Highway 1 is a dominant feature of Santa Cruz’s

beauty and must be protected.

Sound walls are unsightly; their presence has the effect of transforming the freeway
into a concrete channel. The “Phase 1” project that would widen Highway 1 between

15 See http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=/chronicle/archive/2002/04/24/HO239831.DTL

16 R. L. Pearson, H. Wachtel and K. Ebi, Distance-Weighted Traffic Density in Proximity to a Home
is a Risk Factor for Leukemia and Other Childhood Cancers, Journal of the Air & Waste Management
Association 50, 175 (2000).

See also http://www.colorado.edu/PublicRelations/NewsReleases/2000/534.html
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the “fishhook” and La Fonda Avenue proposes to erect sound walls along the entire
two-and-a-half mile length of this segment.

Gellner10 notes that sound walls continue to be built, with the result that “here, in
the most beautiful state in the nation, vast stretches of once-panoramic roadway are

pointlessly hemmed in on both sides by monstrous barriers, whose complete visual
boredom is only feebly relieved by the occasional use of colored or patterned block.”

He concludes his piece: “Should the public support sound wall building programs
that, while surely enriching concrete block manufacturers, provide only marginal

benefits for a handful of landowners, and at the same time blight freeways used by
millions of commuters?”

• Impact on wildlife: Any road is a barrier to the movement of wildlife. Hundreds of
animals are currently killed by moving vehicles every year in Santa Cruz County, and

this number will be increased if a road is widened. Furthermore, the construction
of roads is bound to decrease wildlife habitat. Highway 1 crosses several riparian

corridors, and little care has been taken to preserve those corridors.

Widening Highway 1 will encourage sprawl.

What do we want in Santa Cruz County? Do we really want

land development on our farm land and open space? Do

we want large housing developments? A widened freeway
would make it easier for Wal-Marts, Home Depots, Targets

and sprawling housing development, all of which increase our
dependency on the private automobile. Furthermore, local

retailers and businesses would suffer from the incursion of
big-box stores.

Widening Highway 1 will cause additional pressure for further road expansion.

The more we expand our roads, the more pressure there is to keep expanding
them. There are always “bottlenecks” in any road system. A current bottleneck that

has become annoyingly evident in recent years is the two-lane, nine-mile segment of
Highway 1 in the agricultural area just south of the Santa Cruz County line. The

California Coastal Act mandates that Highway 1 be a two-lane road in rural and scenic
areas. Expanding Highway 1 to six lanes in Santa Cruz County will increase pressure to

widen this nine-mile stretch as well, and political pressure will surely build to remove the

Coastal Act restriction for this segment.

Mission Street in Santa Cruz will also be impacted from the increase in traffic, and
traffic on Highway 1 north of Santa Cruz will be similarly impacted.
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Additional refe rences

1. Paul Hawken, Amory Lovins and L. Hunter Lovins, Natural Capital-

ism, October, 2000. Chapter 2, which may be downloaded as a pdf file from

http://natcap.org/sitepages/pid20.php, contains relevant material, particularly in
the latter part of the chapter.

2. Many references may be found at http://sierraclub.org/sprawl/transportation/.

— This paper was prepared by The Campaign for Sensible Transportation,
P.O. Box 604, Santa Cruz, CA 95061. May 12, 2002. Organizations participating in the Campaign
are the Aptos Neighbors Board of Directors, People Power, Sierra Club, Mission Pedestrian, Friends
of the Rail Trail and Santa Cruz PRT. Please visit our website at http://sensibletransportation.org.
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September 23, 2011 

 

Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 

Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 

California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 

111 Grand Avenue 

Oakland, CA 94623 

 

 

RE:  Comments from R.E. Ramos, P.E., on Caltrans Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 

Assessment  (DEIR/EA) State Clearinghouse Number 2010022042, State Route 1/Calera 

Parkway/Highway 1 Widening Project (from South of Fassler Avenue to North of Reina Del Mar Avenue 

in the City of Pacifica) dated September 23, 2011 

 

 

Dear Ms. Rivas and Mr. Rosevear: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide my comments on the referenced DEIR/EA and for being so 

helpful in providing background information that aided me in my evaluation of the DEIR/EA.   I would 

also like to thank you for having the Open House/Public Meeting at the Pacifica Community Center on 

22 September 2011. 

I have also sent my comments via e-mail to Mr. Thomas Rosevear  (thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov)  on  

this date. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Raymond E. Ramos, P.E. 

21 Tioga Way 

Pacifica, CA 94044 

 

Enclosure  (Comments from R.E. Ramos, P.E.) 

 

mailto:thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov
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Comments from R.E. Ramos, P.E., Caltrans on Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 

Assessment (DEIR/EA) State Clearinghouse Number 2010022042, State Route 1/Calera 

Parkway/Highway 1 Widening Project (from South of Fassler Avenue to North of Reina Del Mar Avenue 

in the City of Pacifica) dated September 23, 2011.  Page 1 of 9  

 

 

Reference: S.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
Comment 1 -Should not the purpose indicate that it is to improve peak-period travel times along a congested 
segment of SR 1 with the city of Pacifica to a maximum Level of Service (LOS) D, which is what the City 
considers an acceptable LOS? 
 
Comment 2 -What would Caltrans consider an acceptable LOS? 

 

Reference: Table S-1, Section 2.2 – Growth 
 
Comment 3 -Would the Narrow and Landscaped alternatives enhance the economic development potential of 
what is referred to as the Quarry Site that is adjacent to the ocean side boundary of the project zone? 
 
Comment 4 -  If yes to comment 3, then would not this be a growth inducing project? 
 

Reference: Table S-1, Section 2.5 – Utilities and Emergency Services 

Comment 5 -Will the landscaped median alternative utilize reclaimed irrigation water from the City of Pacifica 

wastewater treatment plant through the North Coast Water District and if not, why not? 

Reference: Table S-1, Section 2.6 – Traffic and Transportation 

Comment 6 -If there are alternatives or conditions not yet considered by Caltrans in this DEIR/EA document, 

then would Caltrans revise this section? 

Reference: Table S-1, Section 2.9 – Hydrology and Floodplain 

Comment 7 -Were effects from Climate Change, particularly intensity of storms and rainfall and sea level rise 

taken into consideration during the preparation of this DEIR/EA and if yes how and where in the DEIR/EA? 

Reference: Table S-1, Section 2.10 - Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff 

Comment 8 -Will there be monitoring and sampling of the wetlands abutting the ocean side of the project zone 

as path of the Storm Water Management Plan throughout the period of the construction project of the project? 

 

Comment 9 -Will there be any monitoring done by Caltrans of the highway runoff into the adjoining wetlands 

post construction of the project? 
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Comments from R.E. Ramos, P.E., on Caltrans Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 

Assessment  (DEIR/EA) State Clearinghouse Number 2010022042, State Route 1/Calera 

Parkway/Highway 1 Widening Project (from South of Fassler Avenue to North of Reina Del Mar Avenue 

in the City of Pacifica) dated September 23, 2011 Page 2 of 9 

 
Reference: Table S-1, Section 2.16 – Wetlands and Other Waters 

Comment 10 -What indirect impacts on water quality in wetlands and other waters on-site and off-site are 

possible during and after construction of the project? 

 
Reference: 1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
1.2.2.1 Current Conditions indicates:  “The latest traffic analysis (July 2008) shows that the current 
morning (AM) peak period congestion along SR 1 occurs between 7:00 am and 9:00 am, primarily in the 
northbound (NB) direction with traffic queues extending up to 1.15 miles from the Reina Del Mar 
Avenue intersection south to Crespi Drive. Morning queues also extend east on Fassler Avenue as much 
as 2,500 feet and east on Reina Del Mar Avenue as much as 1,000 feet for local traffic trying to enter SR 
1 from these cross streets.  The evening (PM) peak period congestion occurs between 4:00 pm and 6:00 
pm, primarily in the southbound (SB) direction with traffic queues extending up to 2.06 miles on SR 1 
from the Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue intersection to north of Sharp Park Road. The 
signalized intersections within the city of Pacifica are operated by Caltrans, however it has traditionally 
been Caltrans’ policy to adhere to locally adopted operational performance standards.  The City of 
Pacifica has adopted a standard of LOS D1 or better for signalized intersections. The existing signalized 
intersection LOS condition at SR 1/ Reina Del Mar Avenue operates at LOS E during the AM peak hour 
and LOS F during the PM peak hour, while the existing signalized intersection LOS condition at SR 
1/Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue operates at LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours 
(see Table 1.1). Therefore these intersections currently operate unacceptably, based on the City of 
Pacifica’s performance standards.” 
 

Comment 11 -In a more recent Traffic analysis done for the City of Pacifica, as Lead Agency, for the Oddstad 

Assisted Living Center Draft Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse No 2010112054, Caltrans in a 

June 30, 2011, SM001389/Sm-01-41 letter to Ms. Kathryn Farbstein of the City of Pacifica, Planning and 

Economic Development Department indicates the following: “Please re-evaluate the traffic analysis of State 

Route (SR) 1/Linda Mar Boulevard, Fassler Avenue, and Reina Del Mar Avenue intersections.  As shown and as 

stated in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), we disagree that the Existing, Background, and Cumulative conditions 

of the study intersections will operate at acceptable level of service (LOS) B to C during both peak periods.  The 

December 2010, Project Report for SR 1/Calera parkway Project from south of Fassler Avenue to south of 

Westport Drive compare and address the study intersections included in this project’s TIA and concluded that 

the Existing conditions of these intersections operate at LOS F. We are confident the collected traffic counts 

used in the Oddstad TIA are low and do not represent typical conditions at these intersections during the day 

and month. 

 

The San Mateo Transportation Authority in conjunction with the Department and City of Pacifica, have a 

programmed project to widen SR 1 south of Fassler Avenue and north of Reina Del Mar Avenue from four to six 

lanes.  Purpose of this project is to decrease congestion of this section of the highway and improve the Existing 

conditions of the above intersections that operate at LOS F.  If the intersections operate at an acceptable LOS 

there is no need for this widening project.  Please confirm” 
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Comments from R.E. Ramos, P.E., on Caltrans Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 

Assessment  (DEIR/EA) State Clearinghouse Number 2010022042, State Route 1/Calera 

Parkway/Highway 1 Widening Project (from South of Fassler Avenue to North of Reina Del Mar Avenue 

in the City of Pacifica) dated September 23, 2011 Page 3 of 9 

 

Comment 11 Continued:   
 

I contacted Mr. George White, Director, Department of Planning and Economic Development, City of Pacifica  

and he indicated their contractor, WRA Environmental Consultants, is in the process of answering the Caltrans  

DEIR inquiry and will provide the response in the FEIR.  The DEIR is posted on the City of Pacifica web-site in the 

environmental documents tab under the Planning Department.   The City of Pacifica DEIR brings into question 

the need for the Caltrans project and also brings into question the reliability of the City of Pacifica DEIR for the 

Oddstad Assisted Living Center Project.  How does Caltrans reconcile the difference in the LOS’s for the 

intersections within the Caltrans State Route 1/Calera Parkway/Highway 1 Widening Project (from South of 

Fassler Avenue to North of Reina Del Mar Avenue in the City of Pacifica)in these two DEIRs? 

 
Reference: 1.4.8.8 Signal Interconnect & Signal Timing Improvements without Roadway Widening 
 
The current DEIR/EA section 1.4.8.8 in full text in the following: 
   
“This alternative would install signal interconnect cable between the Fassler Avenue/Rockaway Beach Avenue and 
the Reina Del Mar Avenue signals to coordinate timing of green phases. A variation of this alternative would also 
include widening to add a third lane in the northbound direction. 
 
The environmental and property right-of-way impacts for this alternative would be minimal. The 
estimated construction cost for this alternative for signal interconnect only is approximately $0.3 
million.14  Signal interconnect would not, however, provide an appreciable benefit due to the distance 
between the two signals.” 
 
Comment 12 -There wasn’t much evaluation given to improved traffic control lighting systems at the 
intersections.  I understand that the existing type of signal control is by setting the timing of the change of the 
signal control system, which is not generally considered state of the art with the newer smarter or adaptive 
systems that the computer age that provided.  Given Caltrans involvement in the San Mateo County Smart 
Corridors Project, couldn’t Caltrans consider deploying some Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 
elements along Highway 1, inclusive of smarter/more adaptive traffic signal systems?  If smarter/more 
adaptive signal systems could be deployed along a Smarter Highway 1 Corridor, then there might less of a 
need to encroach into or impact the coastal zone.   
 
Comment 13 -Could you please provide answers to the following questions: How much additional benefit (i.e. 
reduction of LOS at peak hours) would there be with the interconnect cable option?  Are there smarter more 
adaptive signal systems that could be evaluated for application within the project zone and outside the project 
zone south of the project zone that could affect the traffic volume within the project zone?   
 

 

 

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Text Box
143A.12 cont.

frontdesk
Line

frontdesk
Text Box
143A.13



Comments from R.E. Ramos, P.E., on Caltrans Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 

Assessment (DEIR/EA) State Clearinghouse Number 2010022042, State Route 1/Calera 

Parkway/Highway 1 Widening Project (from South of Fassler Avenue to North of Reina Del Mar Avenue 

in the City of Pacifica) dated September 23, 2011 Page 4 of 9 

 
Reference: 1.4.8.8 Signal Interconnect & Signal Timing Improvements without Roadway Widening 
Continued: 
 
Comment 14 -Please provide answers to the following questions: What alternative traffic signal systems 
(ATSS) that adjust, in real time, signal timings based on the current traffic conditions, demand, and system 
capacity were evaluated?  What about ACS Lite, SCATS, LA ATCS, RHODES, etc.? Are the current signal 
systems at Fassler and Reina del Mar intersections basic fixed timed signals on a time of day cycle?  Even if 
the cost of some smarter more adaptive signal systems are greater than $0.3 million referred to in text, might 
it not be more cost effective to consider smarter systems particularly in light of the $45-$52 million being 
considered for the built options?  Could smarter signal systems be considered in conjunction with the narrow 
divider built option if analysis determines smarter signal systems alone could not bring the LOS to an 
acceptable level?  Are ATSS’s something that could be coordinated between Caltrans and the City of Pacifica 
to give the City some control during peak hours and during emergency conditions?  Could better 
signalization at the intersection help alleviate congestion and if yes how much?   
 
  
Comment 15 – General to Alternative Section with Pedestrian Overpasses: 
Overpasses at Fassler and Reina del Mar intersection should be considered not only as congestion relief 
measures on Highway 1 but also for safety reasons.  Having pedestrian (ADA approved) could enhance traffic 
flows due to lessening of time for pedestrians to use cross walks at the project zone intersections.  Pedestrian 
overpasses could also offer safer home to school to home routes for Vallemar School and Terra Nova High 
School.  The high school route on Fassler might be able to utilize SamTrans shuttle services up to and from 
the high school thus lessen VMT on Highway one and also benefit the area by reducing emissions, including 
Carbon Dioxide emissions. Would it be possible to evaluate an alternative that integrates smart signal systems 
at intersections along with pedestrian overpasses?   
  
Reference: Section 2.13.5 Climate Change:  The existing 2.13.5 section states the following: 
“Climate change is analyzed in Chapter 3. Neither U.S. EPA nor FHWA has promulgated explicit guidance or 
methodology to conduct project-level greenhouse gas analysis. As stated on FHWA’s climate change website 
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/climate/index.htm), climate change considerations should be integrated throughout 
the transportation decision-making process – from planning through project development and delivery. Addressing 
climate change mitigation and adaptation up front in the planning process will facilitate decision-making and 
improve efficiency at the program level, and will inform the analysis and stewardship needs of project level 
decisionmaking. 
 
Climate change considerations can easily be integrated into many planning factors, such as supporting economic 
vitality and global efficiency, increasing safety and mobility, enhancing the environment, promoting energy 
conservation, and improving the quality of life.  Because there have been more requirements set forth in California 
legislation and executive orders regarding climate change, the issue is addressed in the CEQA chapter of this 
environmental document and may be used to inform the NEPA decision. The four strategies set forth by FHWA to 
lessen climate change impacts do correlate with efforts that the state has undertaken and is undertaking to deal with 
transportation and climate change; the strategies include improved transportation system efficiency, cleaner fuels, 
cleaner vehicles, and reduction in the growth of vehicle hours travelled.” 
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Comment 16 -In the absence of “explicit guidance or methodology” as to how to conduct project-level 
greenhouse gas analysis from U.S. EPA or FHWA, but guidance or methodology did you employ? 
 
Reference: Section 3.3.2.3 CEQA Conclusion currently reads: “As discussed in the project analysis above, 
the Department does anticipate a decrease in CO2 emissions in the project area as a result of the project. However, 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 determination regarding the significance of the 
project’s direct impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to climate change. Caltrans is firmly committed 
however to taking measures to help reduce energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions both at the program 
level and at the project level.” 
 

Comment 17 -Did Caltrans in the preparation of this DEIR/EA utilize the guidance contained in CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.4. Determining the Significance of Impacts from Greenhouse Gas Emissions? 

Comment 18 – Is the following accurate and if not please provide information as to what is accurate?:  

Background for reference in responding to Comment 11 Inquiry to Caltrans: CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 – I 

believe reads as follows:  Determining the Significance of Impacts from Greenhouse Gas Emissions read as follows: 

(a) The determination of the significance of greenhouse gas emissions calls for a careful judgment by the lead agency 

consistent with the provisions in section 15064.  A lead agency should make a good-faith effort, based to the extent 

possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions 

resulting from a project.  A lead agency shall have discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project, 

whether to: 

(1) Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project, and which model or 

methodology to use. The lead agency has discretion to select the model or methodology it considers most 

appropriate provided it supports its decision with substantial evidence.  The lead agency should explain the 

limitations of the particular model or methodology selected for use; and/or 

(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards. 

     (b)  A lead agency should consider the following factors, among others, when assessing the significance of  impacts from   

greenhouse gas emissions on the environment: 

(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as compared to the existing 

environmental setting; 

(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to the 

project. 

(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, 

regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.  Such requirements must be 

adopted by the relevant public agency through a public review process and must reduce or mitigate the project’s 

incremental contribution of greenhouse gas emissions.  If there is substantial evidence that the possible effect of 

a particular project are still cumulatively considerable  notwithstanding compliance with the adopted regulations 

or requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the project. 
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Comment 19 -Caltrans used the CT-EMFAC model to estimate project GHG emissions for the existing conditions 

(2011) at 126.26 tons CO2, for the future No-Build (2035) at 124.17 tons and for the Future with either Project 

Build Alternative (2035) at 109.48 tons CO2, as indicated in Table 3.1 on page 191 – Could Caltrans please 

respond to the following questions:  

(1) Why would the 2035 No-Build CO2 emission result in less tonnage of CO2 being emitted than what is 

being emitted under the existing 2011 conditions, given the projected increases in congestion projected 

in the traffic sections of this DEIR/EA? 

(2) Should the DEIR/EA include an explanation of the limitations of the CT-EMFAC model? 

(3) Does the CT-EMFAC model have the capability to estimate all the Greenhouse Gas Emissions that can be 

expected during the construction period (i.e. construction equipment, increased congestion during 

construction period, emissions from produced and processed materials used in construction, emissions 

from maintenance operations on the added lanes and project structures to 2035, etc.)? 

(4) Has Caltrans identified a threshold of significance applicable to the proposed project?  If yes, then what 

is that threshold? 

(5) What other models were considered by Caltrans besides the CT-EMFAC  model? 

(6) Could Caltrans provide, as appendix to the FEIR, the current description of U.C. Davis developed CT-

EMFAC model methodology and limitations of use for GHG emission for transportation projects?  

 

Reference –Section 3.3.2.2 Construction Emissions reads as follows: “GHG emissions for 
transportation projects can be divided into those produced during construction and those produced during operations. 
Construction GHG emissions include emissions produced as a result of material processing, emissions produced by 
onsite construction equipment, and emissions arising from 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 GHG emissions produced during construction can be mitigated to some degree by longer 
intervals between maintenance and rehabilitation events. 
 
The project includes measures that will reduce GHG emissions during construction, including the 
following: 
A transportation management plan (TMP) will be prepared and implemented. Among other 
benefits, the TMP will reduce traffic congestion during construction. 
Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines will be strictly prohibited.” 
 
Comment 20 –In regard to Section 3.3.2.2 Construction Emissions please respond to the following: 
 

(1) In that the DEIR/EA does not provide a quantification of GHG emissions for the construction phase 
of the built alternative projects, was this because the model that Caltrans used (CT-EMF) didn’t 
have the capability to estimate these emissions? 

(2) Did Caltrans consider other models that might have the capability to quantify constructions GHGs, 
such as a Road Construction Emissions Model that has been referred to by the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District? 
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Comment 20 –In regard to Section 3.3.2.2 Construction Emissions please respond to the following -
Continued: 
 

(3) Did Caltrans consider a manual estimation of construction GHG emissions given limitations of CT-
EMF model? 

(4) Can Caltrans provide a quantification of the construction GHG emissions expected during the 
construction period?  If yes, please provide that quantification. 

(5) What is the period (# of months or years) of construction  expected for the built alternatives and 
when is the earliest start date expected for the project? 

(6) What will the anticipated LOS be during the construction phase of the project at the intersections, on 
Highway 1and on the connecting roads impacted by the project? 

(7) What will the expected traffic congestion be in terms of minutes delay as a consequence of the 
construction activities and what will be the expected delay reductions be because of the TMP? 

(8) How much GHG emissions and other air emissions of concern do you expect to be reduced by 
prohibiting unnecessary idling? 

 
Reference - 1.4.8.10 School Bus Service to Vallemar Elementary School on Reina Del Mar 
 
Comment 21 -Did Caltrans, SMCTA or the City of Pacifica during the preparation of this DEIR/EA 
approach the Pacifica School District and/or the Vallemar Traffic Committee about how the school starting 
times could be changed or staggered to lessen the impact from the nearly 400 students that are transported to 
and from the school daily (according to a 2/3/10 Memorandum from the Office of the Superintendent, 
Pacifica School District)? If accommodations could be made with the Pacifica School District and the 
Vallemar Elementary School that result in less vehicles coming to and from the school does Caltrans believe 
this would lessen the congestion on Highway 1?  How much of the LOS at the Reina Del Mar intersection 
with Highway 1 does Caltrans believe is caused by vehicles coming to and from the Vallemar Elementary 
School? 
 
General Comment: 
 
Comment 22 – I noticed there isn’t discussion about the traffic impact associated with vehicles coming and 
going from the Terra Nova High School that utilize Fassler and Highway 1.   Did Caltrans, SMCTA or the 
City of Pacifica during the preparation of this DEIR/EA do any analysis of the impact generated by the 
traffic associated with operations at Terra Nova High School?  Does Caltrans believe there are ways to lessen 
the congestion on Highway 1 if fewer vehicles were to travel to and from Terra Nova High School – if yes - 
what ways do you envision are possible and should there be a section included in the FEIR?  How much of the 
LOS at the Fassler intersection with Highway 1 does Caltrans believe is caused by vehicles coming to and 
from Terra Nova High School? 
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Reference  - 2.14.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The current section indicates: “Although the project would not result in a substantial increase in traffic-related noise, 
projected noise levels would, however, approach or exceed FHWA’s noise abatement criteria at four locations. Two 
of these locations will approach or exceed FHWA’s noise abatement criteria under existing conditions. As a result, 
the feasibility and reasonableness allowances of noise abatement sound walls were considered, as shown in Table 
2.15. The possible locations of these soundwalls are also shown on Figure 2.4.” … “Based on the studies completed 
to date, the Department does not intend to incorporate noise abatement in the form of (a) barrier(s) [or berm(s)] 
along the project alignment. It is recommended that sound wall #1 not be constructed since the estimated 
construction costs would exceed the total reasonable allowance for every sound wall height configuration, and 
because this sound wall would benefit only one receiver. Assuming utility relocation costs for sound wall #2 would 
be approximately $200,000, it is recommended that sound wall #2 not be constructed since the total estimated 
construction costs would exceed the total reasonable allowance for every sound wall height configuration.22”… “If 
during final design conditions have substantially changed, noise abatement may be necessary. The final decision of 
the noise abatement will be made upon completion of the project design and the public involvement processes.” 
 

Comment 23 – Please provide a description of the sound attenuation walls it envisioned during its cost 
estimation referred to in section 2.14.4 above and answer the following: Given the location for sound 
attenuation it seems likely the public would be concerned, can Caltrans describe the type and potential 
impacts of what it currently envisions as possible sound attenuation measures, so the public can have a 
clearer idea of what Caltrans may be considering? 
 
Reference – Summary S-1 indicates: 
 
“The California Department of Transportation (“Department” or “Caltrans”), in conjunction with the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica, proposes to widen 
Highway 1/State Route 1/Calera Parkway (hereinafter referred to as “SR 1”) in the city of Pacifica 
from four lanes to six lanes through the project limits.”  
 
Comment 24 - The Public Meeting Notice for 22 September 2011 essentially says the same, but uses the word 
“cooperation” instead of “conjuction”.  I have also heard the word “sponsorship” used.  Caltrans is the Lead 
Agency for this project, how has the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of 
Pacifica worked in “conjunction”, “cooperated”with Caltrans, and/or “sponsored” the Calera Parkway 
project for which the DEIR/EA is prepared? 
 
General: 
 
Comment 25 -Is there funding current available to be obligated for this project and if there isn’t such funding 
what is Caltrans best opinion as to when the Calera Parkway Project could be awarded and construction 
started? 
 
Comment 26 -How long is the estimated construction period be from start of construction to completion of 
construction? 
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General: 
 
Comment 27 -Will the marshalling/storage area for construction materials and equipment be within the 
project zone indicated in the DEIR/EA and if not where outside the project zone will materials, equipment, 
and support facilities be located in the City of Pacifica? 
 
Reference -2.1.2.2 Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and Programs 
 
Comment 28 -How did Caltrans take into consideration the updating of the City of Pacifica General Plan and 
Local Coastal Plan that is currently underway, along with other plans and programs that are being updated 
and/or amended? 
 
Comment 29 -Did the City of Pacifica when working in conjunction with Caltrans review the DEIR/EA and 
indicate to Caltrans that the City Council concurred in the consistency determinations? 
 
Comment 30 -When was the City of Pacifica provided with the DEIR/EA for review and input to the 
preparation of the DEIR/EA?  When did the City of Pacifica last review (date) the DEIR/EA prior to its 
release to the public for comment? 
 
Comment 31 -Who at the City of Pacifica was the principal contact person that Caltrans worked this project 
in conjunction with? 
 
Comment 32 -If the City of Pacifica was a co-sponsor of the Calera Parkway Project what did it contribute to 
the project?   
 
Comment 33 – Would Caltrans be amendable to an extension of the public comment period from the 7 
October to a date in the later part of November to allow for more public meetings in and by the City of 
Pacifica, Lead Agency, and other responsible involvees in the Calera Parkway Project for which this 
DEIR/EA was prepared ? 
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Ted Garber 
895 Rockaway Beach Ave 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
6504900698 
tdx9997@gmail.com 

Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4 
Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Ave., Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax:51~~~ 

Email: thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Oct. 25, 2011 

I am writing in strong opposition to the proposed highway widening project. 

I live on Rockaway Beach Avenue and I am concerned about the negative effects uJX>o 
my and other local residents' travel for the unspecified length of time required for the 
project. 

I also am concerned that less disruptive cures bave not been studied and tried (light 
timing. etc). and no studies have been done to identify causes of traffic. Travel is much 
easier during periods of no school. How can school traffic be specifically addressed? 

I also do not see how the afternoon rush hour traffic can be helped. There will always be 
a two lane highway at the city's southern boundary that will cause backups. Your plans, 
at best, would move the bottleneck slightly. 

Again, I am strongly opposed to either of the two proposed plans for Highway I 
widening in Pacifica. 

Sincerely, 

-1t-pA~ 
Ted Garber 
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Dale Wick 
<dwick339@gmail.com> 

10f07f2011 03:03 PM 

To <thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov> 

ee 

bee 

Subject Pacifica Highway 

I am opposed to the widening of Highway 1 in Pacifica. I live up the hill on 
Fassler Ave and would be greatly affected, both pro and can. It is such a 
massive change for such a short distance that I think the costs significantly 
outweigh the benefits. 

Thank you, 
virginia wick 
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Susan Lujan 
<Iujansathome@sbcglobal.ne 
t> 

10/071201103:23 PM 

To <thomas_rosevear@dot.ca.gov> 

ee 

bee 

Subject Hwy 1 widening in Pacifica 

We would like to express our concern and dismay with the Highway I widening plan for 
Vallemar to Rockaway Beach in Pacifiea. We don'l undersland how lhis expansive widening 
will hclp wilh com mule lraffic. Going from a 4 lane freeway lo a 6 lane highway for 1.3 
miles and re lurning lo 1 lanes will nol improve lraffic condilions. There will sli ll be lraffic 
lighls. Il will spread oul the traff ic for 1.3 miles and creale a bol lieneek as lhey merge 
back inlo 4 lanes. We have lived in Vallemar for 37 years and are very concerned wilh lhc 
fulure of lhis area. 

Thank you, 
Edward and Susan Lujan 
255 Berendos Ave. 
Pacifica. CA 
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Tara Atkins 
<tara@mlsslonglass.com> 

1011212011 08:49AM 

Please see the attached letter. Thank you. 

Tara Atkins 
Accounts Payable 
Mission Glass Company 
200 Valley Drive #17 
Brisbane, CA 94005 
tara@missionglass.com 
Ph: 415-468-1570 ext.27 
Fx: 415-468-0288 

~ 
h¥.y 1 lettel revised 10102011.doc 

To <thomas_(osevear@dot.ca.gov> 

co 

bee 

Subject hwy 1 letter 



Tara At kins 
PO Box 2115 
EI Granada, CA 94018 

October 12, 2011 

Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning and Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, 
Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue, 
Oakland, CA 94623 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Dear Ms. Rivas; 

I am writing to strongly encourage you to complete the Calera Parkway Widening Project. 

This project has been needed for years. The people of Pacifica are at risk with multiple safety 

issues while this highway remains in its current state. Police, Fire and Ambulance professionals 

are held up frequently because they simply cannot get around the traffic on both sides of this 

road. Ambulances try to inch around cars in this dangerous bottleneck. The cars simply have 

nowhere to go. I am certain this creates extra risk for the patients inside of the ambulances 

because it slows response time in both directions. 

We also know businesses have been impacted by the traffic bottleneck. When traffic slows that 

much, no one wants to stay and shop. They just want to keep moving until they are in a place 

where they will not risk getting stuck in more traffic. There have been many businesses that 

have suffered and in some cases closed because it was too challenging for customers to stop 

and shop there. 

Pacifica deserves better. If we can widen that road it will help Pacifica and contribute to our 

quality of life here. 

I strongly urge you to proceed with this project. 

Thank you, 

Tara Atkins 
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PRO C E E DIN G 5 

MS. GOODWIN: So, start ing off, we'll start 

off with Julie Thomas, and she'll be followed 

immediately by Jennifer Ball. And then the third 

speaker will be Jim Wagner. And then I'll -- as we 

start announcing the next ones, I'll just keep adding 

to that. 

So, if you would come down to Irma, she's --

or Irma could go over to Julie. Either way. That's 

great. If we want to use the sides of the room, that 

works for me too. 

So, Julie, you've got three minutes. Let us 

know what you're thinking. 

MS. THOMAS: I find this an appalling and 

frivolous waste of taxpayer money. Where -- you're 

talking about creating -- it looks like a snake that 

ate a giant animal, and it's going to be small at one 

end, huge in the middle and small at the other end. It 

sounds like the Golder (phonetic) plan, which was a 

plan to build a six-lane freeway all the way down the 

coast and build Daly City-style housing all the way 

through. 

California is closing schools. We're closing 

hospitals. We're closing food programs. We're closing 
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1 homeless programs. We're closing absolutely everyth i ng 

2 that people need, but we have the money to spend 

3 50-plus million dollars on this project. 

4 And the other and the other thing is, I 

5 have never known Cal trans to come in on budget. Every 

6 single project that I have ever heard of has become far 

7 above the cost that was told to the public before it 

8 was built. 

9 And taxpayers need a break in this state. We 

10 do not need this project, which is so small and so 

11 ridiculous and such a frivolous waste of taxpayer 

12 money. Yes, people need jobs. But let's put them to 

13 work building something that people need. Build 

14 another -- build another school. Build programs. 

15 Build things that people need. Do not build this 

16 ridiculous, frivolous highway that nobody needs and 

17 that won't provide anything for the people of 

18 California. 

19 Thank you. 

20 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Julie. 

21 Jennifer. Jennifer followed by Jim Wagner 

22 followed by Susan Vellone. 

23 Thank you, Jennifer. Go ahead, Jennifer. 

24 MS. BALL: Well, when you hold it -- why 

25 didn't you explain that to me? 
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1 Okay. I moved here six years ago . My 

2 husband said, What do you think about moving to the Bay 

3 Area? 

4 And I did a lot of research. You should look 

5 at what Pacifica is on the internet, and you will find 

6 that this is a town that fights Caltrans for more than 

7 40 years. This town didn't want the tunnel. That 

8 tunnel is behind project, it's behind schedule, by a 

9 year and a half is my understanding. And you might not 

10 blame that on Caltrans, but you hired the people that 

11 are doing the tunnel . You fought 380. We fought 380 

12 because you wanted to put it into Vallemar . 

13 My understanding is the same amount of people 

14 lived here when this place was incorporated 50 years 

15 ago. So why is there so much traffic? It's not us. 

16 It's people coming from the south or the north. So we 

17 are doing this for other towns. That seems 

18 unacceptable to me . 

19 And I support the woman who said we need to 

20 support the schools . We do not need to build more in 

21 global warming. It's insane. I moved here because 

22 Pacifica cares about land like it cares about its 

23 children. And it will fight. It will fight to stop 

24 you fLam doing this insane project . 

25 MS. GOODWIN: Jennifer, thank you . 
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1 Jim? Jim followed by Susan followed by 

2 Eileen. 

3 Okay. Jim, you're on. 

4 MR. WAGNER: Well, number one, I appreciate 

5 the passion of the last speaker. It's tough to follow 

6 something like that, but I'll attempt to. 

7 I sit on the board of directors for the 

8 Chamber of Commerce of Pacifica, and I've been a local 

9 businessman for 22 years here. I have also commuted 

10 that stretch of highway with children, go to work and 

11 back home, so I understand the frustrations involved in 

12 trying to navigate that. 

13 But one of the things -- and the primary 

14 thing that I'm concerned about is the safety of this 

15 town. And, in light of that, I have to read this very 

16 quickly. 

17 "We are retired professional firefighters who 

18 have served in Pacifica collectively for over 

19 100 years. We support the Route 1 traffic bottleneck 

20 solution being considered. 

21 "It is imperative that Route 1 be widened 

22 wit h improved east-west turning lanes for very sound 

23 reasons. Safety, in our opinion, is the number one 

24 reason this improvement needs to be facilitated as soon 

25 as possible. Our firefighters are dedicated, 
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1 hard-working professionals. We understand the 

2 consequences that delays in help can cause. The 

3 condition on Route 1 at this choke point is 

4 intolerable. 

5 "Everyone has seen the commute traffic 

6 congestion. Couple this traffic density with poor road 

7 shoulders and you have a problem with emergency 

8 vehicles getting through. A breakdown, accident or 

9 flat tire only makes matters worse. We have heard the 

10 arguments that it's only a fifteen-minute delay. 

11 Fifteen minutes. Fifteen minutes can be the difference 

12 between life and death for someone suffering from an 

13 accident or heart attack. 

14 "For most of the coast, the nearest hospital 

15 is north of Pacifica, which requires ambulance runs 

16 north on Route 1. If a fire emergency breaks out 

17 during commute times, fire engines are en route as 

18 well. If there's a large fire in the north end of 

19 Pacifica, equipment has to be sent north to assist or 

20 repositioned to the south to provide standby coverage. 

21 Firefighters and EMT personnel absolutely cannot afford 

22 to be delayed during emergency service calls. 

23 "In any event, we believe it is irresponsible 

24 to wait any longer to implement a Route 1 widening to 

25 solve traffic congestion we have seen increase over the 
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1 last 20 years. 

2 "Route 1 is a regional highway, and thousands 

3 of Pacificans use it as their only way out of town. 

4 "For emergency personnel, Route 1 is our 

5 lifeline to protect Pacifica. We do not want to tell 

6 any Pacifica resident we were late to a fire or medical 

7 emergency because we were stuck in traffic. 

8 "Signed, Jim Bonner, battalion chief, 

9 Pacifica Fire Department, retired, 38 years of service. 

10 Bob Trapp, battalion chief, Pacifica Fire Department, 

11 retired, 33 years of service." 

12 

13 

14 

MS. GOODWIN: Time's up. I'm sorry, Jim. 

MR. WAGNER: And Steve Engler. 

MS. GOODWIN: Thank you. 

15 Susan followed by Eileen followed by Bill 

16 Collins. 

17 And, Irma, if we can get you to move over a 

18 little bit. I don't think Jim can see the cards very 

19 well. So if we could kind of get it so that our 

20 speakers can see it or maybe you could pullout a 

21 little bit and sit more noticeably. Thank you. 

22 Sorry, Susan. We want to make sure you get 

23 your full three minutes. Go ahead. 

24 MS. VELLONE: I won't take that long. 

25 Good evening. My name is Susan Vellone. I'm 
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1 the past president of the Pacifica Chamber of Commerce. 

2 I just wanted to give a little bit of a 

3 business perspective my name is Susan Vel lone from 

4 the Pacifica Chamber of Commerce. I'm past president. 

5 I just want to give a little bit of a business 

6 perspective on my side. 

7 As a business owner in Pacifica for 32 years, 

8 I've been flustered by the terrible traffic jams in 

9 mornings and late afternoons. Clients have been 

10 frustrated, knowing that they will not be able to make 

11 their appointments on time and have to reschedule for a 

12 later date. This is a direct financial impact on me 

13 and my staff and many other service industry businesses 

14 that work on time schedules. No client, no money, no 

15 tax revenue for the City. That's what happens. When 

16 somebody doesn't show up, that's like me walking up to 

17 you; you open up your wallet, and I pullout the 

18 hundred dollar bill. It does hurt. There is a 

19 financial impact. We cannot afford to fall behind with 

20 this lost revenue. 

21 My additional concern, as a wife of a first 

22 responder, is the reduced city financial support for 

23 the fire and police department within our city. This 

24 has caused staff reduction, fewer fire engines, police 

25 units, and lengthened response time. Reducing traffic 
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1 congestion during peak hours will improve the flow of 

2 traffic and save lives. 

3 On the environmental issues, City Council is 

4 keen on eliminating the carbon footprint within our 

5 community. There were concerns when Walgreens moved 

6 into our city. Questions were asked, if delivery 

7 trucks could turn off their engines and not idle. This 

8 would keep carbon monoxide from flowing into our clean 

9 ocean air. Traffic in the morning and evening, leaving 

10 and returning in our community, add up to approximately 

11 three hours of cars idling in this segment of this 

12 highway. 

13 And, additionally, I have one question to 

14 this might be deferred to the legal department. We 

15 know that if impacted properties will be moved, that 

16 they will get fair market value. Will they also lose 

17 future revenue? Will they get a settlement on loss of 

18 future revenue? 

19 MS. GOODWIN: Beth, can you speak to that? 

20 MS. VELLONE: So it's not just on the 

21 property that they will lose, that they will be paid 

22 for, but all of the future (inaudible). 

23 MS. GOODWIN: We'll give Beth the microphone. 

24 MS. PERRILL: My name is Beth Perrill with 

25 Cal trans. 
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1 If a business is impacted by a project such 

2 as this, then they would have to claim damages after 

3 the project. So you would have to keep complete 

4 records before and after the project to prove and show 

5 that damages had been incurred. 

6 MS. VELLONE: And how long would that type of 

7 process be for a business? 

8 MS. PERRILL: Well, you'd have to compare 

9 your records before and afterwards. 

10 MS. VELLONE: Okay. Just curious. Okay. 

11 Thank you. 

12 MS. GOODWIN: So, businesses, keep good 

13 records. You never know when you might need them. 

14 Okay. Eileen. Followed by Bill Collins. 

15 And then our speaker after Bill will be Chris Porter. 

16 MS. COREY: First off, I'd like to say thank 

17 you to the strong women that spoke in the beginning, 

18 because they were right. 

19 I live in Vallemar with my father, who is a 

20 beautiful elder that I look after. And they've lived 

21 there -- my parents lived there for over 40 years. 

22 This is a very bad idea. We already live 

23 with congestion. And all the people that are saying 

24 they're going to save time, I suggest this: Set your 

25 clock 20 minutes early. Okay? It's not that hard. It 
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1 doesn't take a genius. 

2 The other thing that is blowing my mind about 

3 this whole thing is they're talking about 2035. Come 

4 on. Are we going to even be here in 2035, the way 

5 things are going? The last developer that ran through 

6 this town wanted to remove part of a mountain in 

7 Rockaway and put a fancy hotel. Hello, tsunami. 

8 So what I'm saying to everyone: Quit looking 

9 to the future to be saved. The only thing -- the only 

10 people that are going to save you is yourselves. 

11 And we need to start really honoring what we 

12 have. Pacifica is known for the beauty of nature. You 

13 want to be saved financially? You know, start 

14 advertising in the City, start making nicer places for 

15 them to come to see. Make nice bike paths. 

16 And the other thing I want to address, too, 

17 is the fact that all these meetings are costing 

18 taxpayers. I'm really curious who is paying for this 

19 stuff. Who is paying for this? Sorry. I love 

20 employing people, I really do, but not for frivolous 

21 things. This is not going to solve anything. 

22 Also, nobody has addressed the fact that 

23 there is a school full of children three blocks away. 

24 This is a freeway. I don't care how anybody wants to 

25 say it. It will have direct impact on the air these 
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1 kids have to breathe. 

2 As well as the people that live in Vallemar. 

3 We already suffer a lot from traffic congestion. I 

4 deal with it. I am directly impacted. We live six 

5 blocks away from the highway. 

6 So, if I can deal with it, everyone else 

7 needs to buckle up and say, Tough patootie. This is 

8 life. Deal with it. Life is hard. You got to get 

9 used to it. 

10 And the environment is important, because you 

11 know what? We're the environment. Without it, we're 

12 screwed. 

13 And I'm really tired of all of this being 

14 saved by development. Get a life, people. We don't 

15 need development. We need to be taking out our lawns, 

16 riding more bicycles, getting healthy. And instead of 

17 all these parents that car their kids to school, make 

18 them walk. I walked two miles to school a day. Okay? 

19 I'm healthy and I'm 57. 

20 Bring it on. 

21 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Eileen. 

22 Bill Collins followed by Chris Porter 

23 followed by Mitch Reid. 

24 Bill? Bill? 

25 MR. COLLINS: I'm sorry that the sponsors of 
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1 this meeting spent the first 40 minutes, once again, 

2 t ry i ng to sell this project on us. I've been to all 

3 three meetings, and you always try to sell this and we 

4 have to sit and listen to this. I thought we were 

5 here I mean, I read the EIR. I don't need somebody 

6 to tell me about the project again. 

7 But you're not listening to us. At the first 

8 meeting, almost seven months ago, my neighbors took the 

9 time to offer alternatives. 

10 I was proud' of you. You had a lot of good 

11 alternatives, and I thought, Wow, there's a lot of good 

12 thinking in this room. 

13 And tonight you saw them on the board. You 

14 didn't see carpooling, by the way, but you saw the 

15 others listed and dismissed -- it was a whole ten 

16 seconds -- with no analysis, no cost/benefit studies at 

17 all. And that's an insult to my neighbors that took 

18 the time to suggest those ideas. 

19 So -- you know, for example, the flex-a-Iane. 

20 The EIR says, Well, we don't want to pay somebody to 

21 move the cones during the day, so we're not going to do 

22 

23 

24 

25 

that. So hire somebody. Hire somebody. 

So that's the way our suggestions are 

dismissed. And I think it's an affront to the public. 

I think you're not listening to us. So you can have 
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1 20 meetings and you can tell the board how many public 

2 meetings you had, but you're really not listening to 

3 us. 

4 I want to see the studies of those 

5 alternatives yo u d i smissed. And if you don't have 

6 them, you need to do them. If you have them, I'd like 

7 to see them. 

8 Thank you. 

9 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Bill. 

10 Chris Porter followed by Mitch Reid followed 

11 by Pete Perc ira [sic]. 

12 Chris? 

13 MS. PORTER: Hi. I'm Chris Porter. I am the 

14 president of the Chamber of Commerce this year, and I'm 

15 also the general manager of one of the largest 

16 companies in this city, Recology of the Coast, that has 

17 19 diesel trucks on the road every day. Okay. 

18 I'm constantly -- I have a letter to the 

19 editor that was in the paper yesterday. I'm going to 

20 read that. 

21 "I am constantly amazed by the letters and 

22 blogs from the people against the widening of 

23 Highway 1. A very vocal minority of people always say 

24 no. The gang of no makes a lot of noise." And I've 

25 heard that already tonight. 
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1 I live less than five miles from my office. 

2 I live in mid Linda Mar, and I travel to Park -- to 

3 Sharp Park. 

4 five miles. 

It takes me 30 minutes to get less than 

That's ridiculous. And anyone who says I 

5 should leave earlier to go to work -- I'm at work from 

6 7:00 to 7:00 every day. So I have a job. 

7 "The Pacifica Chamber of Commerce supports 

8 this Highway 1 widening. Let's for once be ahead of 

9 the traffic problem that the tunnel will exacerbate 

10 during commute time. About half of all Pacifica 

11 commuters are stuck in this traffic jam every day. Add 

12 to this the bottleneck of all the commuters from Moss 

13 Beach down to Half Moon Bay. 

14 'The Route 1 traffic solution is merely 

15 designed to expand turning so the north-south commute 

16 works better. This solution also features 

17 deacceleration lanes and acceleration lanes so those 

18 making turns get out of the main traffic stream. 

19 'Every other town in this state works to make 

20 its residents' commutes easier. Do readers of this 

21 letter prefer to sit in traffic, waste gas, hurt air 

22 quality, miss appointments, get your children to school 

23 late, or have Pacifica proactively solve a problem that 

24 has been building for over the past 20 years?" 

25 The garbage trucks, I believe, in traffic, do 
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1 more to hurt the environment than moving along. 

2 MS. GOODWIN: Pete Percira followed by Bill 

3 Meyerhoff followed by Mike Hicks. 

4 Pete? 

5 MR. REID: Hi, I'm Mitch Reid. I live about 

6 a block away from here. 

7 MS. GOODWIN: Sorry. Mitch. Sorry. 

8 MR. REID: Let me start off by saying that I 

9 am for a solution. I am for adding emergency lanes. I 

10 think we need a little more extra lanes for that 

11 aspect. But I am against the two limited alternatives 

12 that we're being forced to accept. I believe that 

13 there are other alternatives out there. 

14 I have some concerns about what is listed in 

15 the document already. And right now what I'm very 

16 concerned about are the two sound walls, one in front 

17 of the Shell station and one where the Indian cafe is. 

18 Now, they're not shown in the document except for 

19 Page 131, which just shows a slight visualization of 

20 it. 

21 Now, this has a visual impact. They have 

22 great slides and images of other stuff, but they don't 

23 show us what the two biggest visual impacts will show 

24 in this town. What will this city look like if we have 

25 wider highways and two giant sound walls down at 
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1 Rockaway Beach? We need to know what those sound walls 

2 will look like. 

3 Now, clearly, it says in the document these 

4 are potential and possible. There is nothing in the 

5 document that says that these sound walls won't be 

6 built. They can be built after we make comments on 

7 this document. We have not been properly shown this. 

8 Now, the other aspect is, I'm for a solution. 

9 I would like to see the light at Vallemar eliminated. 

10 I proposed, in the scope meeting, undergrounding -- not 

11 an overpass undergrounding the road at Vallemar so 

12 bikes, pedestrians and strollers can get under the 

13 highway. And also, by eliminating it, there's less 

14 cars idling. 

15 And I believe that we have to look at the 

16 cost of this and not just outright reject this on cost. 

17 Because let's look at the cost of the tunnel. It's 

18 about 300 million. Now, what I'm talking about is 

19 about a 300-foot-Iong underground thing underneath the 

20 highway. I don't think it would be that expensive. I 

21 would like to see that explored first. I think it 

22 would help the environment and the city. 

23 Thank you. 

24 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Mitch. 

25 Pete? Pete Percira followed by Bill. 
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1 MR. PEREIRA: Pereira. 

2 MS . GOODWIN: I'm sorry. I can't read your 

3 writing. Pereira. 

4 MR. PEREIRA: Yeah. Pete Pereira. 

5 My thinking is that they have gone far enough 

6 with this, really. They should really fix the highway 

7 from where the freeway ends to Vallemar Boulevard. Get 

8 the traffic through here. 

9 And then as far as putting a they're 

10 talking about putting a median barrier in the middle, 

11 with planting. Don't do that. Because you know what 

12 happens when you do that? They got to stop and they 

13 got to work on this, and they got people working there. 

14 And all through the day and night and stuff, you always 

15 got traffic congestion. Because that -- besides, it's 

16 expensive to keep up that thing. Put a rubber cement 

17 barrier and let the traffic go through here and -- my 

18 thinking is that the main thing is get the traffic 

19 through and get it fixed for the next 30 years. And 

20 the way you do that is fix it from where the freeway 

21 ends to where Vallemar Boulevard is, and you'll get the 

22 traffic through there. 

23 Thank you. 

24 MS . GOODWIN: Thank you, Mr. Pereira . 

25 Bill Meyerhoff. Bill will be followed by 
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1 Mike Hicks, who will be followed by Mike Ferreira. 

2 MR. MEYERHOFF, Hi. Bill Meyerhoff, board of 

3 directors, Chamber of Commerce. Also, repair facility 

4 owner. 

5 I'm a product of the Terra Nova High School, 

6 local school system. Had a wonderful auto shop teacher 

7 that taught me a lot of life lessons. One of the most 

8 important things he taught me was safety first. And my 

9 focus on this project is safety. 

10 You know, we have wonderful police and fire 

11 services in Pacifica, with dedicated, committed 

12 employees. It just doesn't do us much good if they 

13 can't get to those in need. 

14 You know, this project is funded now. I'd 

15 hate to see us lose this funding and end up with 

16 nothing. As I understand, in -- a half-cent sales tax 

17 was implemented in 1998 to pay for transportation. I 

18 understand that Pacifica also voted in 2004 to extend 

19 that half-cent sales tax, with a 75 percent "yes" vote. 

20 Thus, the funding. 

21 I think that we need to move forward rather 

22 than ignore the serious traffic problem we have. We 

23 need this project now. We need it for our safety. We 

24 need it for our citizens' sanity. 

25 Thank you. 
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1 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Bill. 

2 Mike Hicks. 

3 MR. HICKS: Yes, my name is Mike Hicks. And 

4 I've been commuting down to Silicon Valley for the last 

5 18 years from here. I've gone from 7:00 o'clock in the 

6 morning to 8:00 o'clock in the morning to 9:00 o'clock 

7 in the morning. 

8 I notice that, basically, when the school is 

9 in is when the traffic backs up. Otherwise, when 

10 school is out, it's not a problem. 

11 Hey, I'm all for widening the highway. I 

12 think everyone can say that can be a good thing to do, 

13 but this is total overkill. 

14 Now, I commute down to Silicon Valley, past 

15 18 years, and I go down De Anza-Mathilda Boulevard, 

16 which is the main Sunnyvale boulevard from 280 to 101. 

17 I do that every day. It's four miles. It's 

18 14 stoplights. There is Homestead Highway. There is 

19 tens of thousands of people that use that commuting 

20 that go to Google, Yahoo and Apple. 

21 I can get through there, 13 to 14 minutes. 

22 Today I timed it, and I left at 5:00. It took me 

23 13 minutes. 

24 I can't understand why there is two damn 

25 stoplights up there, and it takes me more than that 
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1 just to get through Sunnyvale -- or Pacifica. And the 

2 reason why is because the Sunnyvale Department of 

3 Transportation have got that coordinated where all the 

4 lights will turn green, where you can constantly flow 

5 through. Why in the heck can't we get those two 

6 stoplights coordinated so you can flow through like De 

7 Anza-Mathilda Boulevard? 

8 Now, there's another question . They have 

9 Highway 85. They spent over $50 million in 1995 

10 putting in another lane there. But all that did was 

11 just stack up the cars, vertically to horizontally. 

12 And anyone who goes down to Silicon Valley knows you 

13 can go faster from 280 to 101 using the surface, 

14 Mathilda-De Anza. 

15 You want to talk about emergencies, Jim or 

16 whoever you are? Don't use 85 to get a cop or an 

17 ambulance through there. Take it through De 

18 Anza-Mathilda. You'll go through there just like --

19 just like a breeze. 

20 So, to me, I think it's overkill, for 

21 $50 million, to put this freeway in here. 

22 MS. GOODWIN: Mike, time is up. Thank you. 

23 Mike Ferreira, who is going to be followed by 

24 Tod Schlesinger and Laurie Goldberg. 

25 MR. FERREIRA: Good evening, folks . My name 
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1 is Mike Ferreira. I live in Moss Beach, but I'm here 

2 tonight in the capacity of conservation chair for the 

3 Lorna Prieta chapter of the Sierra Club. 

4 I spoke at the March meeting, and I expressed 

5 that the Sierra Club has -- is skeptical about widening 

6 a project such as this. And I would have to say, now 

7 that I see this, I think we've gone well beyond 

8 skepticism. 

9 We will comment in writing by October 7th as 

10 to our objections to some of the aspects. But, for 

11 tonight, I think I really need to bring forward our 

12 disappointment in some of the process issues. The very 

13 fact that there have not been any public meetings, City 

14 of Pacifica, whereby the citizens can speak to their 

15 councilor planning commissioners to give voice 

16 regarding this project. I've asked people in this town 

17 to tell me when there was a council meeting where they 

18 could do that, and the only thing that comes close to 

19 that is 1999. I find that utterly frustrating. 

20 Because our club has paid attention to 

21 Pacifica because it has good environmental citizens. 

22 We participate in the endorsement process. We endorse 

23 candidates, after interviewing. Have them fill out 

24 questionnaires. And we've already asked about this. 

25 And I am immensely disappointed, the club is 
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1 immensely disappointed, that October 7th is right 

2 around the corner and we have not heard officially from 

3 the City of Pacifica what its position is. Pacifica 

4 has permit authority, under the Coastal Act, for the 

5 portion of this project that is in their local coastal 

6 program. Your city should be engaged, publicly and 

7 with you, on this project. 

8 That's my primary comment for tonight. We 

9 will comment further by October 7th. 

10 Thank you. 

11 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Mike. 

12 Tod Schlesinger? Has Tod left? Oh, there he 

13 is. Okay. Because I knew I saw Laurie on the on-deck 

14 circle. So 

15 MR. SCHLESINGER: I'm next? 

16 MS. GOODWIN: You're next, Tod. You're next. 

17 MR. SCHLESINGER: I don't need a microphone, 

18 do I? 

19 MR. GOODWIN: Yeah, you do. 

20 MR. SCHLESINGER: Yeah, Tod Schlesinger, 

21 Linda Mar. 

22 So a few facts and some questions. Because 

23 the emotion is nice, but that isn't going to get the 

24 job done. 

25 

So let's deal with some facts. 

Is it true or not true that the money that 
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1 was allocated for improvements to Highway 1 was 

2 originated in 1988? That's my understanding. So you 

3 do the math. You got 22 -- this is 23 years later. 

4 This is no different than the quarry, the old 

5 wastewater treatment plant. Nothing gets done. 

6 So let's look at some alternatives, to 

7 mitigate. Because, remember, the tunnel is going to be 

8 done before we're going to be done, to get -- if we're 

9 done in 2015. It's my understanding is that if this 

10 project goes, it will go in 2015. 

11 But here is my questions. Are we going to 

12 close the Fairway crossing? It's dangerous. It 

13 doesn't serve any purpose. 

14 Are we going to agree that at some point we 

15 may utilize the two bus turnouts, one in front of 

16 Eureka Square and one in front of Sharp Park, going 

17 north and south, that could be ingress and egress? 

18 Are we going to fix the Manor overcrossing? 

19 Are we going to have the onramp at Milagra? 

20 And are we going to coordinate with the 

21 school district to get rid of the ridiculous 

22 entitlement? Ron Paul just said "endless entitlement." 

23 You can't have it, people. You cannot have endless 

24 entitlement. You can't have people in Manor and 

25 Fairway bringing their kids down to Linda Mar and vice 
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1 versa. It's ridiculous. It's an entitlement that has 

2 to go. It's contributing to the traffic, and there's 

3 no bene fit. 

4 So the questions I'm asking are: Is there a 

5 backup plan to mitigate some of the traffic in the 

6 event we don't get this? Are we going to close the 

7 Fairway crossing? There's no need for it. Are we 

8 going to coordinate the signals? Are we going to work 

9 with the schools? Are we going to do the Milagra 

10 onramp? Are we going to do the rest of the things that 

11 we could have and should have done? And then we 

12 wouldn't have had this huge impact. 

13 You know, it's the old FRAM filter story, 

14 people. You pay $5 for the FRAM filter; you're fine. 

15 You don't; it costs you $5,000 to fix your car. 

16 So who do we have to blame for this fiasco? 

17 Only ourselves. 

18 Thank you. 

19 MS. GOODWIN: Tod. 

20 Laurie Goldberg followed by Sabrina Brennan 

21 followed by Courtney Conlon. 

22 MS. GOLDBERG: Wow. Tad, you really made 

23 sense tonight. That was really good. I like that. 

24 I do not like this project. I do not want to 

25 see it happen. I think it is a waste of money, like a 
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1 lot of people said. 

2 I don't like all these suit people. I'm not 

3 sure where all these suit people live. I doubt it's in 

4 Pacifica. And all this money for these people to be 

5 here and cookies and water, whatever. 

6 I live in Vallemar. I -- it's amazing. I 

7 don't know where some of these people who are talking 

8 come from. Because when school is out during the 

9 summer, there is no traffic problem in the morning. 

10 And there's little traffic, probably, in the evening. 

11 A lot of it has to do with the schools. 

12 The timing of the lights is awful. It's 

13 terrible. Why are we not talking about that? 

14 We're wasting money on this being shoved down 

15 our throat. I don't know why Cal trans wants to do 

16 this. I'm sure the Chamber of Commerce has their own 

17 personal feeling about this. They probably want 

18 development so we can have more people in Pacifica. 

19 Susan Vellone talked about businesses. Well, 

20 she's way in the back -- I think the Park -- in back of 

21 the Park Pacifica area. So if she had a business in 

22 Rockaway Beach, close by, where they had to move it, 

23 I'm sure she would not be supporting this. I'm sure 

24 she wouldn't be happy about it. 

25 I really -- and I agree with the gentleman 
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1 talking about we haven't talked about carpooling. In 

2 2030, how do we even know what kind of cars we're going 

3 to be driving? What kind of transportation are we 

4 going to be doing? We don't even know. We might be 

5 having cars that float in the air. I mean, how do 

6 we -- in 2030, we do not know what our transportation 

7 is going to be like. 

8 So I think it's ridiculous to say that this 

9 is going to be the be-end, end-all for Pacifica. And 

10 I -- I really hope that -- like someone said, the City 

11 needs to get more involved, the City Council and --

12 like Tod was talking about, we have the lights, the 

13 schools. 

14 Tod, I was proud of you. You really made 

15 sense tonight. 

16 There's just a lot of issues that -- just a 

17 lot of issues that are not being talked about. They're 

18 trying to round this freeway through, and I don't want 

19 to see retaining walls or sound walls put up. How 

20 disgusting. 

21 So that's all I have to say. 

22 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Laurie. 

23 Sabrina followed by Courtney, who will be 

24 followed by Aaron Reif. 

25 Sabrina. 
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1 MS. BRENNAN: Hi. I'm Sabrina Brennan, and I 

2 live in Moss Beach. And I'm new to learning about this 

3 project, although I understand it's been dragging on 

4 for many years for you Pacificans. 

5 So I have some questions tonight. 

6 And I also want to mention that I am here as 

7 a representative of the Coasts ide Bicycle coalition. 

8 And I'm going to hold up our new banner. We're going 

9 to be at the Half Moon Bay International Marathon 

10 tomorrow and also on Saturday. You are invited to join 

11 the bicycle coalition. You can find us on Facebook. 

12 And I'd like to start by addressing the woman 

13 who works for Recology. And I believe she mentioned 

14 she's the president of the Chamber currently. I have a 

15 suggestion for her. I understand she has a hard time 

16 getting to work in the morning, and I suggest that she 

17 ride a bicycle. 

18 Right now in Pacifica there is a need for 

19 improved bicycle trails. And it doesn't look like this 

20 plan really addresses those issues, and I'm concerned 

21 about that. 

22 I asked one of the presenters, before the 

23 meeting started, if there are any plans for a striped 

24 bike line in this megafreeway project. And I learned 

25 that actually there is no plans whatsoever for a bike 
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1 lane. I find that a little bit hard to believe, but 

2 apparently that's the case. 

3 So that's an area where I think there could 

4 be improvement. And I think that that can happen with 

5 or without this project. Hopefully without. 

6 So I'm going to start with my questions. So 

7 I'm curious about the origin of this project. I don't 

8 expect anybody to answer these questions right now. 

9 I'm just going to ask them. So I'm wondering where the 

10 City Council stands on the project. 

11 Next question: Have the planners considered 

12 a trail project as an alternative to highway widening? 

13 It seems to me that a trail project would help 

14 alleviate some of the traffic congestion, and it should 

15 be looked at as an alternative to the project. 

16 I noticed in some of the documents in the 

17 EIR -- in the draft EIR that a roundabout was 

18 included -- or two roundabouts were included and some 

19 options. Frontage road was an option. Various other 

20 things that were not even talked about tonight. Maybe 

21 those were talked about at previous meetings. But I 

22 would be interested in learning more about that. 

23 Why isn't the bike lane included? That's the 

24 question. 

25 What about ride-sharing as an alternative? 
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1 Where are the plans for ride-sharing? 

2 And what about the plans for providing safe 

3 crossings for bicycles and pediatricians? I understand 

4 right now there is no plan for an overcrossing or an 

5 undercrossing. 

6 Thank you. 

7 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Sabrina. It looks 

8 like your questions have all gotten in there. 

9 And I would just remind folks that we're here 

10 to comment on a document, not on each other. So it's 

11 more productive if you can focus on the document. The 

12 last couple of speakers have focused on the other 

13 speakers. And, really, this is all going to end up in 

14 print, so I would just remind you of that. 

15 Courtney, followed by Aaron. 

16 MS. CONLON: Good evening. My name is 

17 courtney Conlon. I'm the CEO of the Pacifica Chamber 

18 of Commerce. 

19 And I would just like to say that we 

20 definitely support well-thought-out plans that give a 

21 vision and a relevancy to Pacifica. 

22 I have lived here myself 33 years. I live in 

23 the middle -- the back of the Valley, between Linda Mar 

24 and Park Pacifica. And I have been caught in traffic, 

25 just like all of us, coming from the south end of town. 
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1 All the way through -- once I get through, probably, 

2 Fairway Park. And if I had gotten to work 15 minutes 

3 earlier, yes, that would have been probably a good 

4 thing. 

5 But traffic from 7:30 until 9:00 o'clock 

6 every morning, guaranteed -- when school is in, you can 

7 be guaranteed that you're going to be lagging and 

8 behind schedule. And when I look right at the car next 

9 to me talk about this being okay. We talked it 

10 being an economic issue. Yes, we do believe -- the 

11 Chamber of Commerce, we do believe this is definitely 

12 an economic issue. We also believe it's a safety 

13 issue. We also definitely believe it's an 

14 environmental issue. Cars that are sitting, idling. 

15 The emissions that they release into the ozone. Come 

16 on, folks. This is where we really have to understand 

17 what is going on. 

18 And then let's talk about a health issue. I 

19 worked at Seton Medical Center for nine years, and the 

20 people that would come in from stress-related 

21 activities. Road rage is one of them. And the road 

22 rage that people experience when they are late, when 

23 their kids are late for school, when they're late for 

24 appointments, when they know that they're missing out 

25 on something that they -- yes, they should have left 
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1 maybe a half hour earlier, but things happen in the 

2 morning sometimes that you just can't get out. 

3 And I just want to say that I did write a 

4 letter in my column this morning, too, in the Pacifica 

5 Tribune -- and I'm just going to read you some 

6 excerpts -- that on behalf of the Pacifica Chamber of 

7 Commerce board of directors and myself, that "the 

8 widen i ng of Highway 1" in finding a long-term solution 

9 is "between Rockaway and Vallemar" is about time. 

10 It is something that is needed. 

11 Those of us that have vision for Pacifica 

12 the tunnel will be coming in the next year or so. 

13 After that, the walking trail. The amount of people 

14 that wi ll be coming to Pacifica during the summer, when 

15 school is out - - think about it, folks. We're going to 

16 be impacted. 

17 So let's take advantage of an opportunity of 

18 funds that have been put aside for this highway 

19 widening. 

20 Thank you. 

21 MS. GOODWIN: Aaron followed by Connie 

22 fo ll owed by Gil Anda. 

23 Aaron? 

24 MR. REIF: Hi. I'm Aaron Reif. I live 

25 right here on the top is where I live. This hits me 
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1 close to home. And we talk about road rage, I live 

2 that far away. 

3 MS. GOODWIN: Now, Aaron, this is being 

4 taped. So could you help us with some sort of 

5 designation of what that neighborhood is, for our 

6 MR. REIF: Sure. I live in Rockaway. I'm 

7 about--

8 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you. 

9 MR . REIF: one block away. I'm about one 

10 block away from the highway here. 

11 All right. So, look, I'm the problem. The 

12 reason you can't get across the highway is because I'm 

13 a pedestrian, and I'm trying to get across that street 

14 like five times a day. I'm running, riding my bicycle. 

15 You know, things that everyone should be doing, but 

16 they're not. And I know because I'm out there. 

17 The reason your kids can't ride to school is 

18 because this road right here is super-dangerous, this 

19 path for them to take. So you can't cross them across 

20 the street. 

21 I feel like, you know, who are the people in 

22 charge? You don't even know my town or my 

23 neighborhood. Do you live anywhere near here? I cross 

24 the street all the time. 

25 Th i s i s a monstrosity. It does not belong 
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1 near my house. I have been here for 20 years. I went 

2 to high school here. I am going to die in this house 

3 in 50 years. This road is still going to be the same, 

4 I promise you. 

5 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Aaron. 

6 Connie. Connie Kelley followed by Gil Anda 

7 followed by Dana Martise. Martise (pronunciation). 

8 Hi, Connie. 

9 MS. KELLEY: Just so everybody knows, I 

10 really resented being called the gang of no. I really 

11 resent that. And I don't think we're a minority, 

12 either. 

13 I live in Rockaway Beach. I have a few 

14 things to say. 

15 How do you think six lanes will make it 

16 easier for fire and emergency vehicles? Because you'll 

17 just have more cars in the way. 

18 What happened to the frontage road? 

19 I have lived in various places, virtually all 

20 over United States in my life. I have been in Pacifica 

21 for 23 years. And I really don't see the need for 

22 this. 

23 I drive and I take that every day. And you 

24 know what? It doesn't seem to matter whether I -- what 

25 time I leave. I still get to work at the same time. 
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1 And it's always within the same time period. But it 

2 makes a difference, my attitude, when I'm sitting in 

3 traffic. And I can wait that five minutes. 

4 But I don't understand why they don't have a 

5 frontage road that local traffic, parents, could use to 

6 get up to Vallemar and up to -- around the Sharp Park 

7 area. So, when it's bad, the people who had -- all 

8 those people that they figure to come through the 

9 tunnel just because there's now a tunnel -- I don't 

10 know how we're going to get all that much more traffic. 

11 I -- I just don't understand this. And I 

12 don't -- Chamber of Commerce we don't vote for. We 

13 didn't vote for this project. We do vote for the 

14 people that vote for other people, and I will remember 

15 this. 

16 The speeds -- at least I -- you know, I ended 

17 up with a truck in my yard, 15 feet from my bedroom. 

18 You know, and they don't even monitor the vehicles that 

19 are out there now. They have -- a lot of trucks come 

20 roaring down Fassler that are not supposed to be there. 

21 Tractor-trailer, overloaded dump trucks, which end up 

22 next to me in bed almost. I mean, I really don't 

23 appreciate that. 

24 The tunnel will not cause an increase in 

25 cars. I go up and down the coast. I have Moss Beach, 
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1 everywhere, all along the coast. 

2 So, anyway, firefighters will do better with 

3 a frontage access that can be designated emergency road 

4 when needed. 

5 You know what? I don't want any of my 

6 friends to stay at any of those hotels if they start 

7 doing construction. And I don't think anybody would 

8 want to stay any of those hotels. Let alone, who wants 

9 to go to a business when you got construction dust 

10 floating allover you? 

11 I'm sorry. No , no, no. I am in the gang of 

12 no. 

13 MS. GOODWIN: Connie. 

14 Gil Anda followed by Gil -- I'm sorry. Gil 

15 Anda followed by Dana followed by Mary Keitelman. 

16 MR. ANDA: Good evening. I'm Gil Anda, and 

17 my family owns a lot that is going to be acquired in 

18 the event that the highway is widened. And it has been 

19 encumbered since 1978. And, as far as I'm concerned, 

20 that means that way back then, the necessity was, you 

21 know, noticed, that we needed that property for the 

22 highway widening. 

23 And one unique thing about this highway that 

24 differentiates it from -- you know, like over 101: 

25 This section of highway doesn't have any alternative 
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1 frontage roads to go in case it gets blocked. 

2 And I can remember two incidences, where a 

3 friend of mine was three hours late coming to dinner 

4 because there was an accident. And then also this one 

5 time I was like halfway down Sharp Park Road and 

6 traffic was completely stopped, and I heard a siren. 

7 And it was an ambulance. And it was coming right down 

8 the middle of traffic. Everybody kind of had to move 

9 zipperlike, you know, out of the way. 

10 So I don't doubt the necessity of fixing the 

11 situation. 

12 One other thing I would like to point out is 

13 that among the arguments used against it was generated 

14 traffic, induced traffic. This comes from a couple of 

15 studies. I believe it's Sightline Institute and 

16 Victoria Institute. 

17 Yes, by all means, I think that this should 

18 be examined when we do an EIR. But it should be 

19 applied evenly across the board to our alternatives 

20 like, you know, synchronized traffic lights. I don't 

21 know if they're being applied right now or not. 

22 But, in other words, what induced traffic is 

23 is it asks the question, is this highway going to 

24 become obsolete anytime soon. And so -- you know, we 

25 should ask that question in an EIR. We should ask it 
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1 of all the alternatives. And, as far as I'm concerned, 

2 this is becoming obsolete as it is, and it will 

3 definitely become even more -- ever more obsolete 

4 because we -- you know, as somebody pointed out, it's 

5 not just Pacifica traffic. It's traffic from north and 

6 south of Pacifica. 

7 And one last thing. Someone mentioned, you 

8 know, why are we wasting money on this -- okay. Let me 

9 go quickly. Earlier today Barack Obama stood by this 

10 bridge. It's a capital project. It's something that 

11 will be used to help bring this country out of a 

12 recession. And this is a capital project. And I stand 

13 with Barack Obama with that. 

14 Thank you. 

15 MS. GOODWIN: Gil. 

16 Dana followed by Mary Keitelman followed by 

17 John Curtis. 

18 MS. MARTISE: I am opposed to the widening of 

19 Highway 1. Building more roadway does not solve 

20 traff i c problems. 

21 I lived in Atlanta from 1968 to '78 and then 

22 aga in from '87 to '95. When I lived there the first 

23 time, Atlanta had beautiful neighborhoods because it 

24 made a concerted effort to conserve its trees and keep 

25 as much greenery as possible. When I moved back, 
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1 Atlanta was well on its way to becoming the L.A. of the 

2 East. It could not chop down its trees fast enough to 

3 make room for more housing and more roads. 

4 In particular, Georgia 400 was built. Since 

5 Atlanta was expanding so rapidly, Georgia 400 was going 

6 to alleviate the congestion coming from people living 

7 in popular northern suburbs. The road was built 

8 through some of the loveliest neighborhoods in Atlanta. 

9 The congestion was not alleviated. More people moved 

10 into the northern suburbs, and the road continued to be 

11 j am-packed with cars. 

12 Road widening does not solve traffic 

13 problems. In the short term, it creates more traffic 

14 as the widening takes place. Once completed it invites 

15 more cars onto the road, so you wind up where you 

16 started. Road widening is regressive. We need a 

17 progressive plan to move more efficiently into the 

18 future. 

19 The original widening of Highway 1 bisected 

20 the town of Pacifica, helping to turn Palmetto Avenue 

21 into a ghost street and making Pacifica just a means to 

22 get somewhere else. Half Moon Bay has been able to 

23 maintain its image as a charming destination spot, 

24 while Pacifica is the middle part of getting from 

25 Point A to Point B. 
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1 No more widening, please. Other solutions to 

2 congestion on Highway 1 should be considered. 

3 Thank you. 

4 MS. GOODWIN: Mary Keitelman followed by John 

5 Curtis followed by Kathryn Slater. 

6 Mary. 

7 MS. KEITELMAN: Hi. Let's see. I request 

8 that a more serious look at the citizen requests for 

9 alternatives be addressed. So I would like for a 

10 cost/benefit analysis of these following items -- which 

11 I'm going to list some of them; there is others -- be 

12 done by an outside consultant firm that is a recognized 

13 professional in these types of studies. 

14 And those types of things that we don't 

15 really hear here are added bus service around the 

16 commute hours. I actually commute to Oyster Point 

17 every day, 13 miles. I'd love to use public transit, 

18 and I don't because there's not enough options around 

19 the time. Basically, there is one time and that's it. 

20 You miss it and it's another hour. I would like to see 

21 that same service. 

22 I would like a cost study/benefit analysis 

23 for seniors and children as well. Our community is 

24 aging. Baby boomers want a place that is livable. I 

25 would like to see small covered bus stop shelters, with 
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1 little benches, to make the bus commute easier and more 

2 comfortable and ordinary to use instead of an 

3 inconvenience, standing in the rain. 

4 I'd like to see school scheduling. I live in 

5 the back of the Valley, and the commute is there 

6 isn't a problem when the schools are out. So just to 

7 echo what others have said. 

8 I would like to see some competent traffic 

9 light timing performed. We live close to Silicon 

10 Valley. I'm sure there's enough talent nearby to find 

11 that. 

12 I would like to see that turn signal rule for 

13 commute hours addressed. 

14 I like the idea mentioned earlier about an 

15 underground area for bikers and walkers. I would like 

16 to see bike paths throughout. As we age, we are not 

17 going to be in our cars. Especially when we get really 

18 old. We're still going to want to get out to our 

19 doctors, our lawyers, our friends, our library, the 

20 parks, out -- I would like to make one final comment. 

21 I'm not having enough time to do everything. I'll send 

22 it -- formal communication in writing. 

23 This -- if we have enough -- more bus 

24 service, that will be long-term jobs for the community, 

25 which will add to the quality of life. Anybody who 
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1 drives a bus, it's a decent job. And it's somebody who 

2 is go i ng to live nearby. 

3 That same goes for all those bus shelters. 

4 Those are construction and maintenance jobs. Those add 

5 to the health of the community. What -- people are 

6 saying six lanes, but it's more like twelve. 

7 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Mary. 

8 John. John will be followed by Kathryn 

9 Slater, who would be followed by Dinah or Dinah 

10 (pronunciation) Verby. Dinah. Dinah Verby. 

11 John. 

12 MR. CURTIS: Hi. Thank you. 

13 First of all, I'm insulted by Cal trans 

14 presenting us with a plan that is really only a 

15 variation. One is what color of park benches do we 

16 really want versus the other, the whole landscaping 

17 issue. Essentially, what they're doing is presenting 

18 you with two freeway plans and saying, If you don't 

19 take this, then you get nothing and it's going to be 

20 your fault. It's that easy out. 

21 It's that same arrogance that compelled 

22 Caltrans, during the Devil's Slide cascades, and led 

23 the public to have to take Measure T to the v.ote. And, 

24 by the way, Pacifica did vote for the tunnel. It took 

25 decades to stop Cal trans on 380 in this town and get it 
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1 unadopted. There is a long litany of abuses. 

2 I would like to correct something that I 

3 think a lot of people aren't clear about. The 

4 council -- City Council is very limited at this 

5 point -- and the Planning Commission -- about what they 

6 can do and say as an official body, because they are 

7 not the lead agency. The EIR has not been certified. 

8 There will come a time, but it's not right now -- I 

9 don't believe so -- in normal process. 

10 The thing that -- a couple of things that 

11 bother me here is, you'll notice that they're 

12 bridging -- by the way, we fought the 380 because we 

13 didn't want to be just an off ramp to Half Moon Bay, 

14 you know, just to breeze on through, which was 

15 basically what happened with the northern portion of 

16 town and the freeway that killed Sharp Park. 

17 This is going to severely hurt businesses of 

18 Rockaway Beach, making it very difficult for anyone to 

19 turn in that want to manipulate their way in there. I 

20 can't understand why the Chamber is slitting the throat 

21 of some of their members. For what reason? I don't 

22 get it. 

23 You notice that the plan bridges a portion of 

24 the wetland and then puts these massive retaining walls 

25 along the west side of the road. 
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1 Now, when this all first started, I had 

2 talked to Joe Hurley years ago about an alternative 

3 that I thought would work. 

4 The real problem here, by the way, is not 

5 Fassler. It's Reina del Mar. And anyone who's a 

6 commuter knows that you can't pulse enough people 

7 through the intersection. That's why people are trying 

8 to get down Fassler and -- okay. 

9 So, my point is, there are alternatives. 

10 I tried to get the Calera creek daylighted as 

11 part of this project, because that's the way God 

12 created it, to restore habitat. They said, for a 

13 while, this was not happening. After a while, they 

14 said, Well, there's no habitat now. 

15 Yet Fish and Wildlife met with the City of 

16 Pacifica. I was there. Several people, council 

17 members and other people in the audience, were there. 

18 And they determined there is significant habitat over 

19 there and made the police station put that habitat in. 

20 So what's being done here is things are being 

21 manipulated . 

22 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, John. 

23 Kathryn followed by Dinah Verby followed by 

24 William Leo Leon. 

25 Kathryn. 
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1 MS. SLATER CARTER: All right. My name is 

2 Kathryn Slater Carter, and I want to thank everyone for 

3 attending this public hearing and having the public 

4 hearing. I've been to previous hearings on this. I 

5 will note that I was not notified of this hearing 

6 except by Mary Keitelman, who sent me an e-mail. 

7 I have commuted this route since I moved to 

8 Montara in 1978, working in Daly City. I own an office 

9 building in the north end of Pacific Manor. 

10 I think there is a bunch of red herrings 

11 about this being the only alternative for safety. And 

12 I agree with Mitch and many of the other speakers. I 

13 think that the alternative of bad or worse is asking 

14 for a third choice. 

15 I think we need to make it scenic. I'm 

16 surprised that the Chamber of Commerce is talking is 

17 allowing sound walls and retaining walls. This is not 

18 scenic. 

19 And I do know about visibility of businesses. 

20 And we businesses will die if people can't see it and 

21 can't access it adequately. It has enough problems as 

22 it is. 

23 Why not engage the same consultants who have 

24 been working on the midcoast? And their recommendation 

25 has been to put in -- instead of stoplights, to put in 
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1 roundabouts all the way from Moss Beach through EI 

2 Granada and possibly into Half Moon Bay, instead of 

3 stoplights. That keeps the traffic moving and allows 

4 people to to move along. 

5 My experience, like others, is that the 

6 northbound morning congestion is the worst during 

7 school. Perhaps some special turn lane to get people 

B into the school from the highway and then back out 

9 again would help. 

10 But what I see the plans are is that you're 

11 going to have people racing to get from the three lanes 

12 into the two lanes so they can be fastest. This is 

13 simply going to be a wider parking lot. 

14 I suggest also that folks here, including the 

15 City Council, write to the Coastal Commission and 

16 support limited growth for the San Mateo County Local 

17 Coastal Program update which is in process. It's 

18 supposed to be finishing right now. It will take the 

19 housing down from upwards of 200 houses a year down to 

20 40 a year. This will help with the traffic problems 

21 too. Don't continue the original bad plan. 

22 Thank you. 

23 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Kathryn . 

24 Dinah. Dinah Yerby followed by William Leo 

25 Leon followed by Alice Whealey. 
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1 MS. VERBY: Hi, Dinah Verby. I live in 

2 Vallemar. I am admittedly coming into this process 

3 fairly late, I think, compared to a lot of you. 

4 And I still have not completed my review of 

5 this draft EIR, but I do have a lot of concerns. One 

6 of them being for the businesses, for our local 

7 businesses. Because I was rea ll y troubled by the 

8 response I heard earlier about the impact of revenue 

9 loss on some of our local businesses who will be 

10 impacted by this project. 

11 And the response was, they're going to have 

12 to wait until the project is over -- which I believe is 

13 going to be at least two years or longer -- before they 

14 can even submit a claim for potential lost revenues. 

15 Well, I don't believe most businesses will be able to 

16 survive for two years and wait and see if they might be 

17 compensated later on. And, if I were a business, I 

18 would really, really be seriously concerned about that. 

19 Other issues I have are, again, with the 

20 process. I mean, I know there have been some public 

21 meetings. I'm also concerned that there does not 

22 appear to be a point in the process that I know of, 

23 before certification of the final EIR, where our city 

24 will weigh in as a city, as a -- an elective body, with 

25 comments. Whether they have technical jurisdiction, 
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1 whether they're the lead agency or not, I really think 

2 that our city representatives owe it to the public to 

3 conduct a public hearing. 

4 And, for that reason, one of my main comments 

5 tonight is I would like to request that the public 

6 comment period for this project be extended. Not only 

7 because there are a lot of folks who really are still 

8 clueless and have no idea what's going on but because I 

9 really do believe that our elected city officials 

10 should be weighing in on this process. To say that 

11 this is the biggest project that is going to be hitting 

12 our city in decades and to say that there is there 

13 is nothing to be done until after this process is 

14 finished and the EIR is certified is extremely 

15 troubling to me. 

16 I myself have not decided whether we need to 

17 widen the highway, but I am concerned that there are 

18 better alternatives. 

19 I'm aware of a study, a conflicting traffic 

20 study, which shows traffic levels at Band C during 

21 morning and evening peak hours. And that's the Oddstad 

22 Assisted Living Center project. That says, to me, that 

23 there's a conflict in the data that is being relied on. 

24 There is a serious inaccuracy in the data that is being 

25 relied on to support the whole premise of this project. 
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1 That definitely needs to be studied further. 

2 Thank you. 

3 MS. GOODWIN: William Leo Leon followed by 

4 Alice followed by Pete Shoemaker. 

5 MR. LEON: Hello. I'm Leo. I just want to 

6 say that I'm in favor of finding solutions both for 

7 traffic congestion in Pacifica but also for the entire 

8 coast. 

9 And what that means is -- like most people, I 

10 worked my whole working life. But the last three years 

11 of my career I was fortunate to work in EI Granada, 

12 living in Pacifica. So I kind of had the reverse 

13 commute, from Pacifica to El Granada. 

14 But many times, because -- I was retired as a 

15 Postmaster. We would have meetings in San Francisco. 

16 And I would be coming up from EI Granada through 

17 Pacifica, where I originated, born in San Francisco. 

18 And what I noticed was single-driver cars lined up all 

19 the way up Devil's Slide, coming into Pacifica during 

20 the commute time and then backing up from Fassler all 

21 the way down to Linda Mar Boulevard. 

22 The reason I say that is because I really 

23 think we need to look at the traffic from a regional 

24 standpoint. We're trying to fix a regional problem 

25 with a local solution. We really need to have the 
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1 whole region participate in this solution. And we need 

2 to know the traffic contribution from the south and 

3 from Pacific separately and independently so that we 

4 can determine what kind of actions we need to take, 

5 intelligently, and what kind of initiatives to come up 

6 with. We can't just rely on a local traffic study. We 

7 have to expand our view and have a more realistic view 

8 of what the situation is. 

9 As the earlier speaker alluded to, I'm aware 

10 of a peer review traffic study, much more current than 

11 what we're relying on here. A peer review -- so it has 

12 been looked at that has improved levels of traffic 

l3 service. That tells me we need more current data. We 

14 need to expand. 

15 Now, as far as the EIR, I think it's kind of 

16 in conflict with itself. I'm just going to read one 

17 portion of S.3. 

18 Okay. S.3. "Improve peak-period travel 

19 times along" Highway 1, "at a reasonable cost, while 

20 avoiding or minimizing impacts." One of the problems 

21 with EIR is it doesn't give you the dimensions. 

22 Currently, the roadway is 66 feet. One alternative is 

23 128 feet wide. The other is 144. 

24 So, what I'm saying, basically, is how can we 

25 add cost to a project and increase the take of habitat 
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1 and business space and roadway frontage for the sake of 

2 a median? It just doesn't make sense. Why would we do 

3 that? All of Highway 1 is under consideration as a 

4 scenic highway. Do we need to be planting trees or 

5 shrubs? 

6 MS. GOODWIN: Time's up. Thank you. 

7 Alice. Pete Shoemaker followed by Steve 

8 Sinai. 

9 Alice. 

10 Pete, if you could get ready. We still have 

11 many speakers, and we're getting very close to our 

12 adjournment time. Thank you. 

13 MS. WHEALEY: I live in Pedro Point. I was 

14 forced to take my child to Vallemar, first year I moved 

15 here, because Cabrillo was not open. I have also 

16 commuted along the road. So I know what I'm talking 

17 about. 

18 The congestion on Highway 1 is caused mainly 

19 by the traffic lights from Linda Mar to Reina del Mar, 

20 not by the width of the road. This is shown by the 

21 fact that traffic moves along much better once the cars 

22 head north of Reina del Mar, even where the road is 

23 only four lanes. So adding lanes on either side is not 

24 going to solve your problem. 

25 It's absurd to spend this much money and 
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1 cause this much environmental and social disruption to 

2 simply add a lane on either side. If you're going to 

3 spend that much money or possibly more -- and cause 

4 that much disruption, it should be a project that will 

5 actually relieve congestion. And that would require 

6 getting rid of some of the traffic lights. 

7 If Cal trans refuses to get rid of the 

8 lights -- especially at Reina del Mar , if not some of 

9 the other intersections -- a school bus would be a much 

10 cheaper and better solution. As everyone has observed 

11 already, traffic is far better when school is not in 

12 session and parents are not competing with commuters to 

13 get along Highway 1. 

14 Someone also brought up the issue of taking 

15 away this you know, the possibility or the -- being 

16 forced to parents having to take their kids all the 

17 way across the city, causing problems to commuters as 

18 well as themselves. 

19 So, all of the alternatives. I heard 

20 frontage road. I don't know much about that. But 

21 definitely a school bus would be a far superior, 

22 cheaper alternative, if you're going to be cheap. 

23 But, if you want to spend a lot of money, you 

24 need to do something about the lights . Adding lanes on 

25 either side is not going to relieve your congestion. 
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1 And, of course, as everyone has pointed out, it causes 

2 a lot of environmental and social disruption. 

3 MS . GOODWIN: Thank you, Alice. 

4 Pete Shoemaker followed by Steve Sinai 

5 followed by Julie Lancelle. 

6 MR. SHOEMAKER: I think we have a problem we 

7 have to deal with. I think doing nothing is not an 

8 option. We can't stick our heads in the sand. We need 

9 a process that is sane, that is reasonable and lets 

10 people think that they're being well represented. I 

11 want to focus on that. 

12 So just a question. The -- Caltrans is the 

13 agency that is responsible for issuing the EIR report, 

14 correct? Caltrans is the issuing agency of the EIR? 

15 Cal trans is also the certified agency of that same 

16 report, correct? 

17 MS. GOODWIN: That's correct. 

18 MR . SHOEMAKER: Does anybody else here see a 

19 conflict of interest? If I was in an election, would 

20 you have would you feel comfortable at that point 

21 with people in the election counting the votes? This 

22 violates any kind of reasonable sense of fair play, and 

23 it -- can you see, from our point, that we feel like 

24 our comments are just going to be like, you know, 

25 invalid or not viable? 
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1 And so the process itself, if it continues 

2 this way, is just going to raise the hairs on 

3 everybody's head. So it violates any sense of 

4 reasonableness that the same agency that certifies this 

5 thing -- and it feels very much like a ramrod. If 

6 you're going to do that to us, you're going to get 

7 really big, strong, organized opposition to it. 

8 So nobody wants it. We've been through it 

9 too many times. 

10 So I need to have you address this process to 

11 us. Common sense. Person to person. Sit down and 

12 have a beer with me. Because this is a fair process 

13 because -- and Pacifica (inaudible) Planning Commission 

14 and the city. And, yes, we do have a voice. And then 

15 we can probably work something out and sanity will 

16 prevail. Otherwise, we're going to have a pitched 

17 battle that you know how it's going to go. And 

18 Cal trans does not have a good record on pitched battles 

19 here. 

20 Nobody wants it. And so talk to us -- person 

21 to person, adult to adult -- why this is a fair and 

22 reasonable process, and we'll get somewhere. 

23 MS. GOODWIN: Steve followed by Julie 

24 followed by Glen Baker. 

25 And I still have about eight speakers. If 
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1 there is anybody else, if you would please fill out 

2 your card now. Because we were scheduled to end it at 

3 9: 00. If I don't have too many more cards, I will go 

4 over and keep going with the three minutes. 

5 Probably -- right now we'll probably be adjourning at 

6 9:10, if everyone is comfortable with that. But it 

7 we can't keep going all night. So, if you have a 

8 couple more speakers, please get them in now or just 

9 leave the card in writing with us this evening. 

10 Okay. Thank you. 

11 Steve. 

12 MR. SINAI: Hello. I'm Steve. I'll go 

13 really fast. 

14 I just want to say that I support this 

15 project. It doesn't necessary have to be a widening. 

16 Whatever works is fine. 

17 But of all the alternatives I've been 

18 hearing -- I know that you can't have 80 buses going 

19 through with full -- you know, full carpools aren't 

20 going to work. Nobody works 9:00 to 5:00 anymore. 

21 Issues like that. 

22 Building trails? We have enough trails. How 

23 is that going to reduce the traffic? 

24 I -- personally, I live north of the problem. 

25 I will not go south during commute hours, which means I 
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1 won't purchase Denny's or I won't go buy two dozen 

2 doughnuts at the doughnut shop at Linda Mar for my 

3 coworkers. 

4 You know, it's just been years and years and 

5 years since we've done anything to help businesses in 

6 this town. I have been -- there are a lot of the same 

7 people -- I think there are a lot -- I see the same 

8 people who were complaining just several years ago 

5 about how fast traffic was on Highway 1 now saying 

lC traffic is not a problem at all. I'm hearing people 

11 saying things like, There's no traffic going through 

12 coming through the tunnel, so we don't need this. 

13 Other people are saying, Oh, traffic is going to be 

14 jammed coming through the tunnel. You know, just the 

15 nonsense with all of this stuff. 

16 Most people read the EIR, and a lot of their 

17 concerns are addressed in that. A lot of the 

18 alternatives that I'm hearing were already taken care 

19 of. 

20 Again, we can't -- we need to do something to 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

improve this town. We just laid off a bunch of city 

employees. You know, we can't just go bankrupt. 

That's it. Thanks. 

MS. GOODWIN: Steve, thank you. 

Julie. Followed by Glen Baker followed by 
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1 Theresa Dyer. 

2 MS. LANCELLE: Hi. Thanks very much. 

3 I just wanted to just give a little history. 

4 Someone said something about how this project kind of 

5 was based on a project from 1988. But, actually, the 

6 project in 1988 was an extension of the freeway all the 

7 way through Rockaway Beach Avenue, with an off ramp and 

8 onramp to accommodate a big development there. So this 

9 is different than that project. Thank God. 

10 And -- but, nonetheless, I want to -- I want 

11 to just say the following. You know, I - - I would like 

12 to see Cal trans and the Transportation Authority work 

13 with the local community and take some of this vast 

14 amount of money and spend it on facilitating a public 

15 process in Pacifica to engage and discuss the issue. 

16 This highway has always been a big issue for us, and I 

17 think we can figure it out. A lot of good ideas have 

18 come up tonight. But we do need to have a process. We 

19 always seem to be at the effect of decisions that are 

20 made for us with regard to this. And I really want to 

21 ask Cal trans and the Transportation Authority to engage 

22 us in something that may be new for them but I think 

23 would be very productive. There have been, in other 

24 communities, at other times, community dialogues, which 

25 are very inexpensive compared to the project price tag, 
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1 to address the issues that people are bringing up 

2 tonight. 

3 Because we do actually have a safety problem 

4 on Highway 1, on that stretch between Fassler and Reina 

5 del Mar. I don't know how many of you were out and 

6 about when there was the flood suddenly on Highway 1. 

7 I know I was in the Linda Mar Valley that day, and 

E every road going out of Linda Mar was stopped. There 

~ was no way to get out. The traffic was completely 

1C stopped on Highway 1. And all I had to do was think 

1J about whether this was really a disaster, you know, how 

12 screwed I would have been and everyone else who was 

13 out -- you know, on the roads that day. 

14 So we do need to do something about the 

15 shoulders there. There needs to be a solution. You 

1E know , because the shoulders right now are so small that 

1~ they can't accommodate emergency vehicles . So that's a 

1E real problem. 

1~ 

2C all 

The school transportation solutions, we 

people have commented on the difference during 

2 the summer. The schools make a difference. We need to 

22 really engage and collaborate with the whole community 

23 and the school community to develop these solutions 

24 that people have brought up tonight . 

And this is a unique opportunity . It's not 
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1 an engineering problem. It's a human problem that we 

2 need to solve. 

3 Thank you. 

4 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Julie. 

5 Glen Baker. Followed by Therese Dyer 

6 followed by David Cole. And if folks could be ready. 

7 Did Glen leave? Do you know Glen? Is he 

8 gone? 

9 VOICE: Gone. 

10 MS. GOODWIN: Okay. Therese Dyer. Is she 

11 still here? 

12 David Cole, Todd Bray or Brat. 

13 VOICE: Brat [sic]. 

14 MS. GOODWIN: Brat. Thank you. I wish I had 

15 an overhead. I think I -- he kind of quit right in 

16 there, the last letter. Brat. 

17 Okay. Therese, you're on. 

18 MS. DYER: Okay. It seems like at these 

19 congregations we always get the same people. All the 

20 faces are familiar, you know. I guess all the nobies 

21 show up, and the yesbies either approve it or stay 

22 home. 

23 But I'm one of the yesbies. And I don't 

24 usually agree with Julie Lancelle, but I do tonight. 

25 Whatever she said. Okay. 
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1 Now, for all of you that live in Vallemar, 

2 Rockaway Beach or wherever your home is located, I 

3 invite you to come up to 1408 Crespi Drive, where I 

4 live. And I'll give you cookies and coffee and see how 

5 long it takes you to get from my house back to wherever 

6 you're going. Because I'm glad I'm not a commuter, 

7 I'll tell you. It's terrible. 

8 And right now we're being selfish for our own 

9 personal views, where we live or where we work or 

10 what's inconvenient for us or what is good for the 

11 frogs or the snakes. We don't take the whole community 

12 in challenge. And, you know, we're like a 30,000 

13 population. So I don't know where the rest of them 

14 are. They couldn't fit in here anyway. But they do 

15 write letters to the editor and other things. 

16 And I'm a ·yes· on this. If -- there were a 

17 lot of comments tonight, positive. And I'm sure 

18 they're going to get back with you. 

19 But I'm just wondering how much money -- it's 

20 cost-productive -- that we're spending on tonight and 

21 all the other nights that we show all the film and 

22 everything else. 

23 These gentlemen are not donating their time. 

24 They're experts. And that's who we should be going to 

25 for answers. And if they don't have them, well, then 
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1 the cart -- the cart's before the horse. Because they 

2 should have asked the people before they drew up the 

3 plans. 

4 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Therese. 

5 David Cole followed by Todd Brat followed by 

6 Remi Tan. 

7 VOICE: Dave Cole gave me his time. 

8 MS. GOODWIN: Okay. Did David leave? 

9 All right. Todd, you're on. Followed by 

10 Remi followed by Dan. 

11 Okay. We're getting awfully close. We're 

12 starting to lose focus here, folks. 

13 I have three more cards. Does anybody else 

14 want to speak? please get the card in, and that will 

15 be the -- right now our last speaker is Dan Haggerty. 

16 Okay. Todd, you're on. 

17 MR. BRAY: Okay. It's Bray, B-r-a-y. 

18 MS. GOODWIN: Oh, it is. Okay. 

19 MR. BRAY: Sorry about that. 

20 So the traffic guys are aware of RKH 

21 Associates. They're like -- they do traffic stuff. 

22 You guys are -- the Caltrans guys are familiar with 

23 that. I was talking with Mr. Hopper, the "H" of that 

24 company, because they've just completed studies in 

25 2011. I noticed, through your presentations tonight, 
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1 your most current data is only 2007. So they've just 

2 done this thing in 2011, and it was Level of Service E. 

3 So I think that's something you should think about. 

4 I would also like to ask you to continue the 

5 public comment period for an extra four weeks or so, to 

6 allow the City to find out exactly what it is in all of 

7 this process here. Because it's -- the EIR identifies 

8 it as a cosponsor, but there's no paperwork to back 

9 that up whatsoever. So I'm asking, along with a couple 

10 of other people, to continue the process, the comment 

11 process, for a month or so. 

12 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Todd. 

13 Remi followed by Dan. 

14 Remi. Thank you. 

15 MR. TAN: Yeah, I think Cal trans needs to 

16 look at these alternatives that they have dismissed a 

17 little more closely. It seems like there is a lot less 

18 costly solutions to widening the highway that may work. 

19 And the first thing I can think of is adding 

20 more buses. And when I read that EIR, I couldn't 

21 believe they came up with something like 80 buses an 

22 hour, which is a bus every, you know, 20 seconds. I 

23 mean, just even consider that. It's a joke. But I 

24 think they need to actually consult with a transit 

25 engineer who understands public transportation. 
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1 Because it seems like, if you do six buses an hour, ten 

2 minutes between buses, or even 12 an hour, which is 

3 five minutes per bus, you could get a lot of commuters 

4 out of the cars. Because the bus is very convenient 

5 and a lot cheaper than driving, with gas at $4 an hour 

6 [sic], or parking down at whatever BART station. That 

7 is something to consider. 

8 The other thing to look at is the school 

9 district. That school, Vallemar, down in Reina del 

10 Mar -- the school starts exactly at the peak of rush 

11 hour, where everybody is leaving, trying to get to work 

12 in San Francisco, predominantly, at 9:00 o'clock. So 

13 we need to work with the school district to try to 

14 shift the timing of the school start time out of that 

15 peak hour. And that is the only school that starts 

16 around 8:19 to 8:30. The other schools start at 

17 9:00 o'clock, IBL and Cabrillo. So it's something we 

18 need to work with the community, with Vallemar school 

19 community and the district, to get that working. 

20 And this doesn't cost any money. Either of 

21 those two solutions don't cost any money. Buses with 

22 enough ridership will pay for itself. Talking to the 

23 school district, nothing. 

24 The other thing is, you know, you can look at 

25 timing the lights and getting it off this five-minute 
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1 light cycle. That stops traffic for a very long time. 

2 I've seen them slip light cycles one minute. As long 

3 as the traffic moves, the parents can get into the 

4 school -- you know, in and out pretty easily. So you 

5 ought to try that and look at synchronizing the traffic 

6 lights. 

7 You go to San Francisco. You got -- down on 

8 Oak Street they're synchronizing. You can drive all 

9 the way halfway across town without stopping. 

10 And these are cheap, easy solutions before 

11 having to widen the highway out to three lanes, which 

12 you know it's not going to work because past Reina del 

13 Mar it goes back to two and three and then two, down to 

14 one. 

15 MS. GOODWIN: Thank you, Remi. 

16 And the final speaker, unless I get another 

17 card in about a minute, is Dan Haggerty. 

18 Dan? 

19 MR. HAGGERTY: Good evening, everyone. Dan 

20 Haggerty from El Granada. I've lived there in El 

21 Granada for 22 years now and made the trip up and down 

22 this spot that we're talking about many times. Been 

23 stuck in traffic. 

24 I -- I personally believe that there should 

25 be further studies on alternate traffic relief. I'm a 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 
64 

Advantage JCRg Reporting 

Services, LLC 

mblumer
Line

mblumer
Text Box
32.D cont.

mblumer
Line

mblumer
Text Box
33.A



1 construction worker, and I certainly value a 

2 construction job, in fact, right now. But I think that 

3 there is quite another -- quite a large amount of other 

4 projects that could also be construction-related that 

5 can also relieve traffic on Highway 1. 

6 One, for example, could be, you know, better 

7 bicycle connectivity, trails, to get more people off 

8 the road. And, you know, possibly a public 

9 transportation bus system that can load up bicycles, 

10 you know, and can ride there, load up and then get on 

11 and, you know, do the travel and get off. And you got 

12 a ride for the last mile, to wherever your destination 

13 is. 

14 So I think that studies along those lines 

15 should be, you know, given more attention. 

16 Thank you . 

17 MS. GOODWIN, Thank you, Dan. 

18 Okay . Seeing no other speakers, we stand 

19 adj ourned. 

20 But, before we leave, I'm wondering, Yolanda. 

21 There were a couple of questions about extending the 

22 comment period. What is the process for Cal trans to 

23 communicate that if the comment period is extended? 

24 How would people know or how would that decision get 

25 made? 
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1 You want to come up and address the group? 

2 MS. RI VAS: Like the handout says that you 

3 got when you came in, the comment period is 60 days. 

4 That is already 15 days beyond the statutory 

5 requirements for the comment period. 

6 And people are always welcome to provide 

7 comments. But to see the -- your comment actually 

8 published -- addressed and published in the document, 

9 it needs to be in by October 7th . But you're always 

10 welcome to submit comments, and you will get a 

11 response. 

12 MS. GOODWIN: Okay. Thank you very much. 

13 You've been a terrific group tonight. I really 

14 appreciate your respectfulness with each other and with 

15 the process. 

16 Good e v ening . 

17 (Public meeting concluded at 9:04 p.m.) 

18 
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2 I, NOELIA ESPINOLA, do hereby certify: 

3 That the foregoing public meeting was taken 

4 down by me in shorthand, and thereafter reduced to 

5 computerized transcription under my direction. 

6 And I hereby certify the foregoing transcript 

7 is a full, true and correct transcript of my shorthand 

8 notes so taken. 

9 I further certify that I am not interested in 

10 the outcome of this hearing. 

11 
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Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
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Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: 

Phone: 

COMMENTS: 



STATE ROUTE lICALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 0 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice ~ 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report! 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRJEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: 

Address: Phone: 
---'--"---"'---

AffIliation (if any): ___________________________ _ 
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STATE ROUTE lICALERA PARKWAY PROJEC// --8) 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notr~ 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas _rosevear@dqt.ca.gov 

Name: 

Address: 

Affiliation (if 

COMMENTS: 
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STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22,2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas Josevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: Email: 

Address: Phone: -------------------------------------
Affiliation (if any): __________________ _ 

COMMENTS: 

-----------------



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCT A) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

- //" ,{fl 

,/" ""1/' ?, ,"'\ 
Name: ( .' l 1/ v , , 

Phone: 

Affiliation (if any): _____________________ _ 

-----------------



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: Email: 

Address: Phone: 
----------~~~~----~------------

Afl1liation (if any): ________________ --:-______ _ 

COMMENTS: 

------------------



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIR1EA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5 :00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U. Smail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas Josevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: 

Address: Phone: 
--L"--~:"':" 

Affiliation (if any): ______________ _ 

COMMENTS: 

-----------------



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22,2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: Email: 

Address: Phone: 
-=~~--~~----~~~~-+-----------

Affiliation (if any): __________________ _ 

COMMENTS: 

-----------------



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5 :00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U. Smail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (5]0)286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: Email: 

Address: Phone: 
--------~~~~~~~~-------------

AffIliation (if any): _________________________ _ 

COMMENTS: 

-=~ __ ~~l-~~~ 



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7,2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: tv dir ,f.-r, Email: 

Address: :z (.,.0·· $- dZ<)e~ f~~ Phone: 

COMMENTS: 

-----------------



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRJEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of TranspOliation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510)286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: Email: ---.d~~~~ ________ _ 

Address: Phone: 
~~~--~~~~+--~~---------- ~~~------

Affiliation (if any): ______________ _ 



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report! 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRJEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7,2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: Email: 

Address: Phone: -------------------------------------
AffIliation (if any): ___________________ _ 

-----------------



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22,2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: Email: 

Address: Phone: 
----------~~~~~~~~7-~~~---

Affiliation (if any): _________________________ _ 

COMMENTS: 

~~----~--~~~ 



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
L I 1 Grand A venue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas Josevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: Email: 

Address: 
----~------~--~---=~-------------

Affiliation (if any): ___________________________ _ 

COMMENTS: 



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJEC 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22,2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route I and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Email: Name: j!l£/flfi}i DyE R. 

Address: laiD Z C4 fL<I;zL ..i)«. (AK{~,:- Phone: -I:.L.....L..-~~-=-----"'--'-l..~ 
AlTiliation (if any): ;So~t < d~d :kc'LL < 2012, ~~/ 

COMMENTS: 

JM ~< wa.:~ ~ £0r- h "'~ c>YL. 
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STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 

Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 
of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 

Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (5] 0) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ga . .gov 

-;~ 
~~ , 

Name: t' Email: 
----------------------------

Address: Phone: 
--------!c-"-4'- ~----==-------= 

AffIliation (if any): ____ --,-:~""'""-

COMMENTS: 



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJEC 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: 

E: 



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJE 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD 

The California Department of Transportation (Cal trans) , as owner and operator of State Route I and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: 

Phone: 

,\) {"'-4""~- # n .r 
AffIliation (if anY):---,-th.:..:;~---=:_l_V.:........::.;JJ;:: __________ _ 

COMMENTS: 

~~=-~---------



STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRJEA and Public Meeti~& Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, Septemher 22, 2011 v\!. , ~ 

PUBLIC COMMENT CARD ~ Sf/ 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
III Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas Josevear@dot.ca.gov 

Email: 

Address: Phone: 
-+~--~~~~--+-------~-v---------

Affiliation (if any): ___________________________ _ 

COMMENTS: 
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STATE ROUTE l/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Not.i~ 

of Availability of Project-Level conformity. 0 \0 \ 
Thursday, September 22,2011 , . ~ J \/ 

·V~ ~ 
PUBLIC COMMENT CARD Y ~ 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as owner and operator of State Route 1 and 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica. 

Comments should be received by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2011, and can be submitted via U.S mail, 
fax, or e-mail to: 
Yolanda Rivas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623 
Fax: (510) 286-5600 
thomas rosevear@dot.ca.gov 

Name: Email: 

Address: 
--------------~~--~~--~---------

Afliliation (if any):---'..-"-""--______________________ _ 

COMMENTS: 
I flt1 
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STATE ROUTE IICALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIRIEA and Public Meeting & Notice 

of Availability of Project-Level Conformity 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 

~ 
The California Ocp en of ransportalo~n~~~c~al~tr~a~s~, ~as~o~w~n~e~r~a1n~o~p~er~a~to~r~O~f~S~ta~t~~o~ut7e~leatJ1~~'~~. 
Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has completed a draft Environmental Impact Report! 
Environmental Assessment (DEIRlEA) for the above referenced project, which is sponsored by the 
San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCf A) and the City of Pacitic3. 

Comments should be received by 5;00 pm on October 7, 20 11, and can be submitted via U.S mai l, 
fax, or c-mail to : 
Yolanda Rlvas, Branch Chief 
Division of Environmental Planning & Engineering 
California Department of Transportation District 4, Attn: Thomas Rosevear 

. III Grand A venue /1'/J,N"'-

E1X' (5 10) 286~ 5";Of) .. 
Oakland, CA 94623 S-LY:Z:~~~~~~i~~~~~'~~~~~y( 
thomasJosevear@dot.ca.gov ~W!I.C)4.Vf'4 
Name: 8.1l$ t1.-. ~IL Email: dl~~.!1D.~~t(i.~~r/.:T!:r.zI.!ll. 
Address: C e:. Phone: GSt)~>"q-"3 3q~ 
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