Devil’s Slide
Final Second Supplement to the 1986
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report

Route 1 from the Haif Moon Bay Airport to Linda Mar Boulevard,
Pacifica, San Mateo County, California

VOLUME 2
Comments and Responses

ofF T
o R“kg

i

DEPM,
g 2R,

v

o
1"%‘4 nouy®

A od
Frargs ok

Federal Highway Administration California Department of Transportation

MAY 2002



Foreword

This Volume II of the two-volume Final Second Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Final SSEIS/EIR) for the Devil’s Slide
Improvement Project contains the comments received on the 1999 Draft Second
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report and the
responses to those comments.

Each comment letter is typically followed by the responses to that comment letter. Verbal
comments submitted at the public hearing are in the Public Hearing Transcript of
Proceedings and the responses to those comments are on the following pages. The comments
provided on comment sheets (from the public hearing) are also included and the responses to
those comments are on the following pages. The last section includes the letters of support.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

777 Sonoma Avenue, Rm 325
Santa Rosa, California 95404-6528

May 5, 1999 F/ISWR3:JEA

Mr. Harry Yahata

District Director

California State Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, California 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Yahata:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Natural Environment Study for the Devil’s Slide-
Tunnel Bypass Project, San Mateo County, California. This draft study addresses the potential impacts
that may occur as a result of a proposed bypass of the unstable Devil’s Slide area on State Route 1 in San
Mateo, California. Of the two alternatives currently under consideration, the Tunnel alternative and the
Martini Creek Alignment alternative, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) prefers the Tunnel i
alternative. ’ l

This proposed project is within the boundaries of the Central California Coast steelhead Evolutionarily
Significant Unit (ESU) which is listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA).
In accordance with section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, any federal agency shall insure that any action they
authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or result
in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. In reviewing the draft proposal
for this project, I determined that the preferred Tunnel alternative will not effect the listed steelhead,
whereas the Martini Creek Alignment alternative may adversely affect listed species. If the Martini
Creek Alignment alternative is chosen, consultation with NMES will be necessary to minimize the
adverse effects to the threatened steelhead and proposed critical habitat. Also, if the State Route 1 bridge
across San Pedro Creek is replaced as part of this proposed project, the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) will need to consult with NMES.

If you have any questions concerning the above comments please contact Ms. Joyce Ambrosius at (707)
575-60064.

Sincerely,
’;/ﬂ/d 4&,/{_/ } o j’;‘“ - ;

Patrick J. Rutten
Northern California Supervisor
Protected Resources Division

cc: J. Lecky - NMFES
S. Shadle - Caltrans




Responses to Comments Federal Agencies

US Department of Commerce-NOAA-National Marine Fisheries Service

1. Your preference for the tunnel alternative, as well as your determination that the preferred
tunnel alternative would not affect the listed steelhead is noted.

2. Your comment that the Martini Creek alignment may adversely affect listed species, and if
chosen, would require consultation with NMFS, is noted.

3. The State Route 1 bridge replacement over San Pedro Creek is not included as part of the
tunnel alternative.
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% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
é\sf REGION IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 84105-3901

Robert F. Tally

Team Leader-Program Delivery Team North -=
Federal Highway Administration

980 9th Street - Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814-2724

Dear Mr. Tally:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for Devil's Slide, San Mateo, California. We are
submitting the following comments in accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing
NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The first DEIS was released in 1984, when we expressed concerns with the document and
the project. These concerns were based upon potential impacts to water and air quality and
aquatic/wetland resources. The FEIS was presented in 1986. However, in response to a lawsuit,
a Draft Supplemental EIS dealing solely with project generated noise was released in 1995. In
our comments on that DSEIS, we did not raise objections to the project’s noise impacts but, we
commented that a full reevaluation of the project was warranted, since the last complete
environmental impact analysis for the project dated back to the 1986 FEIS. Within the context of
a reevaluation we suggested that FHWA reexamine air quality, water quality, and wetlands
impacts, and that FHWA consider implementing the NEPA/404 Integration Memorandum of
Understanding, for the remaining steps of the project.

In this DSEIS, the project sponsors propose alternative alignments, which would provide
a safe, dependable and stable highway between Half Moon Bay and Linda Mar Boulevard in
Pacifica, CA, bypassing the geologically unstable portion of Route 1 at Devil’s Slide. This
DSEIS is as a reevaluation of the Martini Creek alignment (the previous preferred alignment),
and the full evaluation of a tunnel alternative, proposed to be double bore tunnel, with one lane in
each direction. The DSEIS discusses both alternatives and a no action alternative. The Tunnel
alternative has two variations, one with a bike lane through the tunnel and one with the bike lane
outside the tunnel. While the Tunnel alternative is identified as the new preferred alternative, the

DSEIS did not completely identify which variation is preferred. The FEIS should finalize that
discussion.

We have rated the DSEIS as LO, Lack of Objections, (See enclosed "Summary of Rating
Definitions and Follow-up Action"). We commend FHWA and Caltrans for incorporating
avoidance and minimization techniques and design into the proposed alternatives, and for
considering the public's request for a bike lane in the corridor. We encourage Caltrans and
FHWA to continue in their efforts to provide alternatives to single occupancy vehicles.
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- We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide comments on this DSEIS. Please
send two copies of the Final Supplemental EIS to this office at the same time it is officially filed
with our Washington, DC office. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at
(415) 744-1584, or have your staff contact David J. Carlson of my staff at (415) 744-1577.

Sincerély,

‘ =

David Farrel, Chief
Office of Federal Activities

cc: Robert Gross, Chief, Planning-South, Caltrans Dist. 4
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Responses to Comments Federal Agencies

US Environmental Protection Agency

1. The tunnel alternative (variation “A”) has been identified as the preferred alternative in this
Final SSEIS/EIR.

2. We appreciate your comments and your lack of objections (LO) rating.
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USIDA  United States Natural 5161 Soquel Drive, Suite F

o= == Department of Resources Soquel, California 95073
‘ Agriculture Service 831-475-1967 x:475-3215
May 10, 1999

Robert Gross

Department of Transportation
Box 23660

Oakland CA 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Gross:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the attached Devil's Slide Second
Supplement to th 1986 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report.
Unfortunately, due to our heavy workload we do not have adequate time to complete a
thorough review of the entire DRAFT.

We reviewed the areas that relate to natural resources conservaton (Environmental Setting,
Farmlands, Natural Environment and lrreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of
Resources) and only have one specific suggestion. Vegetative stabilization was mentioned
as a possible best management practice to be used. We suggest that surface soil be

stockpiled during construction to provide a suitable growth medium for any vegetative
measures.

The Natural Resources Conservation Service is a non-regulatory federal agency under the
United States Department of Agriculture. Technical assistance is made available, free of
charge, through a mutual agreement with the Santa Cruz County Resource Conservation
District (RCD).

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at 475-1967. Once again, |
apologize that we are unable to review the attached plans in more detail. | do appreciate
your consideration and including our agency in the process.

Sincerely,

USDA NATURAL RESOURCES
CONSERVATION SERVICE

L=
ichard Casale, CPESC #3

District Conservationist
Encl.

cc: Santa Cruz County RCD, Soquel

devilsid.let

USDA is an Equal Opportunity Employer and provides services without discrirmination.
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Responses to Comments Federal Agencies

US Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Service

1. The stockpiling of topsoil to provide suitable growth medium for vegetative stabilization will
be included as part of the project’s mitigation measures.
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United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
345 Middlefield Road MS-977
Menlo Park, CA 94025-3591
Phone (415) 329-5641; FAX (415) 329-5163
email: klajoie@usgs.gov

May 11, 1999

CALTRANS
PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA
94623-4444

Subject:

Review Comments

CALTRANS/Federal Highway Administration
Draft EIR/EIS for Proposed Highway 1

Tunnel at Devils Slide, San Mateo County, CA

To whom it may concern,

I am the source of some interpretive errors regarding the nature and age of slope
failure at Devils Slide. These errors have persisted through the years. mainly
because a comprehensive geologic study of the the Devils Slide area has never been
undertaken. This situation has resulted in repeated flawed analyses of the
groundwater and landslide problem at Devils Slide, especially as it impacts
California Highway 1. I submit the following brief comments on the geology of
Devils Slide, not as a criticism of the EIR, but rather to explain why I feel the
evaluation of the dewatering alternative in the EIR is inadequate.

All CALTRANS’ geologic reports, the CALTRANS evaluation of Hovland's
dewatering proposal, and the dewatering proposal, itself, all state or implicitly
assume that the fresh landslide scarps at the top of the slope above Devils Slide wete
produced by the 1906 earthquake. However, historical maps and photographs
conclusively show that those scarps formed mainly after construction of Highway 1
in 1937-38. The first detailed topographic map of the area (1866) shows an erosional
scarp, but no landslide scarps at the top of the slope above the highway. A 1928
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vertical aerial photograph shows only an incipient scarp at the south end of the
present scarp complex, and a minor, overgrown scarp at the north end. A 1939
oblique aerial photograph shows essentially the same 1928 scarp configuration.
However, the 1939 photograph also shows the extensive slope dressing above the
recently completed highway. A 1943 vertical aerial photograph shows that the
original southern scarp had enlarged and extended northward. A 1956 vertical aerial
photograph, as well as all subsequent aerial photographs, shows that the fresh scarps
had further widened and extended northward to include the vegetated scarp at the
north end of the scarp complex. In effect, between 1939 and 1956, right after Highway
1 was built, the scarp complex had formed and essentially attained its present
configuration. This sequence of events suggests that construction of the highway
probably triggered, or at least greatly contributed to the deep-seated slope failure and
scarp formation above Highway 1 At Devils Slide. Consequently, the 1906

earthquake probably did not initiate that slope failure, as I had originally, but
erroneously, assumed.

All CALTRANS' geologic reports, the CALTRANS evaluation of Hovland’s
dewatering proposal, and the dewatering proposal, itself, all state or implicitly
assume that the fresh scarps at the top of the slope above Devils Slide form the
headwall of a deep-seated landslide that extends down the entire slope to sea level.
This interpretation is based mainly on a gouge zone penetrated by a deep bore hole
in the granitic bedrock near sea level. All subsequent hydrologic interpretations are
based on this interpretation, which I feel is incorrect. As shown above, the fresh
scarps at the head of the deep-seated landslide above the road formed after the
highway was constructed in 1937-38. If the deep-seated slide extended below the
highway, the remnants of the 1906 Ocean Shore railroad grade below the highway
would be downdropped. In fact, they are not! Except where a shallow-depth debris
slide has destroyed the railroad grade, it still occupies its original position.
Consequently, the slip surfaces at the base of the deep-seated slides must daylight in
the cliff face above the highway and railroad grades, not below them. The gouge
“penetrated in the bore hole is probably fault gouge, not landslide gouge. The narrow,
shallow landslide that periodically downdrops the road bed, and the numerous
surficial debris slides that cascade down onto it from above, all appear to originate in
the broad, poorly defined toes of the deep-seated slides above the highway. In effect,
the deep-seated slides, are feeding the debris slides farther down slope. .

Previous misinterpretations of the age and configuration of the deep-seated
landslide have lead to inadequate analysis of the ground-water conditions at Devils
Slide. For example, the draw-down test on one well is interpreted to represent
hydrologic conditions within a slide mass. However, that well most-likely bottoms
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in undisturbed granitic bedrock, which might explain the unexpectedly low yields
from the draw-down test. In other words, the draw-down test probably represents
hydrologic conditions in the bedrock, not the deep-seated landslide mass. Also,
neither CALTRANS reports nor Hovland’s original proposal recognizes the three
levels of slope failure at Devils Slide. Consequently, drilling components of the
groundwater investigations were not properly designed. Also, without an accurate

understanding of the geology, the limited ground-water data obtained to date could
not been properly interpreted.

For the various reasons outlined above, I feel that John Hovland’s original
dewatering proposal has not been adequately evaluated. Indeed, the fact that
Highway 1 at Devils Slide did not slump during the heavy rains of the 1997-98 El
Nifio winter indicates that even the modest dewatering drains previously installed
by CALTRANS were sufficient to prevent slide movement. In summary, I feel that
to adequately evaluate the dewatering alternative at Devils Slide, a complete

geologic study of the area must be conducted, and several more shallow test wells
must to be drilled at appropriate locations.

Smcerely

/; vl 70(—6( ‘i K/’\/(\(p

Kenneth R. Lajoie
Geologist
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Responses to Comments Federal Agencies -

US Department of the Interior-Geological Survey

1.

We concur with your summary, with the following exceptions:

(a) It is conjectural as to whether the first detailed topographic map of the area (1866) shows
an erosional scarp or a smaller landslide scarp at the top of the slope above the area of the
current highway.  This may never be resolved, although it does seem certain that
‘whatever scarp existed at that time was smaller than the current existing slide scarp.

(b) We believe that the 1906 earthquake probably did produce some additional movement in
the vicinity of the existing landslide scarps at Devil’s Slide, based on our observations
following more recent slide and earthquake events at the site. The magnitude of any
movement is questionable, and may have been small.

(c) While there is no documentation to verify slide movement at the scarp in 1906, a large
landslide mass did fall onto the railroad bench at Devil’s slide at the time of the
earthquake (Lawson, 1908). We do agree that, based on the aerial photographs cited, the
slide scarps enlarged substantially in the years following Highway 1 construction in
1937-38.

In summary, it is agreed that the 1906 earthquake probably did not initiate the massive
Devil’s slide failure, but we do believe that the slide probably existed prior to the 1906
earthquake.

In your letter you state that you “... feel the evaluation of the dewatering alternative in the
EIR is inadequate.” The reason given is that there has never been a comprehensive geologic
study of the Devil’s Slide area, which has resulted in flawed analyses of the groundwater and
landslide problem.” It is our opinion, that the geologic studies were much more
comprehensive than normally performed for altemative analysis in an environmental
document and the analyses are not flawed.

Additionally, you state that all of Caltrans geologic reports, and the evaluation of Hovland’s
dewatering proposal, either state or imply that the fresh scarps at the top of the slope above
Devils slide form the headwall of a deep-seated landslide that extends down the entire slope
to sea level. You also state that all subsequent hydrologic interpretations are flawed because
they are based on this incorrect interpretation.

What is clear, is that your interpretation of the slide limits is different from ours, and we
believe yours to be inaccurate for the following reasons.

(a) Devil’s Slide does, in fact, toe out offshore in the northerly portion in the area where
sedimentary rocks are exposed, but not in the central and southern portions where granite
is exposed. The offshore landslide toe, at the north end of the slide, is confirmed by
Uniboom Seismic refraction, sidescan and bathymetry survey (Armal,1984), slope
inclinometer offset at ocean grade, geologic mapping (Beeston And Gamble, 1980) as
well as the down-dropped remnants of the 1906 Ocean Shore railroad grade. We did not,
as you state, base our interpretation on a gouge zone penetrated by a deep bore hole in the
granitic bedrock near sea level. We have, at this time, no evidence to support the granite
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Responses to Comments Federal Agencies

being part of the slide mass, only the presence of the gouge zone, which may be fault
gouge; but we do not believe that this is sufficient evidence for a slide plane without
other supporting evidence.

(b) Dr. Hovland was kept fully informed of our plans for installing the dewatering wells and
monitoring wells. He was aware of the site constraints and weather limitations at the
time, and he visited the site. He was provided the results of pump tests and seemed
satisfied with the result of the long term pumping study. It was our conclusion, after
carefully evaluating all of the geologic and groundwater data for Devils Slide, including
Dr. Hovland’s report, that attempting to stabilize the roadway by dewatering the slide
does not provide adequate long-term assurance of roadway stability, which both the
tunnel and bypass alternates do provide.

(c) Dewatering Devils Slide may or may not provide stability for deep-seated slides, but
certainly will not provide stability for other hazards such as shallow slides, rockfall and
mass wasting of the bluff which will eventually undermine the roadway bench. Please
refer to detailed comments on Dr. Hovland’s letter for more information.
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
600 Harrison Street, Suite 515
San Francisco, California 94107-1376

May 27, 1999

ER 99/308

Robert Gross, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning, South
Caltrans District 4

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Re: Draft-Supplement to the 1986 FEIS/EIR for the Proposed Devil’s Slide Improvement Project,

Route 1 from Half Moon Bay Airport to Linda Mar Boulevard, Pacifica, San Mateo County,
California.

Dear Mr. Gross:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed Caltrans’ Draft-Second Supplement to
the 1986 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (FEIS/EIR) for the
Proposed Devil’s Slide Improvement Project, Route 1 from Half Moon Bay airport to Linda Mar

Boulevard. We offer the following comments and observations for your use when preparing the
final documents.

GENERAIL COMMENTS:

Too little information is presented to assess whether hazards due to major earthquakes on nearby
faults and the possibility of renewed slip across the Montara Fault intersecting the tunnel (see
below) have been adequately taken into account in the design. References provided below should
be helpful in making a full assessment of the seismic risk.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

Page 9, Table S-1; Geology/Seismology For the Martini Creek Alignment, it is unclear
whether the roadbed has been designed to sustain the level of ground motion anticipated for
events on the San Andreas, Hayward, or San Gregorio faults. The last sentence on page 28 only
states “current seismic standards”. A quantitative definition of those standards is needed.

Page 25, Figure 3-2 The new bridges in the vicinity of the Shamrock Ranch, north of the
proposed tunnel, are probably more vulnerable to failure, due to strong ground motion from

nearby major earthquakes, than any other part of the tunnel-related structure. This component of
the project needs seismic hazard analysis.
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Page 56, Section 5.8, Fourth Paragraph; Geology Although the Montara Fault is mentioned,
it is not stated that the proposed tunnel will cross the Montara Fault. According to Darrow
(1963, p. 21 and section F-F), a fault scarp (small cliff) occurs along the fault at one locality. This
scarp could be the result of differential erosion between the granodiorite and the sedimentary
rocks, or it could be the result of relatively young fault displacements.

In addition, recently-published maps of earthquake epicenters (Olson and Zoback 1995 and 1998)
show many small-earthquake epicenters covering an area that includes the tunnel site. These
epicenters are not aligned parallel to the Montara fault but rather include a broad area to the north
and south of the fault. A composite fault plane solution in Olson and Zoback (1995 and 1998)

suggests that the epicenters originate on a steeply-dipping fault or fault zone that trends NNW
with right slip or a zone that trends ENE with left slip.

In contrast, both the measured (Pampeyan 1994, geologic map) and inferred dip (Darrow 1963,
structure sections) of the Montara Fault are low, about 40 degrees, and the strike of the fault is
nearly east-west in the tunnel area. Thus, neither the distribution of epicenters nor the composite
fault plane solution fits the geologic expression of the Montara Fault. Nonetheless, these small
recent earthquakes show that this area is currently seismically active. The level of nearby seismic

activity and the fault scarp described above demonstrate that the possibility exists that the
Montara Fault could be “Holocene-active.”

The references listed in the enclosure should be included in the final EIS/EIR.

National Park Service Comments
In April 1998, the National Park Service completed the Paczf ca Boundary Study for the Golden
Gate National Recreation Area. This study was prepared pursuant to congressional direction to
evaluate the potential of several tracts of land in the Pacifica area for addition to the Golden Gate
National Recreation Area. The study describes and evaluates 16 tracts and concludes that all but
* one meet the established minimum criteria for addition of lands to units of the National Park
System. Two of these tracts are in the vicinity of the Devils Slide Project area and should be
considered in the Environmental Impact Statement. These properties include San Pedro Point, a
246-acre tract bounded by Highway 1 and the Pacific Ocean, and a tract on the northern slope of

San Pedro Point, bounded by Highway 1, San Pedro Avenue and Grand Avenue. A copy of the
Boundary Study is attached.

The San Pedro Point tract is currently owned by the City of Pacifica and the California Coastal
Conservancy and managed as a nature preserve. The property was acquired in part through the
use of Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act funds for scenic corridor preservation
purposes. These owners are actively looking for a land manager to open the property to public’
use as parkland. Should boundary expansion legislation pending before the U.S. Congress be .
enacted, San Pedro Point could be transferred to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.
Acquisition of the second parcel, currently in private ownership, would depend on the interest of a
willing seller. The Draft SSEIS should mention these properties, the potential for future parkland
use, and the pending legislation to expand the National Park Service boundary within the Parkland
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section (5.14, p. 79). For more information about the Golden Gate National Recreation Area,
please contact Nancy Hornor, Acting Chief, Division of Resource Management and Planning at
(415) 561-4937.

Access to the San Pedro Point property from Highway 1 is currently located just to the north of
the proposed tunnel approach, and represents an existing safety hazard. The Draft SSEIS does
not address whether access to this property will be provided in the Devil’s Slide Improvement
Project or how to resolve this safety hazard after the completion of the project. The National
Park Service’s Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program has been working with the
property owners and the Pacifica Land Trust to plan a trails system and restoration activities for -
the property. Public parking facilities as well as administrative access into the interior of the
property for emergency, patrol and maintenance activities are foreseen.

Access to this site and resolution of this safety issue should be worked out in conjunction with the
property owners and addressed in the final EIS. For more information about the Rivers, Trails

and Conservation Assistance Program’s involvement in this project, please contact Holly Van
Houten at (415) 427-1451.

Finally, in the cultural resources section (5.5) beginning on p. 51, there is no discussion of the
impact of the tunnel alternative on the remnant coastal highway. Portions of this road were built
beginning in the 1870's and are still evident and in some use today. This old highway is an
important resource that tells the story of the development of the San Mateo Coast. The alignment
could also provide a potential linkage for non-motorized trail uses. Impacts of the tunnel
alignment, particularly in the vicinity of the South Portal entrance to the tunnel, and the impact of

disposal of materials on this cultural resource should be discussed and mitigation proposed in the
final EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,

. ;
[y

; . /
/AL/;W,Z/ AN S 0<’
/ Patricia Sanderson Port

Regional Environmental Officer
Enclosure — Pacifica Boundary Study

cc: Director, OEPC, w/original incoming
Regional Director, FWS, Portland
Director, USGS, Reston
Regional Director, NPS, San Francisco
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Responses to Comments Federal Agencies

US Department of the Interior-Office of the Secretary, Region 9

1.

As part of the design process, a seismic analysis of the new bridge at the north end of the
tunnel will be conducted. Such an analysis is not conducted in the environmental phase of a
project unless there is an active or potentially active fault that crosses under or near the
proposed bridge structure.

The California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) has not classified the Montara fault
as being either an active or a potentially active fault. The fault is therefore considered to be
inactive.

Comment noted

The Final EIR/EIS references the Pacific Boundary Study for the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area and the recent property acquisitions at San Pedro Point.

A discussion of these properties is included in the final environmental document. See Section
5.14, Parkland and Recreational Areas.

Access to the San Pedro Point Headlands is provided by a gated dirt road connecting to
existing Route 1 approximately 200 feet from the northern approach to the project area. This
existing access will not be affected by this project nor will the existing physical and
operational conditions be altered.

The tunnel alternative will have a new alignment for the roadway approach to the north
portal. This new roadway approach will provide improved sight distance since the new
northbound alignment will be southerly of the current alignment and thereby, will allow
improved visibility and a more expansive view of what is ahead including the driveway
access. Currently there is limited sight distance available due to the existing curve in the
road. Sight distance will also be improved because the structure and roadway will be “super-
elevated” or banked. Motorist departing from the driveway access will have greater visibility
of the traffic approaching from the south.

Caltrans is available to review and discuss any modifications to the highway, including the
proposed relocation of the access southerly of the existing location, and can offer input and
possible suggestions on the proposal which will require adherence with highway design
standards. Any work within Caltrans right of way will require an encroachment permit.

Existing public access to established recreation trails including McNee Ranch State Park,
Grey Whale Cove State Beach and Montara State Beach will not be impacted by construction
of the tunnel alternative. Accident records indicate that from the period January 1999
through December 2000, there were no accidents associated with vehicles entering or leaving
the San Pedro Point Headlands access point on Route 1. Additional safety hazards are not
anticipated given the proximity of the project to the Headland property. Extension of the
current trail is outside the scope of work required to fulfill the purpose and need of the
project.
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8. The series of roads and trails in the vicinity of the proposed project were determined to lack
the proper integrity and significance to be eligible for listing on the National Register. See
revised text Section 5.5-Cultural Resources.
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Gt o My Gy Caltrans District 4
s ittt Post Office Box 23660 APR 0 8 1999
v Ogkland, California 94623-0660
Sue Bievrman Office of Envircnmental Planning,
Can aned Connty of St Francic South
Dear Bob:

Marte DeSuauluier

Comtra Conry Comnty

~ Wehave received your Draft Second Supplemental Environmental Impact
D e Statement and Report for constructing a double bore 1.2 kilometer tunnel
sy e DENEath San Pedro Mountain so SR 1 can avoid the geologically unstable
seveecany - Payil’s Slide area.

Mary 1. King
"™ The draft document states on page 19 that the cost of the preferred
e M alternative is between $134.9 and $137.55 million. From discussions with the
swetemper Project manager I understand that this is based on 1997-1998 costs and that
ot there have been some design changes that would both add and subtract
o MeLemore— gome cost components from these totals. In your final document, please state
S P the cost of the preferred alternative based on the currently contemplated
veamain vaGeeer - design. Please escalate the construction costs to the anticipated year of
smrain  construction, and describe the factors used for escalating the costs. Please

et also include anticipated tunnel operations costs and their method of funding.

Angelo J. Siracusa
San Francisco Bay Consersation
and Deveiopment Comimision

The draft document states on page 20 that the cost of the preferred
el e alternative could be funded using emergency relief funds. I understand from
xommm e Giscussions with the Federal Highway Administration that emergency relief
Npcmmni o fynds sometimes require a non-federal match of about 16%. In the final
~ swwnwge  document, please state whether or not a match will be required for the
oo e emergency relief funds. If a match is required, the final document should
Harry Yubata

e by Tebare— also state the dollar amount of the match and the anticipated funding sources
ittt for that match.

Lerence b banne L€ draft document on page 30 describes both the no project alternative and
senncner - the slide dewatering alternative that Caltrans considered but withdrew
siese eminger - D@CAIse of the cost and time required for implementation. Does the no
PP project alternative include any dewatering as a component of “the general
maintenance and repair of the existing alignment”?
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The dewatering feasibility study described on page 31 of the draft document
is based on two test wells and no horizontal drains. Would Caltrans have
reached the same conclusion had test horizontal drains been used rather than
wells? Intuitively, one might expect more water to come out through a drain
that was horizontal or gently sloping downward rather than having to be
pumped upwards. I understand from page 37 of the draft that horizontal
drains “are very difficult to construct and to maintain in working order over
time.” In the final document, please discuss the difficulty of constructing
horizontal drains compared to the difficulty of constructing a 1.2 kilometer
tunnel and 0.75 kilometers of approach roads. The final document should
also describe the difficulty of maintaining horizontal drains in working order
over time compared with the difficulty of maintaining a tunnel. The draft
document defines tunnel maintenance to include control and surveillance
systems, traffic control, communications, tunnel maintenance, emergency
evacuation system, fire protection, ventilation, and environmental
monitoring.

The traffic volumes for assumed this project appear only in a thirteen year
old document and not in the current report. Would it be possible to
reproduce the traffic data from the 1986 FEIS into the final EIS for this
project?

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft environmental document.

Sincerely,
Copies to:
Commissioner Griffin %/1/(/
Commissioner Lempert
Commissioner Powers Marc Roddin
Commissioner Yahata San Mateo County Liaison
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Responses to Comments State, Regional, and Local Agencies

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

1.

Construction estimates for the tunnel alternative are a combination of costs presented in the
Woodward-Clyde Tunnel Feasibility Study, and the Caltrans estimates for the cost of the
Shamrock Ranch Bridge and bicycle facilities. The 1999 Draft Second Supplement to the
1986 EIR/EIS included tunne] alternative estimates made in early 1997. The current total
estimated project cost for the preferred alternative (Tunnel Alternative Variation “A”) is
$272,519,000 and $279,325,000 for Tunnel Alternative Variation “B”. These figures reflect
escalated cost for 2003/2004 Fiscal Year construction and includes cost for construction,
engineering, and right of way. See discussion and updated cost estimates in Section 3.1. The
method of funding for the tunnel’s operational cost is anticipated to be through our agency’s
Budget Change Proposal process.

Prior to approval of the 1998 STIP, the Federal Transportation Reauthorization Bill allocated
$6,000,000 in demonstration funds for the Devil’s Slide project. In June 1999, the FHWA
informed Caltrans that 100% of the project costs are eligible for Emergency Relief Fund
reimbursement. It is our understanding that a non-federal match is not required.

Existing wells, pumps and horizontal drains will be maintained while the roadway remains a
State Highway.

Any long-term maintenance program for the existing alignment would include some measure
of de-watering for slope stability. Based on our study, horizontal drains would likely be the
only feasible type of de-watering strategy used. As covered in Section 10 of the Devil’s
Slide De-watering Feasibility Study dated November 1998, there is a long history of
horizontal drains at Devil’s Slide in an unsuccessful attempt to stabilize the coastal bluff slide
area. Each of the horizontal drains installed at the site is considered “test horizontal drains”.
Since both horizontal drains and test wells were considered in the study we would have come
to the same conclusions.

The difficulty in constructing horizontal drains in comparison to constructing a tunnel is that
the horizontal drains are drilled and installed into a broken fractured slide mass with active
slide and mass wasting both above and below the roadway. The tunnel on the other hand is
to be constructed into relatively intact stable rock.

The following projected traffic volumes include the year-2020 AM and PM peak-hour
forecasts for various locations on Route 1 and Route 92 near the project area:

Route 1, Existing and Year 2020, Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes

Location 1998 AM 1998 PM 2020 AM 2020 PM
Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Peak-Hour

Devil’s Slide
NB Route 1 920 600 1080 704
SB Route 1 530 1000 622 1174
Half Moon Bay
NB Route 1 1030 1950 1210 2290
SB Route 1 1712 1894 2010 2224
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Responses to Comments State, Regional, and Local Agencies

Note the AM peak-direction on Route 1 north of Montara is different than the AM peak-
direction south of Montara (northbound vs. southbound, respectively).

Route 92, Existing and Year 2020, Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes

Location 1998 AM 1998 PM 2020 AM 2020 PM
Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Peak-Hour Peak-Hour
EB Route 92 1436 694 1686 815
WB Route 92 424 1018 498 1195

The projected AM peak-hour volumes indicate that the traffic split between eastbound Route
92, and northbound Route 1 (north of Montara) is nearly 50:50 (1,686 vs. 1,644, respectively).
When comparing the projected AM, eastbound Route 92 volumes (1,686) to the northbound.
Route 1 volumes south of Montara (1,210), the split is 60:40 in favor of eastbound Route 92.

The forecasts were derived from the MTC BAYCAST travel demand model and adjusted
based on existing traffic volume counts.
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C/CAG

CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
OF SAN MATEO COUNTY

Atherton ® Belmont @ Brisbane @ Burlingame @ Colma @ Daly City ® East Palo Alto @ Foster City @ Half Moon Bay @ Hillsborough € Menlo Park @ Millbrae
Pacifica ® Portola Valley ® Redwood City @ San Bruno @ San Carlos © San Mateo © San Mateo County € South San Francisco ® Woodside

RECEIVED
April 9, 1999 APR 1 0 1999
State of California Department of Transportation Office of E"Vifggum‘u;ﬂw Planning,
Caltrans District 4 - Office of Environmental Planning, South
PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Attention: Mr. Robert Gross
Chief

Subject: Devil’s Slide Second Supplement to the 1986 Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) / Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Dear Mr. Gross:

The City/ County Association of Governments (C/CAG) staff has reviewed the Devil’s Slide
Second Supplement to the 1986 EIR and find it complete and adequately addresses the issues with
regard to this project. Pages 18 and 19 of the report indicate that accommodations have been
made for bicycles and pedestrians in accordance with the directions provided by the San Mateo
County Board of Supervisors Resolution #61060. Enclosed is the letter C/CAG sent to the San
Mateo County Board of Supervisors dated 4/24/97 with regard to bicycle access for your

consideration. This is an important project to San Mateo County and we urge approval of the
document as presented.

If there are any questions or additional information needed please contact Richard Napier at 650
599-1420. Your prompt assistance in this matter is appreciated.

Regards,
Richard Napier 77
cc: Ms. Therese McMillan - MTC

10 TwIN DOLPHIN DRIVE, SUITE C-200, REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065-1036 PHONE: 650.599.1406 FaXx: 650.594.9980
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Responses to Comments State, Regional, and Local Agencies

City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County

1. Your comments that the Second Supplemental to the 1986 document is “complete and
adequately addresses the issues with regard to this project” and that “this is an important
project to San Mateo County and you urge approval of the document” are noted.
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CITY HALL ¢ 170 Santa Maria Avenue e Pacifica, California 94044-2506

Telephone (415) 738-7300 « Fax (415) 359-6038

\ . ) .
Sewuic .(/”{7//( «w

May 10, 1999

Mr. Robert Gross, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning, South
Caltrans District 4

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Re: Response to the Draft Second Supplement to the 1986 Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Devil’s Slide Improvement Project

Dear Mr. Gross:

We have reviewed the Draft Second Supplement to the 1986 FEIS/EIR for the Devil’s Slide Improvement
Project and have the following comments.

1. The Draft Second Supplement contains no discussion of the San Pedro Point Headlands property, its
potential for future parkland development, and any potential impacts associated with the Devil’s Slide
Improvement Project. Of particular concern is the existing access to the Headlands property and what,
if any, potential impact the Devil’s Slide Improvement Project will have on that access. We believe the
Draft Second Supplement should identify and discuss potential impacts and necessary mitigation
measures with regard to the Headlands property. The document should also include a map showing the
relationship between the Headland’s property access and the Devil’s Slide Improvement Project.

2. Section 3.5 acknowledges the City of Pacifica’s San Pedro Creek Flood Control Project, but does not
discuss what, if any, potential impacts the Devil’s Slide Improvement Project may have on the Flood
Control Project. We believe the Draft Second Supplement should contain a discussion of any potential
impacts and necessary mitigation measures with regard to the San Pedro Creek Flood Control Project.

If no impacts are anticipated, a statement confirming such should be included in the document.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Second Supplement, and for your consideration of
our comments.

Sincerely,

Michael Crabtree
City Planner
¢: David Carmany, City Manager
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Responses to Comments State, Regional, and Local Agencies

City of Pacifica, Planning Department

1.

A discussion of the San Pedro Point Headlands properties has been included in the final
environmental document. Please see Section 5.14 Parkland and Recreational Areas.

Access to the San Pedro Point Headlands is provided by a gated dirt road connecting to
existing Route 1 approximately 200 feet from the northern approach to the project area. This
existing access will not be affected by this project nor will the existing physical and
operational conditions be altered.

The tunnel alternative will have a new alignment for the roadway approach to the north
portal. This new roadway approach will provide benefits in the form of improved sight
distance because the new northbound alignment will be southerly of the current alignment
and thereby will allow improved visibility and a more expansive view of what is ahead
(including the driveway access) as opposed to the limited sight distance currently available
due to the existing curve in the road. Sight distance will also be improved because the bridge
and roadway will be “super-elevated” or banked. Motorist departing from the driveway
access will have greater visibility of traffic approaching from the south.

Caltrans is available to review and discuss any modifications to the highway, including the
proposed relocation of the access southerly of the existing location, and can offer input and
possible suggestions on the proposal which will require adherence to highway design
standards. Any work within Caltrans right of way will require an encroachment permit.

A map showing the San Pedro Point Headlands properties is included in this Final
SSEIS/EIR. See Figure 5-11.

. The preferred alternative (tunnel variation A) will not affect the San Pedro Creek Flood

Control Project.
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May 10, 1999

Mr. Robert Gross, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning, South
Caltrans District 4

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Gross:

This letter represents the State Coastal Conservancy’s comments on the draft Devil’s Slide Second
Supplement to the 1986 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (SEIS).

First and foremost, the Conservancy feels strongly that the tunnel alternative is the environmentally 1
superior alternative to the proposed Martini Creek Bypass alignment. We recommend that the Martini
Creek Bypass alignment be formally rejected in favor of the tunnel alternative. |

Our specific comments on the report fall into two areas: public access at Devil's Slide and the Pedro
Point Headland property immediately adjacent to the proposed project site.

1) Public Access at Devil's Slide
The Conservancy believes there are unprecedented opportunities to enhance public access to the area’s
unique recreational resources, which are not adequately addressed in the draft SEIS. Specifically, further

consideration needs to be made for the proposed tunnel’s potential impacts on existing and future public
access to the recreational resources in and around the project area.

Designation of Highway One at Devil's Slide as a recreational trail creates new and exciting
opportunities to establish continuous trail access between parkland at Pedro Point Headlands adjacent to
the north portal entrance and McNee Ranch and Grey Whale Cove State Parks near the south portal
entrance. However, the draft SEIS fails to address the environmental impacts to the designated
California Coastal Trail created by both the massive cut proposed for the approach to the south portal 4
and the south portal fill site. The 1998 Association of Bay Area Governments Coastside Subregional
Planning Project identifies the historic Half Moon Bay-Colma Road above the south portal and south
portal fill site as the preferred alignment for the California Coastal Trail. The draft SEIS fails to address
impacts to this recreational resource and provides no mitigation measures at the south portal and fill site
to ensure that the old roadbed will be adequately preserved for future development as a recreational trail.

1330 Broadway, 11th Floor
QOakland, California 94612-2530
510-286°1015 Fax: 510-286-0470
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Mr. Robert Gross
May 10, 1999
Page 2

In addition, the proposed conversion of Highway One at Devil's Slide to a hiking and biking facility
represents a significant addition to the California Coastal Trail between Pacifica and Half Moon Bay. As
currently designed however, the tunnel alternative fails to provide trail users with continuous access
through the project area because the proposed trail deadends near the south portal. The south portal
entrance should be redesigned to accommodate continuous pedestrian and trail access. However, should
this prove infeasible, the Half Moon Bay-Colma Road (if preserved for future use) could serve as the
critical link with the Highway One alignment north of the south portal entrance. Identification and
preservation of the Half Moon Bay-Colma Road as the alternate route for recreational access in the
project area would also be consistent with San Mateo County Resolution 61060 passed by the Board of
Supervisors on May 27, 1997 which requires that an alternate trail route be identified.

2) Pedro Point Headland

We are very concerned that the draft SEIS does not address impacts of a Devil's Slide Improvement
Project to the Pedro Point Headlands property. The 250-acre Headlands property is located west of
Highway One immediately north of the Devil's Slide area. The property is directly adjacent to the
project area identified in the draft SEIS. The Headlands property is owned by the City of Pacifica and
the Coastal Conservancy and managed by the Pacifica Land Trust.

The access road serving the property connects to Highway One in the immediate vicinity of the
proposed alignment of the Devil's Slide Tunnel. The Headlands property will eventually be a regional
park facility. There was broad community support for the acquisition of this property and for its
conversion to parkland. The final portion of the property was purchased with ISTEA funds in 1995.
The property is located within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area's boundary expansion area and
will eventually be operated as a regional park by the GGNRA or another entity. It is important,
therefore, not to ignore the property and its access needs in planning the Devil's Slide project.

Approximately five years ago, I personally met with the Caltrans staff responsible for planning the
Devil's Slide project to make them aware of the property and the need to address continued access to the
property. In addition, representatives of the Pacifica Land Trust have been regularly attending the
County's tunnel meetings and have, on more than one occasion, raised the issue of preserving access to
the property with Caltrans staff. In light of all this notice, we are very disappointed that the issue has
not been addressed in the draft SEIS.

Based on the issues discussed above, we offer the following comments and recommendations for the
final SEIS:

e A discussion of issues related to the preferred alternative's impact on the Pedro Point Headlands,
especially access to the property, should be included in the final SEIS.

e Section 5.14 "Parkland" needs to be revised to include the Headlands property in its discussion of

"setting," "impacts," and, possibly, "mitigation measures."
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Mr. Robert Gross
May 10, 1999
Page 3

e Section 5.16.4 "Right of Way Acquisitions/Relocations" is not specific as to which properties would
be affected by right of way acquisitions for the proposed tunnel project. We believe that the Pedro 10
Point Headlands property may be one of those properties. When would such information be made
available to the Conservancy and the City of Pacifica as owners of the Headlands property?

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft SEIS. We would be happy to discuss our
comments in more detail with your staff. Questions regarding the Devil's Slide public access comments
should be directed to Tim Duff at (510) 286-3826. Questions related to Pedro Point Headlands should
be directed to me at (510) 286-4169.

Sincerely, )

O A g
Christopher Kroll \\
Project Manager

Cc: David Carmany, City Manager
City of Pacifica
170 Santa Maria Avenue
Pacifica, California 94044

Arlene Patton

Pacifica Land Trust

P.O. Box 988

Pacifica, California 94044

Supervisor Rich Gordon

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
455 County Center

Redwood City, California 94063
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Responses to Comments State, Regional, and Local Agencies

California State Coastal Conservancy

1.

10.

Your comment that “the tunnel alternative is the environmentally superior alternative to the
proposed Martini Creek bypass alignment” is noted.

The tunnel alternative (variation “A”) has been identified as the preferred alternative in the
Final EIS/EIR.

The tunnel alternative will not impact any established publicly owned parklands but it will
affect sections of existing trails on private property within the project area. The placement of
fill material at the South Disposal Area will impact that section of the abandoned Half Moon
Bay-Colma Road through the disposal area.

During construction of the tunnel alternative, trail access will be maintained by means of trail
detours. After construction, any trail affected by the project, including the impacted section
of the old Half Moon Bay-Colma Road, will be reestablished or realigned and reconnected to
maintain trail continuity.

We are not aware of any formal Coastal Trail designation within the project area but we are
aware that the existing section of State Route 1 has been suggested as an ideal segment of the
Coastal Trail after it has been relinquished and is no longer used as a highway. During the
design phase of the project, supplemental materials studies will be conducted to finalize the
location of the south portal and to determine allowable depths and slope inclinations of
excavation. Alternative grading plans will be considered to determine the feasibility of
preserving existing trails. If it is not feasible to avoid affecting the existing trail, it will then
be reconstructed around the affected area and reconnected to restore continuity. Extension of
the current trail or major expansion of the trail system is beyond the scope of this project.

Access to the San Pedro Point Headlands is provided by a gated dirt road connecting to
existing Route 1 approximately 200 feet from the northern approach to the project area. This
existing access will not be affected by this project nor will the existing physical and
operational conditions be altered.

Caltrans is available to review and discuss any modifications to the highway, including the
proposed relocation of the access southerly of the existing location, and can offer input and
possible suggestions on the proposal which will require adherence to highway design
standards. Any work within Caltrans right of way will require an encroachment permit.
Please see response No. 5 and 6 above.

Please see response No. 5 and 6 above.

The parkland section (5.14) has been revised to include a discussion of the San Pedro Point
Headlands.

Right of way acquisition of property from the San Pedro Point Headlands will not be
necessary for construction of the proposed tunnel alternative.
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Environmental Services Agency Board of Supervisors
Rose Jacobs Gibson
Richard S. Gordon

Mary Griffin

Planning and Building Division Jerry Hil

Michael D. Nevin

Director of )
County of San Mateo iy
Paul M. Koenig
Mail Drop PLN122 - 455 County Center - 2nd Floor - Redwood Gity Planning Administrator
California 94063 - Telephone 650/363-4161 - Fax 650/363-4849 Terry L. Burnes

May 11, 1999

CalTrans District 4

Office of Environmental Planning South
Attn: Robert Gross/Ed Pang

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Gross and Mr. Pang:

As Director of the San Mateo County Environmental Services Agency, I am writing on behalf
of the County to comment on the Second Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental Impact Report that was prepared for the Devils Slide Improvement Project

located along Highway 1. I would like to offer the following comments regarding this
document: ‘

Preferred Tunnel Alternative A

The Second SEIS/SEIR offers two tunnel alternatives as an alternate route to replace the
existing section of Highway at Devils Slide. The preferred tunnel alternative A is a 4,000-foot
long double bore facility with one lane in each direction and a pedestrian/bicycle path located
outside of the tunnel. Tunnel alternative B provides a wider double bore facility with one lane
in each direction, and pedestrian and bicycle access located inside the tunnel. Measure T, an
Initiative which was adopted by the voters of San Mateo County, amended the Local Coastal
Program to provide for motorized vehicle access only through the Devils Slide tunnel. This
restrictive language specifically prohibits construction of tunnel features or facilities designed ]
specifically and primarily for bicycle travel through the tunnel.

CalTrans requested the position of the County of San Mateo with respect to its willingness to
accept ownership for the current Route One right-of-way at Devils Slide. It is anticipated that
this route will be used for a bicycle and pedestrian path. The Board of Supervisors have stated
in a letter written to CalTrans on February 24, 1999 (see attached) that the transition from

the current use of Route One as a highway to a bicycle/pedestrian path will require a public
agency having responsibility for its ownership and maintenance. It is the County’s position
that ownership is more appropriately placed with an agency with other recreational lands ‘
in proximity to the bypass, such as the Golden Gate National Recreation Area or the State ;
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CalTrans District 4

Attn: Robert Gross/Ed Pang
May 11, 1999

Page 2

Department of Parks and Recreation. While the County will undertake such ownership
if required, we will be continuing to work to facilitate a direct transfer of the lands to
recreational agencies.

Wetlands

The Coastal Commission is the agency that administers the requirements of the California
Coastal Act of 1976. A Coastal Development Permit is required for most new development
located within the coastal zone, which extends from the State’s three-mile seaward limit to
an average of approximately 1,000 yards inland from the mean high tide of the sea. The
California Coastal Act authorized the Coastal Commission to approve local coastal develop-
ment programs. Once a local program is certified by the Coastal Commission, authority to
issue most Coastal Development Permits reverts to the city or county. San Mateo County
has a Local Coastal Program (LCP) that was approved by the Coastal Commission in 1980.

The California Coastal Act regulates development within wetlands in the coastal zone (Pub.
Resources Code, section 30233). The Act defines wetlands as “lands within the coastal zone
which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow water and include saltwater
marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats or
fens” (Pub. Resources Code, section 30121). The California Coastal Commission has further
defined wetlands through administrative regulation:

“Wetlands are lands where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface long
enough to promote the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of hydro-
phytes, and shall also include those types of wetlands where vegetation is lacking and
soil is poorly developed or absent as a result of frequent or drastic fluctuations of
surface water levels, wave action, water flow, turbidity or high concentrations of salt
or other substance in the substrate. Such wetlands can be recognized by the presence
of surface water or saturated substrate at some time during each year and their location

within, or adjacent to, vegetated wetlands or deep water habitats.” (Title 14, Cal. Code
Regs., section 13577(b).)

In 1994, the California Coastal Commission also issued interpretive guidelines through a

publication entitled “Procedural Guidance for the Review of Wetland Projects in California’s
Coastal Zone.”

The San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP) contains policies that relate to protecting
biological resources in San Mateo County.
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CalTrans District 4

Attn: Robert Gross/Ed Pang
May 11, 1999

Page 3

The LCP has identified sensitive habitats in San Mateo as any area in which plant or animal
life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable and any area which meets one of the
following criteria: (1) habitats containing or supporting “rare and endangered” species as
defined by the State Fish and Game Commission; (2) all perennial and intermittent streams
and their tributaries [riparian corridors]; (3) coastal tide lands and marshes; (4) coastal and
off-shore areas containing breeding or nesting sites and coastal areas used by migratory and
resident water-associated birds for resting and feeding; (5) areas used for scientific study
and research concerning fish and wildlife; (6) lakes and ponds and adjacent shore habitat;
(7) existing game and wildlife refuges and reserves; and (8) sand dunes. Sensitive habitat
areas include riparian corridors, wetlands, and habitats supporting rare, endangered, and
unique species.

The LCP permits only resource dependent uses in sensitive habitats. Resource dependent uses
for riparian corridors, wetlands, habitats supporting rare, endangered, and unique species shall
be the uses permitted in Policies 7.9, 7.16, 7.23, 7.26, 7.30, 7.33, and 7.44, of the LCP.

Permitted uses in sensitive habitats are required to comply with USFWS and CDFG
regulations.

The LCP requires that development permitted in wetland areas minimize adverse impacts
during and after construction (7.17). The LCP contains the following definition of wetland:

Define wetland as an area where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface
long enough to bring about the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of
plants which normally are found to grow in water or wet ground. Such wetland can
include mudflats (barren of vegetation), marshes, and swamps. Such wetlands can be
either fresh or saltwater, along streams (riparian), in tidally influenced areas (near the
ocean and usually below extreme high water of spring tides), marginal to lakes, ponds,
and man-made impoundments. Wetlands do not include areas which in normal rainfall
years are permanently submerged (streams, lakes, ponds and impounds), not marine or
estuarine areas below extreme low water of spring tides, nor vernally (seasonally) wet
areas where the soils are not hydric.

In San Mateo County, wetlands typically contain the following plants: cordgrass,
pickleweed, jaumea, frankenia, marsh mint, tule, bullrush, narrow-leaf cattail,
broadleaf cattail, pacific silverweed, salt rush, and bog rugh. To qualify, a wetland

must contain at least a 50 percent cover of some combination of these plants, urnless
it is a mudflat.

Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency
and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of species typically adapted for life in saturated
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soil conditions (hydrophytic species). There is no one uniform definition of a wetland for
regulatory purposes. The term “wetland hydrology” as applied by the Corps, refers to
inundation or saturation of an area for a minimum of 14 days during the growing season.
“Hydric soils” are a type of soil that are indicative of wetland conditions. These soils exhibit
unique characteristics including gleying (gray colors, bright mottles and/or low matrix chroma,
and iron and manganese concretions). “Hydrophytic” vegetation are plants that are adapted to
wetland conditions. All three characteristics - wetland vegetation, wetland hydrology, and

evidence of hydric soils - must be present in order for an area to be classified as a wetland by
the Corps.

The LCP defines a wetland as an area where soils are sufficiently saturated to result in the
development of hydric soils or to support the growth of plants which normally are found to

grow on wet ground. The LCP also excludes vernally wet areas where the soils are not
hydric.

The California Coastal Commission’s guidelines provide that the Commission generally
follows the wetland definition and classification methodology used by the CDFG. CDFG
requires the presence of one of three possible attributes (hydrology, hydric soils or hydrophytic
vegetation) for an area to qualify as a wetland. An area considered to be a wetland by the
Coastal Commission would be considered to be a sensitive habitat under the LCP Policy 7.1

and consequently pursuant to LCP policy 7.18 require a 100-foot buffer from the outermost
limit of wetland vegetation.

The FEIS/EIR on pages 74 and 75 describe the impacts of the proposed tunnel on wetland

and riparian habitats. We want to bring to your attention the potential conflicts between this
discussion and the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program. The tunnel will fill approximately
5,500 square feet of wetlands and 9,700 square feet of riparian habitat. Off-site mitigation of
such an impact is not currently allowed under the Coastal Act or Local Coastal Program. As
a result, we cannot at this time find that the proposed tunnel design complies with the Local
Coastal Program. We remain committed to working with you and Coastal Commission staff to
develop a design which does comply with the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program.

Sincerely,

Paul M. Koenig /‘Z
Director of Environmental Services

PMK/MIS:cdn - MJSJ0569.6CN

cc:  Members, Board of Supervisors
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Responses to Comments State, Regional, and Local Agencies

County of San Mateo, Planning and Building Department

1.

Comments regarding Preferred Tunnel Alternative A noted. As discussed in the draft

" environmental document and as indicated in the July 26, 1999 letter to Mary Griffin,

President of the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors, “The segment of Route 1
superceded by the construction of a Devil's Slide tunnel will be relinquished to San Mateo
County.” The County in turn could enter into an agreement with another appropriate agency
identified by the county, to continue the use of relinquished Route 1 as a bicycle/pedestrian
facility. This will comply with the desire of the county as expressed by San Mateo County
Resolution No. 61060. Directional signs will be placed near the tunnel portals to encourage
bicyclists to use the exterior path.

Comments regarding administration of the Coastal Act and regulatory jurisdictions are
acknowledged. The comments regarding the LCP policies and definitions as they pertain to
wetlands and sensitive habitats, are also acknowledged.

Comment that an area considered as wetlands by Coastal Commission would be considered
to be sensitive habitat under LCP policy and consequently subject to buffer zone
requirements is acknowledged. See discussion regarding LCP wetlands in Section 5.12.3.

An alternative analysis of fill disposal options was prepared and included in the Federal
Consistency Certification concurred with by a unanimous vote of the Coastal Commission on
Oct. 10, 2000. As noted in the Jan. 25, 2001 letter to Caltrans from the County of San Mateo
County Counsel, “a coastal development permit for a tunnel at Devil’s Slide could be
approved as consistent with the County’s Local Coastal Program notwithstanding some
impacts to wetlands.” Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the Coastal Commission and
San Mateo County regarding compliance with the Coastal Act and the Local Coastal
Program.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000
§/° TRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219
AND TDD (415) 904- 5200
(415) 804- 5400

GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR

May 12, 1999

Robert Gross, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning, South
Caltrans District 4

P.O. Box 23660

Ozkland, CA 94623-0660

Re:  Devil’s Slide Improvement Project, Draft Second Supplemental EIS/EIR
SCH No. 83051706

CCC Post-Cert. No. 1-SMC-99-156

Dear Mr. Gross,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced document. The following are staff
comments as the Coastal Commission itself has not reviewed the document.

This project will be subject to the requirement for a Coastal Development Permit to be issued by
San Mateo County under its Local Coastal Program. The standard of review for that permit will
be the consistency of the project with the certified LCP and with the public access policies of the ]
Coastal Act. That permit will be appealable to the Coastal Commission. The project is also _
subject to review by the Coastal Commission for consistency with the federally-approved State

Coastal Zone Management Program (CZMP), including the policies of the Coastal Act. At this
time our principal concems are as follows:

Wetland Fill: The document identifies what is called a “low value wetland” on page 59. On
page 75, in an apparent reference to this wetland, the document states that an “estimated 269
square meters ... of wetlands in the south portal drainage area will be filled.” The document
also refers to a preliminary wetland delineation, which may be contained in the “Biological
Assessment” cited on page 114. Page 74 of the document indicates that this preliminary
wetlands delineation was provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, presumably to
address wetlands as defined under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The document does
not include a map of the delineated wetland area and does not make it clear whether the
delineation is based only on the Clean Water Act definition of wetlands or whether the 2
wetlands delineation also mapped wetlands as defined under the San Mateo County LCP and

the Coastal Act. These two definitions of wetlands differ from the Clean Water Act

definition and differ from each other. Wetlands as defined under the San Mateo County LCP
may include more areas than wetlands delineated under the Clean Water Act definition.
Wetlands as defined under the Coastal Act and its implementing regulations generally include
even more areas. As noted previously, the standard of review for the Coastal Development
Permit will be the certified LCP and public access policies of the Coastal Act. The County,
and the Commission if the project is appealed, will have to assess the appropriateness of any
fill proposed in wetlands as defined under the LCP using LCP wetland policies. Pursuant to
Section 30603 (a)(2) of the Coastal Act, the project will be appealable based in part on the fact
that portions of the proposed project are located within 100 feet of wetlands as defined under
the Coastal Act. Therefore, identification of all areas affected by the project that are wetlands
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under each of these other two definitions of wetlands will be essential for the process of
reviewing the coastal development permit. The final environmental document should identify
all areas affected by the project that are wetlands under the LCP and under the Coastal Act
and its implementing regulations. Please also note that the Commission has published
“Procedural Guidance for the Review of Wetland Projects in the Coastal Zone” (June 14,
1994), which has previously been distributed to Caltrans. This document provides useful
information concerning the delineation of wetlands as defined under the Coastal Act. Please
contact us if you would like another copy of the document.

Page 76 of the Supplemental EIS/EIR describes proposed mitigation to replace the riparian
and wetland habitat that would be eliminated as a result of the project. The certified San
Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies (Chapter 7, Sensitive Habitats
Component), only allow fill for certain purposes, whether or not mitigation is provided. Itis
not clear that the proposed use of wetland areas as a site for disposing of excavated material
from the tunnel is consistent with the list of purposes for which the LCP indicates fill can be
allowed. In addition, the LCP wetland policies calls for an examination of alternatives to
proposed wetland fill projects. The final document should provide an analysis of alternatives
to using wetlands as a fill disposal site that are consistent with the LCP.

Visual Resources: The Aesthetics section of the document (section 3.1, pgs. 41-45) lists a
number of visual impacts associated with the project. Without renderings of the various elements
of the project, it is difficult to assess the significance of such impacts. The Commission in the
past has found Caltrans’ Visual Impact Assessments helpful in evaluating a project’s visual
aspects for the purposes of environmental documents, and eventually permits, appeals or
consistency actions. In this case, the Visual Impact Assessment was not circulated with the, nor
were significant graphic excerpts included in the SEIS/R. The final document should include a
copy of the Visual Impact Assessment cited on page 114, or at least relevant excerpts. The
document notes (page 44) how important a “well-designed bridge...consideration of form,
pattern, color, etc., as well as structural elements...” is to the overall visual impact of the project.
The Commission has also been concerned about protecting scenic views from bridges and roads.
The final EIS/R should provide information about what is being proposed with regard to bridge
railings and other such considerations at least a preliminary design level.

Mitigation measures are proposed for some of the identified impacts. However, the document
indicates that these mitigation measures will not eliminate the visual impacts of the project,
notably including “prominent” rock cuts, and the potential negative visual impacts of the bridge
(page 44). The final document should address the potential for offsetting unmitigated visual
impacts of the project at off-site locations. For example, consideration could be given to ,
dedicating the Caltrans right-of-way for the Martini Creek alignment to State Parks or otherwise'
assuring that this area be perpetually kept in its natural state to retain its visual beauty. ‘

Traffic: The discussion of traffic (page 89) is somewhat cursory, considering the project

substantially affects Highway One, one of the two principal transportation facilities that carry
most of the traffic to and from the San Mateo coast.
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Letter to Robert Gross, Caltrans
May 12, 1999
Page 3

The document asserts “[n]either project is capacity increasing, therefore no traffic...
changes...are anticipated.” A similar statement is included in the discussion of “Growth
Inducing Impacts™ (pg. 93). However, Caltrans’ “Highway Capacity Manual” seems to take road
configuration into account in determining the capacity of specific highway segments. By
replacing the current tortuous and slow alignment along Devil’s Slide, the project would remove
bottlenecks. Wouldn’t this aspect of the project increase the number of cars per hour that
Highway One between Pacifica and Montara can accommodate? Any resulting increase in
capacity would be extremely relevant to continuing land use planning in the area, as both the San
Mateo County and Half Moon Bay LCPs tie future permissible development to infrastructure,
notably highway capacity. San Mateo County LUP Policy 2.52a., for example evidences how
important such capacity information is by requiring that “Caltrans monitor peak commuter
period traffic and submit data reports to the County on the results...when a permit application is
submitted.” The Countywide Transportation Plan for San Mateo County June 1997 Alternatives
Report presents traffic volume to capacity (V/C) ratios that are helpful in such capacity analysis.
The final supplemental EIS/EIR should indicate which, if any, of the segments of the “Highway

1 North Corridor” (such as shown in Exhibit C.18, for example) currently with a capacity value
of “C” will change, and to what value.

Water Quality: This section defers the full identification of water quality impacts to the “pre-
construction process,” (pg. 90), the identification of control measures and Best Management
Practices (BMPs) through a conceptual Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the
project design phase (pg. 91), and the “final selection of appropriate control measures™ to the
contractor after the contract has been awarded (pg. 91). To provide meaningful information to
decision-makers who rely on the final SEIS/R, it would be appropriate to have the conceptual
SWPPP available prior to final certification of the SEIS/R.

Please feel free to contact me if I can be of any assistance. Thank you again for the opportunity
to review and comment.

Sincerely,

S,

Jack Liebster
Coastal Planner

cc: Resources Agency
State Clearinghouse
San Mateo County Planning
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Responses to Comments State, Regional, and Local Agencies

California Coastal Commission

1.

Comments regarding the coastal development permit process and project consistency with
the CZMP are acknowledged.

The wetland delineation prepared for highway projects is typically based on the definition of
wetlands as defined under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The final environmental
document includes and identifies the wetland and riparian areas affected by the project under
jurisdiction of the San Mateo County LCP and the Coastal Act. An alternative analysis of fill
disposal options was prepared and included in the Federal Consistency Certification
concurred with by the Coastal Commission by unanimous vote on October 10, 2000.
Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the Coastal Commission and San Mateo County
regarding compliance with the Coastal Act and the Local Coastal Program.

Visual renderings of the tunnel and approaches are included in the Devil’s Slide Visual
Impact Assessment for the 1999 Draft Supplemental EIR/EIS. This visual impact assessment
and other technical studies are referenced in the environmental document and were made
available to the public at several locations. A copy was also provided to your agency.

The disposal of excess property will be in accordance with established laws and procedures,
which include priority rights to recreational and other government agencies. In recognition
of the local concern regarding the future use of all property to be declared as excess after
construction of the project, discussions for a planned program for disposal have been initiated
with the County of San Mateo.

. Highway capacity is influenced by multiple factors including alignment, grade, and roadway

and shoulder widths. A common analogy used to describe a highway segment’s capacity is
that of an hourglass, wherein the location having the most limiting combination of factors is
compared to the neck of an hourglass and determines the maximum rate of flow for the entire
length. Improving the above listed factors will improve the capacity of the reconstructed
segment of Route 1 in comparison to that of the superseded segment. However,
unreconstructed locations, similar to the superseded segment, along the highway between
Montara and Pacifica, will continue to constrain the capacity of this greater length to its
present level. An updated assessment of projected traffic capacity has been included in
Section 5.17-Traffic.

Your comment that it is appropriate to have the conceptual SWPPP prior to certification of
the SEIS/R is acknowledged. Standard Caltrans procedure is to develop a conceptual
SWPPP as part of the final design and a more detailed and specific SWPPP prepared by the
contractor prior to construction and submitted to the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Caltrans has also agreed to incorporate into the water quality component of the project, a
commitment that its Best Management Practices will attempt to treat, infiltrate, or filter
stormwater from each runoff event, up to and including the 85™ percentile, 24-hour event.
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sray Davis
GOVERNOR

STATE OF CALIFORNIA S,
§ *&a
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research )

1400 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 958123044 e

916-322-231S  FAX 916-322-3785 WWW.Opr.ca.gov Loretta Lynch

DIRFCTOR

May 18, 1999

ED PANG

State of California Department of Transportation
111 Grand Avenue

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Subject: Devil's Slide Improvement Project (DEVIL'S SLIDE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR-SAN MATEO
COUNTY)

SCH#: 83051706
Dear £ PANG:

The enclosed comment (s) on your draft environmental document was (were) received by the State
Clearinghouse after the end of the state review period. We are forwarding these comments to you because | ]
they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final environmental document.

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments.
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project.

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to
the eight-digit State Clearinghouse number (83051706) when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

Terry Roberts

Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency
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sray Davis
GOVERNOR
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research LM ;

1400 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 iy e

916-322-2318  FAX 916-322-3785 www.opr.ca.gov Loretta Lvnch

DIRFCTOR

May 14, 1999

ED PANG

State of California Department of Transportation
111 Grand Avenue

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Subject: Devil's Slide Improvement Project (DEVIL'S SLIDE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR-SAN MATEO
COUNTY)
SCH#: 83051706

Dear ED PANG:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental document to selected state agencies for
review. The review period is closed and none of the state agencies have comments. This letter

“acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft

environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.
Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

eight-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

\.4(/\47 W
Terry Roberts

Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse
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Responses to Comments State, Regional, and Local Agencies

State of California, OPR

1. The comments forwarded to Caltrans by OPR were from the California Coastal Commission
and are included in this document.
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Rural Coast Open Space Trust (RCOST)

100 Lobitos Creek Road

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Voice 650-726-3307 & 650-726-8497
Fax 650-726-2799

FAX: TOTAL PAGES=31

April 21, 1999

To: Robert Gross & Edward Pang for Caltrans
Robert Tally & William Wong for FHWA
From: Oscar Braun & Coastal Family Alliance
Re: Comments & Questions regarding the Devil’s Slide Project EIR/TIS and Supplements | & 2

Please find enclosed partial copies of the “Adopted Findings On Consistency Certification”
adopted April 16, 1986, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report dated June 1995 , Appcal to the State of California First Appcllate District
Division Four No.A083286, and letters to the editor on behalf of Oscar Braun and Coastal

Family Alliance. We respectfully have some comments and questions for Caltrans and FHWA to
respond to regarding the Devil’s Slide project.

I am the Co-Chair of the Coastal Family Alliance, which is made up of rural farm families and
property owners in the San Mateo County Coastal Zone. We, as a rural community, support the
purpose and need of a basic two lane open air highway that will provide a safe, dependable and
stable Statc highway route that avoids the geologically unstable Devil's Slide area. The
instability of the Devil’s Slide and the problems with the existing roadway, including landslides

and rock falls through that area , remain the same as set forth in the FEIS approved on April 16,
1986.

1. Question: Is the purpose and need for a safc and dependable roadway the same in 1999
for the Devil’s Slide project as it was in 19867

“A tunnel alternative was considercd and rejected as part of the CEQA/NEPA environmental
review process in 1986. The U.S. District Court subsequently determined that the trcatment of
alternatives in the 1986 FEIS was proper. Although only noise-related issues were addressed in
the 1995 Draft SEIS, comments were received indicating a tunnel alternative would avoid project
noise impacts. Several comments requested investigation of the tunnel option. This issue has
been reviewed, and it is determined that the tunnel is not a rcasonable alternative because of its
inconsistency with current planning policies, the lack of funding, and various safety and cost
issues.” 1995 Final Supplemental EIR/EIS response 34.

2. Question: Other than a change in the “planning policies” in 1996 by the San Mateo
County Board of Supervisors changing their 1985 LCP “ alternative preferencc” from
the Martini Creek alignment to thc Tunnel alternative, is not the Tunnel Freeway still
not a reasonablc alternative because of the lack of funding, and various unique tunnel
safety and higher cost issues?

3. Question: Has the U.S. District Court subsequently changed it's dctermination that the
Tunnels Freeway is in fact the Certified Consistent Alternative?

4. Question: Has the California Coastal Commission changed their 1986 certified findings
“that the maintenance of Highway 1 as a safe and dependable highway is cssential to
provide agriculture dependable access to markets and transportation ceanters; to
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provide for recrcation shore line access and recreational opportunitles, as required by
Scction 30210 of the Coastal Act; and to ensure that the basic goals of the State for the
Coastal Zone, as stated in Section 30001.5, are met ?

S. Question: Is it not True that the CCC 1986 Certified Consistency Certification “further
finds that these goals and policies can best be satisfied by a safc and dependable bypass
to Devil’s Slide along the Martini Creek alignment; and that the broader goals and
policies and policies mentioned above must take preccdence over the more specific
policies contained in the Constal Act and Local Coastal Plan?

6. Question: Did the CCC 1986 Certified Consistency Certification also conclude “ (a) the
policies of the certified Local Coastal Program which are to be CONSULTED FOR
GUIDANCE UNDER THE CCNP, AND WHICH AUTHORIZE A TWO LANE
ROAD?

7. Question: Does the CCC review authority and the Coastal Acts requirement to consult
the San Mateo County LCP for guldance override or supercede Caltrans and FHWA
authority to select, design and fund State roadways or compliance with all the
requirements of CEQA/NEPA?

8. Question: Does the Coastal Act or LCP supercede CEQA/NEPA statues in any way?

9. Question: Does Caltrans and the FHWA allow Local Coastal Plan policies such as San
Mateo County’s “preferred Tunnel alternative™ to preempt their agencies obligation to
protect the health, safety and welfare of the people of the State of Callfornia?

10: Question:Is it TRUE that the California Department of Transportation Is charged with
the responsibility to design, construct, operate and maintain public roadways for the
benefit of the citizens of the State of California? 10a. Is there any Coastal Zone County
in the State of California where the voters confrol the critical decisions affection State
Highway 1 ?

11. Question: Is it TRUE that the California Coastal Commission is charged with the
responsibility to administer the Coastal Act and review land use decisions which affect
the Coastal Zone of the State of California?

12. Question: Does the California Department of Transportation and the California Coastal
Commission obligation to protect the health, safety and welfare of the people of the
State of Califoruia supercede the “Preferred Tunnel Alternative” policy of the San
Mateo County Local Coastal Plan when it comes to CEQA/NEPA ?

13. Question: How many tunnels has Caltrans built when there was a reasonable
alternative? '

According to the CCC 1986 Consistency Certification, 111. “Tunnel Alternative. This alternative
would entail a tunnel through San Pedro Mountain, and was suggested by the Sierra Club in 1973.
This alternstive was withdrawn from active consideration because the tunnel would cost an
estimated $100 million. In addition, a tunnel would have to have to be 2 lanes in each direction to
provide access for emergency vehicles in the event of an accident or stalled vehicle.”

14. Question: Have tbe costs for the Sierra Clubs tunnels gone up since 1995 EIR
Supplemental?

15. Question: Are there still two lanes in each bore for emergency vehicle access?

16. Question: How many Sierra Club co-planned, co-designed and co-funded roadways or
tunnels projects has Caltrans and the FHWA completed to date?

17. Question: Have tunnels have become safer than open air roadways in the Bay Area
since 19957
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18.

19.
20.

21.

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

Question: Do long tunnels no lopger provide significant hazardous potential for
catastrophic accidents within the tunnel’s confined space ke the 40 killed in the Mont
Blanc tunnel in March 19992

Question: Is it TRUE that the accident history indicates a higher actual accident rate
within Bay Area tunnels and their approaches than on comparable open air highways?
Question: Has the $200,000 plus per month tunnel freeway maintenance cost estimate in
the 1995 tunnel investigation response increased?

Question: The San Mateo County voter approved Tunnel concept plan did not have any
bridges or fill. Is there going to be any fill in the Devil’s Slide Tunnel Frecway? How
much fill?

Question: Is the tunnel alternative fill going to be placed on wetlands in the south
portal area?

Question: How high is the fill mountain going to be?

Question: How far away will the wetland fill mountain be visible?

Question: How many wetland acres are going to be buried with the new Sierra Madre
Tunnel Freeway fill?

Question: The new Sierra Club Tunnel Freeway design now includes two 1100 foot
bridges does it not?

Question: Pleuse describe the Vistas from inside the propased State Scenic Highway
1Sierra Club Devil’s Slide Tunnel Freeway ?

Question: How does the CCC describe the vistas along the Martin! alignment in their
1986 Adopted Finding on Consistency Certification?

Question: The legislative intent for State Scenic Highway 1 is a two lane roadway in
rural scenic areas but isn’t there a total of four lanes in the Sierra Club’s Tunnel
Freeway ?

Questions: How did the 1986 four lane, $100 million, too expensive and withdrawn
Sierra Club Tunnel Freeway become the Sooner (funded), Safer and Cheaper Tunnel
Freeway in 19997

Question: Will the new Tunnel Freeway alternative require that the Devil’'s Slide
project meet federal comsistency program regulations and will a new or amended
consistency certification be submitted to the Coastal Commission and U.S. District
Court for copcurrence?

Question: Has the Tunnel Freeway aslternative been included in the current
programming and planning documents of the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s (MTC), Federal Transportation Improvement Program (T1P) and in the
MTC 1994 Regionsl Transportation Plan (RTP)?

Question: Does the Sierra Club’s Devil’s Slide Tunnel Freeway comply with the MTC’s
Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process?

Question: Isn’t it TRUE that as recently as April 4, 1995, the San Mateo County Board
of Supervisors reaffirmed its support for the approved and certified proposed Martini
Creek alignment alternative by voting against a proposal to request that Caltrans
further consider other alternative proposals such as a new tunnel?

35. Question: Is it TRUE that in 1986 the California Coastal Commission having

deliberated and selected a safe 2 ependable roadway, the Commission found that , in
view of the uncertainty of the continued funding necessary to provide a permanent
solution, all efforts must be made to diligently and expeditiously process the proposed
project to qualify for the prescutly allocated federal emergency funding which would
expire In September 1986?

36. Question: Will Caltrans diligently and expeditiously seek funds to construct the fully

APR~21-199G  23: 734

processed and certified EIR Martini Creek alignment alternative?
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37, Question: How many rock slides does Caltrans record’s indicate have occurred
affecting Highway 1 in the Deyil’s Slide area south of the south portals of the proposed
Sierra Club’s Tunnel Freeway alternative?

38. Question: Based on the recurring experiences with the closure of Highway 1 at Devil’s
Slide and its demonstrable adverse impacts on the social and economic well-being of the
residents of the San Matep Coastside, has the Coastal Commission and Caltrans
endeavored to find and select a permanent solution to the uunstable condition of
Highway 1 at Devil’s Slide as a matter of the HIGHEST PUBLIC PRIORITY?

The Coastal Family Alliance asks the California Department of Transportation and the
Federal Highway Administration to please place their mandated obligation to protect the
health, safety and welfare of the people of the State of California before the anti-coastal
access agenda of the Sierra Club. The Sierra Club’s fourteen year campalgn of politics
witbout principles has blocked Caltrans from constructing a safe and reliable roadway that
avoids the geologically umstable Devil’s Slide area and has caused great social and
economlc hardship on the San Mateo County Coastside residents.
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Responses to Comments Organizations

Rural Coast Open Space Trust

Visual simulations of portal entrances, fill height, bridge structures, re-vegetation efforts and
approach roads were available for public review at the April 27, 1999 public hearing. These
technical reports are also available for review at Caltrans District 4 offices located at 111 Grand
Ave. in Oakland. It is impractical to describe all of the subtle visual changes that may take place
as a result of the project, and we recommend your review of the visual assessment. Copies of the
1986 environmental documents referenced in the 1999 SSEIS/EIR are also available for review.

1. The purpose and need of the project is to provide a safe, dependable and stable State Highway
route to bypass the geologically unstable area of Route 1 at Devil’s Slide in San Mateo
County.

2. Based upon the results of “The Devil’s Slide Tunnel Study” (Woodward-Clyde Consultants,
1996) and the updated cost estimates for the revised Martini Creek alignment alternative,
FHWA and Caltrans determined that a tunnel alternative was, in fact, a reasonable alternative
that should be fully evaluated in the environmental process. A description of the project
funding is included in Section 3.1.2. Safety and design characteristics of the tunnel are
described in the Devil’s Slide Tunnel Study Feasibility Report.

3. Your comment is unclear. There is no alternative identified as the “Tunnels Freeway” in this
environmental document.

4. The need for a dependable highway has not changed since 1986. Regarding the 1986 finding
by the Coastal Commission, those sections of the Coastal Act, which you reference, are still
applicable to the proposed project. The finding you referred to on page 22 of the 1986
Consistency Certification apply to the Martini Creek alignment.

5. The Coastal Commission Consistency Certification in 1986 regarding the Martini Creek
alignment would be specific to that alternative. The current Consistency Certification for the
preferred tunnel alternative was evaluated and considered the policies and statutes of both the
Coastal Act and the County LCP.

6. The Commission did conclude in their findings (page 21) that the certified Local Coastal
Program would be consulted for guidance.

7. The statutory authority of the Coastal Commission does not override or supercede Caltrans
and FHWA authority and responsibility regarding the “selection, design, and funding” of
state highway projects nor does it relieve the lead agency of any Federally funded project
from complying with the requirements of CEQA or NEPA.

8. See preceding response.

9. Local coastal plan policies do not “preempt” Caltrans or FHWA “obligations to protect the
health, safety, and welfare of the people of the State of California.”

Devil’s Slide Final Second Supplemental EIS/EIR 56



Responses to Comments Organizations

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Caltrans is responsible for the state highway system including design, construction,
operations, and maintenance. The “voters™ of counties located in the coastal zone do not
“control” critical decisions affecting the State highway system, however public input and
local planning is recognized and considered.

The Coastal Commission’s responsibilities and authority are detailed in the California
Coastal Act.

The obligations of the two state agencies and the results of local planning processes and
decisions are entirely different issues and one does not supersede the other “when its comes
to CEQA/NEPA.”

When Caltrans has built tunnels in the past, they were warranted.

We do not refer to the tunnel alternative as the “Sierra Club” tunnel. Cost estimates for both
the tunnel alternative and the Martini Creek Alignment Alternative have been updated. See
Sections 3.1 and 3.2. '

The preferred tunnel alternative (variation “A”) is a 4,000 foot long double bore facility with
one lane in each direction.

Caltrans and the Sierra Club do not design tunnels together.

A review of Bay Area tunnels is inconclusive with regards to comparing accident rates
between tunnels and open-air roadways. The accident rates are higher in some tunnel
roadways and lower in others. However, over the years, there have been improvements in
the operating systems of Bay Area tunnels such as lighting and communication systems.
This has improved the safety of Bay Area tunnels.

The tunnel alternative will provide no significant hazards potential for catastrophic accidents.
Unlike the Mont Blanc tunnel, it will have a state of the art lighting and ventilation system
and two bores (each bore with one way traffic and shoulders on both sides) approximately
0.8 miles in length. The Mont Blanc tunnel is a single bore tunnel with two lanes and two-
way traffic, no shoulders, and is 7.2 miles in length. In addition, as stated in the 1983 FHWA
— RD-83-032 entitled Prevention and Control of Highway Tunnel Fire, “Fire statistics
indicate that highway tunnels are safer than open roads.” The design of the Tunnel
alternative will be in compliance with National Fire Prevention Association (NFPA) 502,
(2001), which is a more recent standard intended to improve vehicular tunnel safety.

No. Based on accident data reflecting the last five years, there are situations where accident
rates are lower in Bay Area tunnels and approaches than on open air highways. Therefore,
tunnel roadways do not necessarily contribute to higher accident rates.

The $200,000 monthly maintenance cost represents the higher end estimate for the Tunnel
alternative. This estimated cost was based on other on-site 24-hour maintenance facilities.
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

The tunnel alternative will incorporate the latest in design standards and technology to reduce
maintenance requirements. Therefore, the estimate provided is considered representative of
the cost necessary to maintain the tunnel facility.

Any tunnel consistent with Measure T would necessarily require bridges and/or fill as was
recognized by the California Coastal Commission in its certification of Measure T as
consistent with the Coastal Act. Furthermore, the Woodward Clyde Tunnel Feasibility Study
identified a fill option as well as a bridge option for the tunnel project. There will be
minimal fill associated with the roadway construction; however, the excavated material from
the construction of the tunnel project will be placed in the designated disposal area as
engineered fill.

The tunnel alternative will result in fill in wetlands in the south portal area. See Section 5.12
for more detailed information.

The fill in the south disposal area is expected to reach 90 m (295 feet) in height.

The south disposal site is a coastal scrub-covered valley tucked inland of the coastal bluffs.
The fill material will be contour graded to match the adjacent hillsides and re-vegetated to
blend with the surroundings and therefore is not expected to be visible from long distances.

Your comment referencing the “Sierra Madre Tunnel Freeway” is unclear.

We do not refer to the tunnel alternative as the new Sierra Club Tunnel Freeway. As noted in
Figure 3-2, the tunnel alternative does include two bridges, each approximately 1000-feet in
length to span the valley at Shamrock Ranch.

Obviously there would be no vistas inside the tunnel.

A copy of the Consistency Certification-No. CC-45-85 adopted by the Coastal Commission
can be obtained by contacting the Commission directly.

As noted in response #15, the tunnel alternative has one lane in each direction.

The tunnel proposed by the Sierra Club in 1973 was considered and withdrawn from active
consideration in the 1984 Draft EIS. While at that time, the estimated cost of the tunnel
substantially exceeded the cost of the Martini Creek Alignment alternative, subsequent
changes in the alignment and design, new technology, and additional environmental
considerations have now made the tunnel a reasonable alternative to the Martini Creek
Alignment.

Any alternative selected must meet Federal Consistency Determination requirements. On
October 10, 2000, the Coastal Commission concurred with the consistency certification
submitted for the tunnel alternative and found the Devil’s Slide Tunnel to be consistent with
the California Coastal Management Program.
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32. The Devil’s Slide project is included in the current TIP and RTP.

33. Your comment is unclear and confusing. The IGR is a process for review of projects by
governmental agencies. It is not something which requires “compliance” by a project.

34. With regards to any actions on this issue in 1995 by the San Mateo County Board of
Supervisors, note that Measure T was approved by the San Mateo County electorate in
November 1996.

35. Any funding deadlines cited in the 1986 Consistency Determination would no longer apply
to the current project.

36. The Martini Creek Alignment Alternative is not the current preferred alternative.

37. The periodic “rock slides” that you refer to are generally considered to be minor events that
are routinely cleaned up by Caltrans maintenance crews.

38. We believe that any of the reasonable alternatives considered for this project, including the
tunnel alternative, represents a permanent solution to the unstable condition at Devil’s Slide
and we also understand its priority to the public.
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"Change is inevirable...
Survival is nor.”

Via Certified Mail

April 29,1999

To: Robert Gross & Edward Pang for Caltrans

7 .- - :_.%
Nie=7Z4
S [l ld)
Robert Tally & William Wong for FHWA '\«w 4
From: Oscar Braun & Coastal Family Alliance

Re: Comments & Questions regarding the Devil’s Slide Project EIR/EIS and Supplements 1 & 2

I don’t know who said “The more things change, the more things stay the same!” but [ think
they got it right. And the Coastal Family Alliance thinks that the California Department of
Transportation and the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration got it
right in their June 1995 Final Supplemental EIS/EIR.

“A tunnel alternative was considered and rejected as part of the CEQA/NEPA environmental
review process in 1986. The U.S. District Court subsequently determined that the treatment of
alternatives in the 1986 FEIS was proper. Although only noise-related issues were addressed in
the 1995 Draft SEIS, comments were received indicating a tunnel alternative would avoid project
noise impacts. Several comments requested investigation of the tunnel option. This issue has
been reviewed, and it is determined that the tunnel is not a reasonable alternative because of its
inconsistency with current planning policies, the lack of funding. and various safety and cost !
issues.” 1995 Final Supplemental EIR/EIS response 34.

The good citizens of San Mateo County may have had a “change of policy preference” in 1996,
but the statutory and judicial guidelines embodied within CEQA/NEPA remain the same today
as they did in 1995, It is not reasonable to replace the Martini Creek Alisnment Alternative
with a Tunnel Alternative that is significantly more hazardous and costly to build and
maintain. Caltran’s Mr. Harry Y. Yahata may prefer to bend in the direction of the local
political whims of San Mateo County but his fiduciary duty is to comply with the CEQA/NEPA
statutes and protect the health, safety and welfare of all Californians.

I have enclosed a California Supreme Court ruling that I feel offers a great deal of support for the
the findings that Caltrans and FHWA have concluded in their Devil’s Slide EIS/EIR and
Supplemental 1& 2. The case is Citizens of Goleta Valley vs Board of Supervisors of Santa
Barbara County. The fine citizens of Goleta had some strong opinions as to where to place the 2
Hyatt hotel in the coastal zone. CEQA provides clear guidelines for what is a feasible and
reasonable alternative. The SOC/CATS challenged the 1986 Devil’s Slide EIS/EIR and your
agencies where upheld by the U.S. District Court. The SOC/CATS have NOT produced a
factual and reasonable findings for their determination that the Tunnel is a Safer and
Cheaper alternative. The Record of Decision in 1999 should be the same as in 1995.....The
Martini Creek Alignment is Sooner, Safer and Cheaper!

We welcome all responses to the Coastal Family Alliance comments. Thanks again for the time
and courtesy you extended John Plock and myself at your offices yesterday.

x?ﬂcerely,
' beo !

Oscar Braun
Executive Director

(Y
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Responses to Comments Organizations

Coastal Family Alliance

1. Caltrans and FHWA are fully cognizant of, and are in compliance with their respective
obligations under CEQA and NEPA. The costs and impacts of these alternatives under
consideration are fully detailed in the 1986 FEIS, the 1995 FSEIS and this document.

2. The basis for the identification of the tunnel alternative as the preferred alternative is outlined
in this document. SOC/CATS (Save Our Coast/Citizen’s Alliance for the Tunnel Solution)
was not a party to the litigation filed in 1986 regarding the proposed project.
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Mr. Robert Gross, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning, South

Caltrans District 4

PO Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660 11 May 1999

Dear Mr. Gross,

It is with pleasure that I address to you comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the tunnel at Devil’s Slide. It has taken many years to identify an acceptable
permanent solution for Highway 1 at Devil’s Slide, but most in our community agree that it has
been worth the wait. The tunnel will provide an elegant transportation solution which preserves the
environmental integrity of our unique coastside communities.

On behalf of Citizens for the Tunnel, the grassroots committee which worked to pass the Devil’s
Slide Tunnel Initiative (Measure T) in 1996, I offer the f Qllowing specific comments:

e We are in full support of tunnel Design Variation A with maintenance of existing Highway 1
for bicycles and pedestrians. We offer no objections to cyclists wishing to ride on the shoulder
inside the tunnel, but as vou well know, the community has always been opposed to dedicated
bike/pedestrian lanes inside the tunnel. Measure T states spemﬁcally that “a separate trail for
pedestrians and bicycles shall be provided outside the tunnel (Policy 2.50b).

* Section 5.1 Aesthetics-South Portal Area (pg. 43) addresses the south disposal area but fails to
address the potential impact of this fill on the proposed extension of the California Coastal trail.
During a 1998 visit to the tunnel site with various community representatives and with Dennis
Bosler and Ed Pang of Caltrans, this trail linkage was identified and it was verbally agreed that
the south disposal site could be constructed so that this vital trail linkage would be left intact.
Discussion of this important environmental impact is absent from the current draft and should
be included in the final Environmental Impact Statement.

e The aesthetics of the tunnel portal design is important to the communities living to the north and
to the south of the proposed tunnel. We request that a Design Review Committee comprised of
community representatives be convened to review the aesthetics of all tunnel portal design
proposals.

* Because representatives from our coastal communities are committed to ensuring that the tunnel
project is completed in a timely manner, we request that the Devil’s Slide Coordinating

Meetings with San Mateo County and Caltrans representatives continue to occur on a regular
basis.

Thank you for your hard-work and diligence on the Devil’s Slide Improvement Project. We are
gratified by your responsiveness to the passage of Measure T in 1996 and we look forward to that
day, in the not so distant future, when we shake hands over a job well done.

Smcerelv

Zpe Kersteen-Tucker
Citizens for the Tunnel
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Responses to Comments Organizations

Save OQur Coast-Citizen’s Alliance for the Tunnel Solution

1.

Your comments supporting tunnel design “variation A” and opposing a separate and
dedicated bicycle access inside the tunnel are acknowledged.

During construction of the tunnel alternative, trail access will be maintained by means of trail
detours. Currently there is no formal California Coastal Trail designation within the project
area but we are aware that the existing section of State Route 1 has been suggested as an
ideal segment of the Coastal Trail after it has been relinquished and is no longer used as a
highway. Alternative grading plans will be considered to determine the feasibility of
preserving existing trails. If it is not feasible to avoid affecting the existing trail, it will then
be reconstructed around the affected area and reconnected to restore continuity. Extension of
the current trail or major expansion of the trail system is beyond the scope of this project.

A Devil’s Slide Tunnel Aesthetics Committee, comprised of representatives from the City
Councils of Pacifica and Half Moon Bay, the Midcoast Community Council and the San
Mateo County Board of Supervisors, was developed to provide the opportunity for
community input regarding aesthetics issues.

Devil’s Slide Coordination meetings will be continued as needed.
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Pacifica Land Trust

P. O. Box 988
Pacifica, CA 94044

May 5, 1999

Mr. Robert Gross, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning, South
Caltrans District 4

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA. 94623-0660

Re:  Pacifica Land Trust Response to Devil's Slide Improvement Project Draft Second
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Gross:

Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the draft DEIS for the Project. Our purpose
in responding to the Statement is to register our concern regarding the exacerbation of a
safety problem for San Pedro Point Headlands Project and in turn, a problem for the
Devils Slide Project. The Headlands project is an approximately 250 acre public property
purchased with ISTEA and Coastal Conservancy grant funds for Open Space Park
purposes and is located at the north end of the project. We were very surprised the safety
issue was not mitigated after spending months at the project meetings organized by
Supervisor Gordon's office, meeting with Caltrans' staff at multiple field meetings and
being verbally promised otherwise. Furthermore, we were also disappointed that the
property was not recognized in the parklands section of the statement.

As background information, the Pacifica Land Trust negotiated the purchase of the
Headlands property, now owned by the California State Coastal Conservancy and City of
Pacifica. It is intended to be open to the public as open space parklands. We remain the
interim manager of the property. The San Pedro Point Headlands Project enjoyed broad

political support and is a part of the National Parks System Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, boundary expansion area.

Based on the foregoing information, we feel the Draft EIS is inadequate and offer the
following comments: '

e The draft EIS should include and discuss the San Pedro Headlands property in the
Parklands section, including its potential for future, more intense parkland
development and use. As noted, the Headlands property was purchased with ISTEA 1
funds based on its location and relationship to an existing scenic highway corridor.
The impacts of the proposed project on this relationship should be discussed as well
as the opportunities to mitigate any adverse impacts.
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e The present access to the Headlands property is on a blind curve off existing Highway
One and represents an existing safety hazard, which is not mentioned in the draft 2
document. With the construction of the proposed tunnel project, that access will be
located approximately 100 feet north of the approach to the southbound north portal
and may represent an even greater hazard, especially with future parkland
development and the resulting increase in visitor traffic. The draft EIS contains no
discussion of this access. The document also does not discuss the proposed cul-de-
sac to be constructed on a stub of existing Highway One and the cul-de-sac's
connection with the northern approaches to the tunnel. The document should be 3
revised to address the location of the San Pedro Headlands access in terms of the
proposed project and should also consider various means to mitigate the safety issue
through the relocation of the Headlands access or other measures as a part of the
tunnel project.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We are available to discuss any of
these issues and to make available any and all applicable information we may have.

Sincerely,

£ /Qﬁ-—/

Arlene M. Patton
Board of Directors

Cc:  David Carmany, City Manager
City of Pacifica
170 Santa Maria Ave.
Pacifica, CA 94044

Christopher Kroll, Project Manager
California State Coastal Conservancy
1330 Broadway Suite 1100

Oakland, CA 94612-2530

Supervisor Rich Gordon

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
455 County Center

Redwood City, 94063
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Responses to Comments Organizations

Pacifica Land Trust

1. A discussion of the San Pedro Point Headlands properties has been included in this final
environmental document. Please see Section 5.14 Parkland and Recreational Areas.

2. Access to the San Pedro Point Headlands is provided by a gated dirt road connecting to
existing Route 1 approximately 200 feet from the northern approach to the project area. This
existing access will not be affected by this project nor will the existing physical and
operational conditions be altered.

The tunnel alternative will have a new alignment for the roadway approach to the north
portal. This new roadway approach will provide benefits in the form of improved sight
distance because the new northbound alignment will be southerly of the current alignment
and thereby will allow improved visibility and a more expansive view of what is ahead
(including the driveway access) as opposed to the limited sight distance currently available
due to the existing curve in the road. Sight distance will also be improved because the
bridge and roadway will be “super-elevated” or banked. Motorist departing from the
driveway access will have greater visibility of traffic approaching from the south.

Caltrans is available to review and discuss any modifications to the highway, including the
proposed relocation of the access southerly of the existing location, and can offer input and
possible suggestions on the proposal which will require adherence to highway design
standards. Any work within Caltrans right of way will require an encroachment permit.

Accident records indicate that from the period January 1999 through December 2000, there
were no accidents associated with vehicles entering or leaving the San Pedro Point
Headlands access point on Route 1.

3. Final design and operational details of the cul de sacs and connections to the tunnel will be
developed in consultation with the County of San Mateo and with input from GGNRA.
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CaLiFornia AssociaTioN oF BicycLing OQRGANIZATIONS
HEADQUARTERS: P.O. BOX 2684 DUBLIN, CALIFORNIA 94568

Please reply to:  Alan Wachtel
3446 Janice Way
Palo Alto, CA 94303-4212
(650) 494-1750
Wachtel@aol.com

7 May 1999

Robert Gross, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning, South
Caltrans District 4

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Gross:

CABO, the California Association of Bicycling Organizations, is a nonprofit group of clubs and
individuals dedicated to the improvement of conditions for all cyclists in California. For over 25
years, CABO has worked with Caltrans and other executive agencies, the Legislature, and local
governments to provide a better bicycling environment in the state. These are our comments on

the 1999 Draft Second Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Report (DSEIS/R)
for the Devil’s Slide Improvement Project.

We believe that two forms of bicycle access are essential: the existing Highway 1 alignment and
a shared tunnel roadway (design variation A).

Outside the Tunnel

The 1996 Devil's Slide Tunnel Initiative, Measure T, as incorporated in the Local Coastal
Program, requires a separate trail for pedestrians and bicycles outside the tunnel. The current
Highway 1 alignment, of course, is a popular recreational route and forms part of the official
state Pacific Coast Bicentennial Bike Route. San Mateo County Resolution No. 61060
identified this existing right-of-way as the county’s preferred bicycle facility alignment.

We agree that this existing alignment, which according to the DSEIS/R Caltrans will relinquish
to the County of San Mateo to own, manage, maintain, and operate, or to transfer to a public
recreational agency, is the best choice for recreation and long-distance touring. But it is
important to bear in mind that “There is a high probability that a seismic event of sufficient
magnitude will eventually occur and result in permanent closure of the existing roadway” (§3.3,
“No Project Alternative”), and that no alternative alignment has been found.
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Robert Gross 7 May 1999 Page 2

Inside the Tunnel

The DSEIS/R at times seems to treat bicycle access inside and outside the tunnel as mutually
exclusive. Thus “Tunnel variation B provides for a separated pedestrian and bicycle access inside
the tunnel, while variation A provides a pedestrian/bicycle path outside the tunnel” (§3.1.1,
“Design and Cost”). But variation B might perfectly well provide bicycle and pedestrian access
outside in addition to inside the tunnel. This variation, however, appears to conflict with the
provision of Measure T that no nonmotorized facilities be constructed within the tunnel
(perhaps because of fears that increased cost would impede tunnel funding and construction, or
that these facilities might in time be converted to growth-inducing extra lanes).

Variation A is therefore preferable, and this variation, which provides a path along the existing
alignment outside the tunnel, should likewise not be construed as thereby precluding bicycle
access inside the tunnel. While the tunnel offers no fresh air, sunlight, scenery, or views, it does

provide a direct route with a gentle grade for transportational bicycling. On this subject the
DSEIS/R says:

It was decided to incorporate into the project design the placement of
informational/directional signs directing bicyclists to use the existing highway rather than
the tunnel. In the absence of any ban or restrictions (which would need to be initiated by

local government), some bicyclists may still choose to ride with vehicular traffic through
the tunnel. (§3.1.1, “Design and Cost”)

The proposed 8-foot shoulders are ample for bicycling through the tunnel, and, because they are
not bicycle facilities, would not conflict with Measure T. But insofar as the DSEIS/R refers to
“directing” bicyclists not to use the tunnel, or to a possible local ban or restriction, it is
potentially misleading. So is the related statement that “One issue still under consideration as
part of the proposed tunnel project is whether or not bicycle travel will be restricted through the
tunnel” (§5.2, “Air Quality”). Although there are no known plans for local government to
institute any ban or restrictions, it is important to note that neither Caltrans nor the County has
the authority to regulate bicycle traffic through the tunnel.

Relevant California and Federal Law

The powers of local authorities to regulate traffic are strictly limited to those expressly granted by
the Legislature (Vehicle Code §21). Under these powers, local authorities may prohibit bicycles
only from freeways to which all rights of access have been acquired (§21960(a)). Caltrans has
equivalent power (plus authority over toll bridges, which is not applicable to the tunnel). By the
terms of the Coastal Act, Route 1 must remain a two-lane scenic highway, not a freeway.

Local authority to prohibit the use of particular highways by certain vehicles (§21101(c)) and to
regulate vehicular traffic in subways, tubes, and tunnels (§21109(a)) are not relevant, because
bicycles are not considered vehicles under California law (§§231, 670). Under §21200(a),
operators of bicycles are generally subject to provisions that apply to drivers of vehicles. They
therefore share in laws that apply to all vehicular traffic, but this section confers no authority to
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regulate bicycles selectively. There is no doubt, however, about the ability of local authorities to
restrict pedestrians from tunnels (§21109(a)).

The Vehicle Code definition of freeway is less restrictive than the conventional one, requiring
only controlled access, not division or grade separation. But if the tunnel and its approaches
happen to satisfy this definition, other equally effective statutory provisions would come into
play. Streets and Highways Code §888 prohibits Caltrans from constructing a freeway that
severs or destroys an existing major route for nonmotorized traffic, unless it provides a
reasonable, safe, and convenient alternate route, or one exists. There is an analogous federal law
(23 U.S.C. §109(n)). The existing alignment would not qualify as such an alternative, because its
long-term availability cannot be assured.

Bicycling in Tunnels

The safety of bicyclists in the tunnel should not be an issue. Bicycles are allowed on over a
thousand miles of California freeway shoulders, even in some urban areas, where traffic speed
and volume greatly exceed what is expected in the Devil’s Slide Tunnel. In San Mateo County,
for instance, bicycles have been permitted on Interstate 280 between Trousdale Drive and
Millbrae Avenue since 1978.

Bicycles are also permitted in many highway tunnels in California and elsewhere without
incident. The following list is illustrative, not inclusive (tunnel length is shown where known):
Collier Tunnel (1886 ft) on Route 199 in Del Norte County; Baker-Barry Tunnel (2364 ft) in
Marin County; Broadway Tunnel (1850 ft) in San Francisco; Gaviota Pass Tunnel on Route 101
in Santa Barbara County; Second Street (1734 ft), Sepulveda Boulevard, Malibu Canyon, and
Kanan and Kanan-Dume Road Tunnels in Los Angeles County; all tunnels in Oregon (most on
two-lane roadways with 26 to 30 feet of pavement), except one on a freeway closed to bicycles in
the Portland area; and many tunnels in Europe, at least one as long as 17 km.

Conclusion

The DSEIS/R should acknowledge that bicyclists would have access to the tunnel, and the
tunnel should be designed accordingly. For instance, the DSEIS/R distinguishes different CC
limits and number of jet fans for designs with and without nonmotorized facilities (§3.1.3,

“Tunnel System Operations”). Since bicycles will have a legal right to use the tunnel, proper
ventilation should be provided in all designs.

Sincerely,

Al Wl

Alan Wachtel

Government Relations Director
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Responses to Comments Organizations

California Association of Bicycling Organizations

1. Since this segment of Route 1 is a conventional highway, bicycles will not be prohibited
from using the tunnel.

2. Bicyclist will have access to the tunnel and the ventilation system will be designed
accordingly.
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May 10, 1999

Mr. Robert Gross, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning, South
Caltrans District 4

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Robert:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Second Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Report for the Devil’s Slide Improvement project. We are extremely pleased that Caltrans has
responded to the tremendous public acceptance of the tunnel alternative in November 1996 with a document 1
that supports our contention that a tunnel represents the most environmentally sound alternative for solving

the longstanding problems of Highway 1 at Devil’s Slide. The work undertaken by Caltrans over the last 2

Y, years with the community and our elected officials to move forward the environmental review of the

tunnel solution is deeply appreciated.

One aspect of the DSEIR does, however, cause us concern. We have reservations regarding the
characterization of the environmental impacts of the Martini Creek Alignment Alternative in the document.
Our understanding has been that since the passage of Measure T in 1996 and adoption of language
recommended by that act in the San Mateo County LCP, the primary objective of preparing a SEIR was to
move forward expeditiously with consideration of a tunnel. We understand that until adoption of a Record | 2
of Decision by the FHWA the Martini Creek Alignment Alternative remains the project of record. However
we are disappointed that the problems with the inland bypass alternative were not drawn out more directly in
this SDEIR, and for that reason we have commented on the inadequacies with the SDEIR’s consideration of
the environmental impacts of the inland bypass project. In our opinion, a clear rejection by Caltrans of the S
Martini Creek Alignment Alternative as a potential project based on the environmental impacts we identify
would suffice in place of the extensive additional review and comment we feel would be appropriate if the
inland bypass project remains as represented in this DSEIR.

The following comments relate to the Martini Creek Alignment Alternative:

e Endangered Species. The analysis of impacts to endangered species habitat for the
Martini Creek alignment alternative is inadequate in that it fails to quantify the impact of
siltation from construction, landslide and ongoing erosion of disturbed terrain on the
population of Steelhead Trout in San Pedro Creek, now listed as Threatened by the 4
National Marine Fisheries Service. Despite the recent designation, the DEIR states in
respect to environmental impacts of the Martini Creek alignment alternative:

“No mitigation is currently proposed for this alternative other than that included in the
1986 FEIS (pp. 136-138)."
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Given the magnitude of environmental impacts to the San Pedro Creek watershed
presented by the Martini Creek bypass alternative, it is impossible to project the
mitigation cost in any meaningful way. Consequently, the estimate of cost presented in
the DEIR for the Martini Creek bypass alternative is fundamentally flawed and grossly
underestimated.

Construction Impacts. The run-off and siltation impacts from construction of the

inland bypass are represented as short-term. The DEIS does not consider additional
information which has become available since the 1986 Final EIS regarding the
instability of the area, and the susceptibility of the area to debris-flows and landslide.

The risk of the revegetation plan failing to adequately mitigate construction impacts must
be re-evaluated considering new information compiled by the U.S. Geological Survey
and presented as Map of Debris-Flow Probability, San Mateo County, California, by
Robert K. Mark, Miscellaneous Investigations Serics, 1992.

Noise Impacts. The soundwalls proposed as mitigation in the first Draft Supplemental
EIR in March 1995 were strongly objected to and deleted from the first Final SEIR.

Nevertheless, the noise impacts to the park remain, and effective mitigation has not been
identified.

Other Parkland Impacts. Referring to the McNee Ranch Addition to Montara State
Beach, the DEIS states:

“The park was acquired by the California Department of Parks and Recreation in 1983
with the stipulation that planning and development of the park would not conflict with
the realignment of State Route 1 inland around Devil’s Slide.”

This statement completely mischaracterizes the agreement between State Parks and
Caltrans at the time of acquisition of the parkland, and ignores the enormous impacts that
the Martini Creek Alignment Alternative would have on the park. We refer you to our

comment letters to the 1986 FEIS and the 1995 SEIS/EIR on noise impacts for additional
detail.

The following comments relate to the comparison of the tunnel and Martini Creek alignment alternatives:

Air Pollution, Vehicular. The DEIR inadequately evaluates the differences in air
pollution resulting from the different alternatives. The document states:

“The proposed tunnel project does not add any additioral capacity beyond that of the
Martini Creek alignment alternative project and since neither build alternative increases
roadway capacity nor moves the roadway closer to receptors, there will be no violation
of the State or Federal CO standards”.

This statement ignores the significant difference in air pollution generated by the
alternatives: the Martini Creek bypass which would route traffic over a significant grade,
vs the tunnel alternative, which eliminates that grade change. The DEIR should describe
the quantitative difference between the alternatives in terms of fuel consumption, carbon
monoxide, ozone, small particulates, and oxides of nitrogen.
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Section 5.17 Traffic. (pg. 89) Contrary to the conclusion of this document, the traffic |
patterns as presented and interpreted by the 1986 Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) are no longer valid. The FEIS concluded that the majority of traffic demand from
the San Mateo midcoast would be for travel via Highway 1, passing though the project
area at Devil’s Slide. In fact the trend has been just the opposite—the traffic demand on
Highway 92, the only other major access corridor, has far surpassed traffic on Highway
1, a fact implicit in the current project to add continuous uphill passing lane to Highway
92 west of Highway 35, and supported by traffic volume records. In 1994, the
distribution of traffic between Highway 1 and Highway 92 was 30% and 70%
respectively. This trend toward utilization of Highway 92 materially affects the buildout
traffic volumes projected for Highway 1.

Je—
JESpY

Section 5.4 Consistency with Local and Regional Plans. Design Variation B of the
Tunnel alternative is inconsistent with the San Mateo County certified LCP, which 1
permits “construction of a tunnel for motorized vehicles only”, and states that “A
separate trail for pedestrians and bicycles shall be provided outside the tunnel” (LCP -| 2
Policy 2.50b). While the DEIR states that, irrespective of the final tunnel design '
selected, the old alignment of Highway 1 is to be maintained for pedestrian and bxcycle i
use, Design Variation B goes on to provide facilities inside the tunnel dedicated

exclusively to the use of bicycles—and is therefore inconsistent with the San Mateo
County LCP.

The following comments relate to the Tunnel alternative:

Growth-Inducing Impacts. The SEIS fails to identify the growth-inducing impacts of
tunnel Design Variation B, alternative calling for 36’ diameter tunnels. The potential for
growth-inducement lies in the ease with which the 36’ tunnel bores could be re-striped
and immediately used as a four-lane tunnel, in violation of the California Coastal Act
provisions restricting Highway 1 in rural areas to a two-lane scenic highway. The
rationale for its consideration relates to bicycle safety, however comments from the 13
cycling community have been extremely negative concerning the precedent of
prohibiting bicycle traffic from the regular vehicular traffic lanes and instead providing a
separate bike lane within the tunnel. Given the clear opposition presented by the bicycle
community to a separate bike line in the tunnel, the action taken by the San Mateo
County Board of Supervisors in passing Resolution #61060, and the provisions of the
LCP as it pertains to the specifications of the tunnel, it is incumbent on CalTrans to
adequately address the growth-inducing impacts of tunnel Design Variation B.

Ingress/Egress for Adjoining Properties. The Devil’s Slide Promontory is one of the 6
private properties referenced by this document which would be affected by the tunnel

alternative. It is in a critical location in terms of providing safe travel for pedestrians 14
traveling on the old alignment. No discussion is made of the alternatives for resolving

the legal requirement to continue ingress/egress to this and similarly situated private
properties.

Pedestrian Safety. There is no presentation of alternatives for how to get northbound 15
pedestrians over to the old alignment, identified in the SEIS document as providing
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pedestrian and bicycle access, as required by Measure T and the subsequent LCP
amendment certified by the California Coastal Commission.

e Revegetation Plans. The discussion of the revegetation and mitigation of construction

impacts is inadequate. A “plant establishment period” of ten years is referred to, but no
details are provided of that plan.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. We strongly support construction of the Variation A
tunnel design, and look forward to working with CalTrans to implement this solution at Devil’s Slide.

Sincerely,

Chris Thollaug
Chair, Devil’s Slide Task Force
Vice-Chair, Executive Committee
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Responses to Comments Organizations

Sierra Club-Loma Prieta Chapter

1.

2.

Comment noted.

The tunnel design variation “A” is identified as the preferred project alternative. However,
for the purposes of NEPA and CEQA, the Martini Creek Alignment alternative has continued
to be considered as a reasonable alternative.

. Your opinion that the Martini Creek alignment alternative should be rejected is

acknowledged.

While we agree that a full analysis of impacts to the Steelhead Trout would require additional
studies, we believe that adequate information has been provided to make meaningful,
qualitative comparisons between the alternatives.

Despite the fact that the Steelhead Trout designation is recent, concerns regarding siltation,
landslides, and erosion have always been addressed in the environmental analysis of the
Martini Creek Alignment alternative. There would be no required mitigation for Steelhead
Trout with the Tunnel Alternatives. For the Martini Creek Alignment alternative, there
would be significant grading in the Willow Brook area that would likely require mitigation
for impacts to Steelhead Trout. While the costs of such mitigation have not been estimated,
such costs would only increase the estimated cost of the Martini Creek Alignment alternative
and such an increase is not a factor in the identification of the preferred alternative.

During the design phase of the project, all relevant information, including the U.S.G.S. Map
of Debris-Flow for San Mateo County will be considered with regard to construction impacts
and appropriate mitigation measures.

. As a contingency, re-vegetation contracts span a period of years to ensure sufficient time to

establish and nurture native plantings. Following planting and irrigation, a S-year period for
maintenance and/or plant establishment is to provide for a continuance of care for the plants.
Typically, major mitigation or re-vegetation plans include 3 — 5 years of plant establishment.
In the event that some of the planted areas are not successful, re-planting would be
implemented for those areas identified as not successful. Once plant establishment is
successfully achieved, a monitoring plan of 5 years would be implemented to measure the
growth and success rates of the re-vegetated areas.

Existing noise levels within McNee Ranch State Park will not be affected by the tunnel
alternative and therefore no mitigation/abatement is required. Impacts of the Martini Creek
alignment alternative have been adequately addressed in this and previous environmental
documents.

Section 5.14 has been renamed Parkland and Recreational Areas and the text has been
revised substantially. The statement referenced in your comment is not included in the
current text for this section.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The air quality analysis was prepared in compliance with applicable laws, regulations and
policies. Essentially, the only requirement is to determine if a given alternative will cause an
exceedance of state or federal air quality standards. None of the alternatives would cause
violations of those standards. The project is included in the current approved RTP and TIP
and therefore is found to be in conformity as required by the Clean Air Act and its
amendments. No further studies are warranted.

Section 5.17 Traffic has been expanded to include more current traffic information.

Since this is a conventional highway, bicycles will not be prohibited from using the tunnel.
For safety purposes, Variation “B” provides a separated pedestrian and bicycle access to
protect the users from high-speed vehicular traffic within an enclosed space.

The tunnel alternative variation “A” is identified as the preferred project alternative in this
Final EIR/EIS. Caltrans disagrees with the opinion that Variation “B” is growth inducing.

Any legal requirements to provide access to any private properties will be maintained.

Signed crossings between the northbound lane of Route 1 and the superseded highway will
be installed to provide visible notification and warning to motorists of crossing bicyclists and
pedestrians. Final design and operational details of the bicycle path, cul de sacs, and
connections to the tunnel approaches will be developed in consultation with the County of
San Mateo.

Temporary construction impacts would be mitigated by re-vegetation of the areas impacted.
The risk of failure is minimized by the application of accepted and proven re-vegetation
techniques recognized by professionals in this field.

(a) In construction areas, the limits of clearing and grubbing and the areas to be impacted are
to be delineated and identified or flagged to keep equipment within the zone of
construction. Re-vegetation would begin at the completion of construction after
equipment has been removed from the site.

(b) In locations on hillsides, these efforts would include (but not limited to) scarification of
soil in the areas compacted by equipment, or ripping if necessary. These methods allow
soils to return to a non-compacted condition in order to promote plant growth. The
disturbed soil and temporary access road will be re-contoured to blend with the original
grade in the surrounding area. Use of soils native to the area and stockpiled during
construction, will aid in re-vegetation efforts and also encourage pioneering (natural re-
seeding) of the species native to the area.

(c) For those areas where sedimentation of drainage-ways and water features is a concern,
the disturbed sites will be contained.

(d) In areas where fill is to be placed, soils native to the area will be stockpiled for re-use.
It is anticipated that fill areas may erode before new plantings are established and

Devil’s Slide Final Second Supplemental EIS/EIR 76



Responses to Comments Organizations

therefore erosion control, soil stabilization, and containment of sedimentation is proposed
both during and immediately after placement of the fill material. Contour grading of the
fill area will allow the new material to blend into the surroundings. The erosion control
and re-vegetation efforts will be planned and coordinated to allow a transition from the
implementation of erosion control practices to the establishment of woody plant species.

Re-vegetation will involve hydroseeding and supplemental planting of container material,
propagated from native species collected from within the immediate area. Each planting
area will undergo this type of treatment and native vegetation will be replaced in-kind.
There will be an emphasis on controlling weeds and other noxious pests to create
conditions conducive to natural recruitment from surrounding areas. Temporary
irrigation systems will be necessary for full plant establishment.
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May 10, 1999

Mr. Robert Gross, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning, South
Caltrans District 4

P.O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Gross,

The Half Moon Bay Coastside Chamber of Commerce and Visitors’ Bureau acknowledges
the effort and dedication of your staftf in producing the Draft SEIS for the Devil's Slide
tunnel project. As you well know, a safe and permanent solution for Highway One at Devil's
Slide is essential to the vitality of our business community here on the Coast. Citizens and
visitors need a reliable transportation link with the rest of the Bay Area.

We applaud the decision by the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors to assume
responsibility for the portion of the road at Devil's Slide which will be abandoned by
Caltrans when the tunnel is completed (Appendix B in the Draft SEIS). The maintenance of
hiking and biking trails on the abandoned roadway will offer an unsurpassed recreational
opportunity for local residents and visitors alike. Tourism is one of the mainstays of the
Coastside economy and we welcome the interest which will undoubtedly be generated by
improved accessibility to sweeping coastal vistas.

In keeping with our desire to see a safe, economically responsible and user-friendly design
for the tunnel project, we support Design Variation A, the design which provides for hiking
and biking facilities outside of the tunnel itself. In the interest of continuing pedestrian
access to the area, we also urge that existing hiking trails be linked to the abandoned
alignment to provide a more comprehensive trail system.

We appreciate the time and effort which Caltrans has devoted to this project thus far and
we urge you to continue with all possible speed so that our business community, our

residents and visitors to our area can be assured of a safe and reliable route over Highway
One.

Sincerely,

Coret W20 €

David R. Worden
President, Board of Directors

DRW/av

520 Kelly Avenue, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
Phone (650) 726-8380  Fax (650) 726-8389
Internet: http://www.halfmoonbaychamber.org * Email: info@halfmoonbaychamber.org
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Half Moon Bay Coastside Chamber of Commerce

1. Your support of design variation A is acknowledged. Upon completion of the tunnel
construction, Caltrans will relinquish the existing section of Highway 1 right-of-way to the
County of San Mateo for use as a non-motorized facility. However, extension of current
trails or major expansion of the trail system is beyond the scope of this project.
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Mr. Robert Gross, Chief

tfice of Environmental Planning, South
Caltrans District 4
P.O. Box 23660

Qakland, CA 94623-0660
Dear Mr. Gross:

The San Mateo County Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation has the following comments on the Devil’s
Slide Second Supplement to the 1986 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (SSEIS).

Surfrider believes the tunnel alternative is the environmentally superior alternative and recommends
that the Martini Creek Bypass alignment be rejected. Our primary concerns with the tunnel alternative |
relate to potential impacts to the existing and proposed Coastal Trail and public access to San Pedro
Point Headlands, McNee Ranch State Park, Grey Whale Cove State Beach and Montara State Beach.

Designation of Highway One at Devils Slide as a new segment of the Coastal Trail has the potential to
provide trail links to parkland at San Pedro Point Headlands near the north portal entrance and McNee
Ranch, Grey Whale Cove and Montara State Parks near the south portal entrance. Yet, the SSEIS does
not address the environmental impacts to the existing segment of the California Coastal Trail along the A
historic Half Moon Bay-Colma Road resulting from the rock cut at the approach to the south portal and
the south portal fili site. Mitigation measures are needed to ensure that the old road will be adequately
preserved so that links can be established to parkland in and around the project area.

Finally, the tunnel alternative does not provide trail access through the project area because the

proposed Devils Slide trail deadends near the south portal. Protection of the Half Moon Bay-Colma 3
Road would protect future opportunities to link the Devils Slide Coastal Trail with the Half Moon Bay-
Colma Road. Impacts of the rock cut and fill site at the south portal entrance should be mitigated to
ensure that existing and potential Coastal Trail segments are protected.

Thank you for addressing our comments in the final SEIS.

Sincerely,

{ék\ Ko ve__

John Kucera
Chair, San Mateo County Surfrider Foundation
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