ROUTE 92

UPHILL SLOW VEHICLE LANE / SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS
Route 92 from Route 35 South to Interstate Route 280 in San Mateo County

04-SM-92  PK 8.4/R11.7 (PM 5.2/R7.3)04215-131990

INITIAL STUDY / ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
State of California Department of Transportation and U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration

Pursuant to:
 
42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)

49 U.S.C. 303

_____________________________________________

____________________

DARNALL W. REYNOLDS, District Division Chief

Date

Division of Planning, District 4

California Department of Transportation

_____________________________________________

____________________

FRED J. HEMPEL





Date

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administrator

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SCH No. #

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
04-SM-92 PM 5.2/R7.3


04215-131990

NEGATIVE DECLARATION (CEQA)

Pursuant to:  Division 13, Public Resources Code

Description
The California Department of Transportation is proposing to provide an uphill slow vehicle lane, a median barrier, a grade separation structure, and to upgrade the existing facility to current design standards in response to the safety and operational problems incurred as a result of the traffic queues formed by slow moving vehicles.  In addition, a pedestrian/bicycle over-crossing, an access road for the San Francisco Water Department, and a turbid/clean water collection system are included as part of the proposed project.  This project is located in San Mateo County on State Route 92 between Route 35 (south) (K.P. 8.3, P.M. 5.2) and Interstate 280 (K.P. R11.7, P.M. R7.3).  The total length of the project is 2.1 miles.  This project is within the steep mountainous terrain of the San Francisco Water Department’s watershed land which is also a designated State Fish and Game Refuge.

Determination
An Initial Study has been prepared by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  On the basis of this study it is determined that the proposed action will not have a significant effect upon the environment for the following reasons:

1. The project will have no significant effect on topography, seismic exposures, or erosion.

2. The project will not significantly affect air quality, noise, energy, solid waste, or use of natural resources.

3. The project will have no effect on floodplains or water wells.

4. With the mitigation site included as part of the project, there will be no significant effect on wetlands and riparian habitat.

5. With the mitigation proposed as part of the project, there will be no significant effect on fish and wildlife, including endangered species and their habitat.

6. With the proposed mitigation, the project will have no significant effect on vegetation.

7. The project will have no effect on agriculture or timber.

8. The project will have no effect on cultural resources.

9. The project will have no effect on the population characteristics, housing, neighborhoods, schools or public facilities.

10. The project will not significantly affect land use or area growth.

11. The project will not affect business, industry, economy, or employment.

12. The project will not significantly affect the open space of the wa​tershed nor affect any recreation or parkland.

13. The project will have no significant effect on aesthetics or scenic resources.
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROJECT

1.1 Introduction

Caltrans proposes to improve the upgrade segment of Route 92 in San Mateo County from west of Route 35 South (KP 8.3, PM 5.2) to east of the causeway at Crystal Springs Reservoir near Interstate 280. The improvements include an uphill slow vehicle lane, curve alignment modifications, a standard lane and shoulder widths, and a concrete median barrier. 

1.2 Background

In 1993 an Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was circulated for a proposed slow vehicle lane and safety improvement project for Route 92.  Since the preparation of this environmental document numerous changes were made to the project, and a new draft environmental document has been prepared to address the current proposal.  This project is comparable to the slow vehicle lane project on the west side of the Route 92 summit.  Together, these improvements will provide a continuous slow vehicle lane for the steep uphill sections of Route 92 between Pilarcitos Creek and Crystal Springs Reservoir.

The project is included in the 1996 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and is proposed for funding from the HB4C program (System Operational Improvements).  The project was included in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 1996/97 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).

1.3 Purpose and Need for the Project

In San Mateo County, Route 92 is a major east-west connector to the Greater Bay Area for coastal communities along the Route 1 corridor.  It serves as a recreational, commuter, truck and public transit route.  The purpose of this project is to provide relief to the safety and operational problems incurred as a result of the traffic queues formed by slow moving vehicles on Route 92.  The project is located in San Mateo County, west of Route 35 south (KP 8.3, PM 5.2) to Route 35 north (KP11.7, PM 7.3) a total distance of 3.4 kilometers.

The section of Route 92 between Pilarcitos Creek and the Crystal Springs Reservoir traverses mountainous terrain with steep grades of up to 7%, and includes several sharp curves. The width of both the traveled way and the shoulder along this roadway are narrow and sub-standard for a major highway which is utilized by a high percentage of heavy trucks and recreational vehicles.

The Lone Star Quarry and San Mateo County’s waste disposal site at Ox Mountain Sanitary Landfill are both located off Route 92 east of Pilarcitos Creek.  These two operations generate high volumes of truck usage along Route 92.  In addition to commercial truck traffic typically transporting coastal agricultural products to bayside distribution centers, the growth and development in the Half Moon Bay area have further increased the number of trucks serving this region as well as the number of commuters traveling to and from their work destinations.  SamTrans also operates bus service along this route on an hourly basis during commute periods on weekdays and on Saturdays.

The geometric (horizontal and vertical alignment) of the existing roadway impose driving restrictions such as limited sight distance and difficulties in negotiating sharp curves.  This segment of highway has no climbing lanes, and has experienced incidences of truck overturns which resulted in road closures exceeding several hours and forcing through traffic to use Route 84 as an alternate east-west facility.  Route 84 is located approximately 7.5 miles to the south.

1.4 Traffic Analysis

Based on accident data collected state-wide and region-wide by the California Highway Patrol, average accident rates for various types of highways, intersections and interchanges are established.  These average rates provide a basis against which actual accident occurrences in a given period can be evaluated for a highway segment or interchange.

Accident rates on the eastbound and westbound section of Route 92 within the project area are higher than the average for similar highway facilities. During the period from January 1995 thru December 1997, Route 92 recorded 57% more accidents than the average rate for this type of facility.  

The actual accident rate for this three year study period ranged between 38% and 74% higher than the average for similar facilities. The project area experienced 2.68 accidents per million vehicle miles (mvm) between 1995 and 1997.  Of these accidents, 1.10 per mvm were fatal or involved injury.  Statewide, the accident rate for a comparable roadway was 1.70 per mvm, with .89 involving injuries or fatalities.  (see Table 1-1)

Table 1-1

Summary of Accidents for Route 92 Project Area

(Three year period ending December 31, 1997)

Year

Number of


Actual Rate1

Average Rate1


Percent Higher/Lower




Accidents


Fatal + Injury

Fatal + Injury



than Average

1995


70




2.96




1.70






74%

1996


56




2.36




1.70






38%

1997


66




2.72




1.70






60%

Accident Rate1:
Accidents/million vehicle miles traveled

Existing and Projected Traffic Volumes

On a typical weekday during the peak two-hour period , Route 92 within the project study limits, operates at LOS “E”.  The Level of Service (LOS) is probably “E” or better on weekdays, and “F” on weekends.  Level of Service is a qualitative measure of the performance of a highway during some peak period (usually one hour).   It is based on the effect of a number of factors, including speed, travel time, travel interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort, convenience and operating costs.  LOS is expressed in a range of levels designated A thru F, with A representing free flowing traffic and F representing very congested conditions approaching gridlock.  

Future traffic demand was projected for the years 2000, 2010 and 2015.  These projections were based on MTC’s screenline traffic volumes, the City of Half Moon Bay General Plan, Caltrans, and the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program - projected LCP demand for road capacity during commuter peak periods.  The San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan (1995) describes the region’s two primary roads, Highway 1 and Route 92 as operating at LOS “E”.  By 2010 or sooner, segments of Highways 1 and 92 are projected to be at LOS “F” during peak commute periods.  

A recent Highway Congestion Monitoring Report prepared by the California Department of Transportation indicates that between 1995 and 1996 San Mateo County experienced a 125% increase in congestion, a rate more than double any other county in the bay area.  

Table 1-2

Traffic Projections for Route 92

Average Weekday at Peak Period

Year

AM East

AM West

Total

PM East

PM West

Total

2000

2310


610



2920

1000


1550


2550

2010

2890


730



3620

1220


1860


3080

2015

2880


770



3650

1250


1950


3200

Source:
MTC Screenline Traffic Volumes, City of Half Moon Bay General Plan, 




Caltrans Traffic Counts.

The project area between Pilarcitos Creek and Crystal Springs Reservoir traverses mountainous terrain with steep grades of up to 7%, and includes several sharp curves.  The estimated capacity of a single uphill lane in areas with grades of approximately 6% is 1200 vehicles per hour (vph) under ideal circumstances.  When trucks and other slow moving vehicles comprise over 3% of the traffic mix, this capacity could decline to 900-1000 vph.  Projections for peak hourly volumes in the year 2000 for Route 92 of 2920 vehicles per hour, would result in inadequate capacity and congestion for a single lane. 

Safety

Facility improvements to two lane highways such as slow-vehicle lanes, median barriers and turning lanes have been shown to reduce the likelihood of  both rear-end and head on accidents. Drivers are less likely to become impatient and pass slow moving vehicles if they can anticipate additional lanes within the roadway. 

Other factors contributing to increased accident rates include unexpected slow moving vehicles in both the uphill and downhill sections of the roadway, intermittent passing lanes that do not provide safe merging areas, a high proportion of truck traffic, and physical constraints of the roadway such as sharp curves, blind corners, and excessive grades.

Of all accidents within the 3 year survey period (1995-1997), 40% were categorized as head-on.  Of this total, 48% of these collisions involved the driver crossing on to the opposing lane of traffic.  Rear-end collisions accounted for 47% of all accidents during this same period.

Table 1-3

 Head-On/Rear-End Accidents for Route 92 Project Area

(Three year period ending December 31, 1997)

Total Head-On

Total Rear-End


Accidents in Which Vehicles Crossed to Opposing


Accidents


Accidents






Lane of Traffic














Head-On


All Accidents



78




91






38




68


40% 



47%





48.7%



35.4%

Source:
Caltrans TASAS Selective Accident Rate Calculation: 092-SM  PM 5.20 thru 7.29




Caltrans TASAS Accident Records 95-01-01 thru 97-12-31
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Figure 1:
Project Location Map
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Figure 2:
Vicinity Map
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2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT

2.1 Existing Facility

The project is located in San Mateo County on Route 92 from Route 35 South (KP 8.3/PM 5.2 )to west of the causeway at Crystal Springs Reservoir (KP 11.7/PM 7.3) near Highway 280.  The project covers a distance of 3.4 km.  Within the limits of the proposed project, Route 92 is a conventional two lane undivided highway with two 11’ lanes, and 2’ to 4’ substandard shoulders.

2.2 Status of Nearby Projects

This project is comparable to the slow vehicle lane project on the west side of the summit.  Together, these two projects will provide a continuous slow vehicle lane for the steep uphill sections of Route 92 between Pilarcitos Creek and Crystal Springs Reservoir. The project on the west side of Route 92 included plans for an uphill passing lane, median barrier and lane widening along State Route 92 in San Mateo County from Pilarcitos Creek (PM 3.3) to State Route 35 (PM 5.2). 

2.3 Proposed Project

Proposed improvements for this section of Route 92 include Two 3.6 meter (12 foot) uphill slow-vehicle lanes with a 1.5 meter (5 foot) shoulder, a 1.8 meter (6 foot median with barrier, and a 3.6 meter (12 foot) downhill lane with a 3.0 meter (10 foot) shoulder. These improvements would extend across the Crystal Springs Causeway to the east of the Route 92/35 (north) intersection.

A grade separation structure and interchange will replace the existing at-grade intersection at Route 92/35 (south).  A box culvert undercrossing/mini-interchange will be constructed to provide access to San Francisco Water Department service roads and a quarry located on the north side of Route 92, and curve/alignment modifications including a bridge will be constructed to allow for wildlife migration and improved vehicular sighting distance

Curve and alignment modifications

Describe bridge structure/types of alignment probs

2.3.1 Turbid Water Collection System

Description

The proposed turbid water collection system consists of a series of interconnected ditches and pipes capable of passing a 50 year design flow. Beginning at the crest of Route 92 near the Route 92/Route 35 Interchange, the system will collect run-off from the pavement and disturbed slopes and transfer this flow downhill, where it will eventually drain to the proposed Route 92 detention basin. 

Volume and Flow
The Route 92 detention basin will intercept approximately two-thirds of the entire roadway and slope run-off generated from the project.  After adequate detention time, this reduced flow will be released back to the turbid water collection system, where it will combine with the remaining one-third of roadway and slope run-off.  This combined flow of approximately 45 CFS will be piped across the existing causeway to a proposed pump plant.

At the pump plant described above, the turbid water will be collected in a storage box (volume ?) where it will eventually be pumped up to Basin #3, which was previously constructed as part of the Route 280 turbid water collection system.  

The Route 280 turbid water pipeline connects a series of seven basins, that ultimately drain to San Mateo Creek, and then to San Francisco Bay.  Through the process of pumping Route 92 turbid water, an increase in outflow rates from Basin #3 to Basin #5 will occur.  The same scenario applies from Basin #5 to Basin #6, Basin #6 to Basin #7 and Basin #7 to San Mateo Creek.  The projected 35 CFS pumped to Basin #3 from Route 92 will only increase the peak outflow to San Mateo Creek by 5 CFS.  This attenuated flow is a result of flood routing  through Basins #3 thru #7  prior to its release to the creek.

Design Features

Incorporated into the turbid water collection system are continuous asphalt dikes to preclude pavement run-off from potentially eroding slopes, and to contain spills on the roadway.  Concrete barriers will be installed along each edge of the causeway to eliminate the potential of hazardous spills from entering the reservoir.  The standard pump plant design was modified to allow for additional storage and sediment removal capabilities, and retaining walls will be used in lieu of fill to prevent impacts to water quality.  

Pump Plant

The standard criteria for pump plant design is to provide a combination of storage and pump capacity to handle the critical 50-year storm without inundating the roadway.  Hydraulics calculations indicate that approximately 45 CFS will be entering the pump plant for a 50-year event.  Storage and pump capacity must be determined so that the maximum 50-year pump rate does not exceed 35 CFS.  The pump house will contain at least two pumps designed to act in tandem to discharge a maximum of 35 CFS to Basin #3.  The pumps are activated using float switches, which turn them on and off at predetermined water levels.  A storage box will be provided to collect runoff until sufficient volumes are present, and allow pumps to cycle less frequently.  The storage box will be capable of holding flows accumulating during a critical 50-year storm, as the 45 CFS inflow is metered back to a maximum pump discharge of 35 CFS.

The outfall line from the pump house to Basin #3 is expected to be a 900mm (36”) ductile iron pipe.  The physical alignment of the pipe is shown on the layout of the turbid water collection system.  This 900mm pipe conveys Route 92 turbid water eastward, within the shoulder of Route 92, to a junction structure located at the base of the San Francisco Water Department’s access road to Basin #3.

Route 92 Detention Basin

The Route 92 Detention Basin design is based on the Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG) Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook which provides design guidelines for sediment retention structures.  Basin size and retention time are critical in determining the potential capture rate of the minimum design particle.  ABAG recommends sizing a permanent basin large enough to provide adequate retention time to allow a 0.02mm particle to settle out.  The available storage within the basin is 12,000M (10 Acre-Ft).  The retention times for a potential 50 year storm routed through the basin are in excess of the one-hour required to settle out a 0.02 mm particle.

Grading for the detention basin consists of cut and fill.  The lower east end of the basin will utilize a berm above the original ground level to retain water, a paved emergency spill way  approximately 10 meters wide by 0.6 meters high will be provided to control overcropping of the basin, and a constant 4 meter depth will be maintained from the basin floor to the top of the rim.  The basin will be designed to drain through a 1200 mm (48”) diameter riser that empties in to a 750 mm (30”) discharge pipe.  An emergency overflow riser will be provided in the event the original riser becomes clogged with debris. The basin will be paved with concrete to discourage vegetation, facilitate silt removal and reduce the risk of groundwater contamination in the event it is used as a spill containment site.  A manually operated slide gate on the basin outfall line can be closed  to isolate contaminants in the event of a hazardous spill.

2.3.2 Natural Run-off Collection System

A series of both new and existing cross culverts will be used to intercept natural runoff from undisturbed watershed areas, and direct this flow beneath the proposed roadway to existing watercourses.  There are 21 natural drainage crossings in the project area, and an analysis was performed to determine if the existing culverts were capable of passing a 100 year storm utilizing existing headwater.  In instances where this criteria can not be attained, existing culverts will be replaced.  Natural drainage patterns will be maintained while establishing new cross culverts.

The primary watercourse within the project area crosses the alignment at approximately station 92+00.  A bridge spanning this watercourse is currently proposed to avoid any potential impacts to water quality.  In all cases, the outlet velocities will be maintained or reduced to avoid any scouring beyond that which occurs naturally.  Cut and fill ditches that drain to these natural watercourses will be lined to reduce the potential of erosion and sediment laden run-off.

2.3.3 Monitoring and maintenance

Detention Basin

Maintenance and monitoring of the Route 92 Detention Basin will be performed twice annually.  A sample checklist and Basin Performance Report are included in the turbid water collection system report.  Access to the basin shall be from Route 92 along the San Francisco Water Department’s existing paved road.  The entire basin will be surrounded by a 1.85 meter (6’) chain link fence.  A drive through gate and ramp will allow maintenance equipment and vehicles to drive directly into the basin to remove silt and debris.  

The basin will be lined with concrete to facilitate silt removal and discourage the growth of vegetation.  A calibrated sedimentation gage will be installed to allow monitoring of accumulated silt levels.  If silt loading occurs as expected, the basin will need to be cleaned the first year after construction, and at three year intervals thereafter. There will be a significant reduction in silt loading after the establishment of the slopes in subsequent years.  A  silt disposal site has been designated within the I-280/Route 93 Interchange, which is outside the Crystal Springs Reservoir Watershed.

Pump Plant
Routine maintenance of the pump plant will be performed by District Maintenance personnel.  Maintenance may include: checking locks and electrical equipment, cleaning silt and debris from the pump intake area and repairing perimeter fencing.  The pump plant shall be inspected by Structures’ Maintenance personnel every two years.  Inspections will evaluate pump performance, review structural integrity of the pump house and test electrical equipment.

Pipe Systems
The pipes designed for the turbid water collection system have a theoretical 50-year design life.  The corrosion and abrasion resistance for each pipe material will be considered, and a listing of allowable options for coating and thickness will be provided on the contract plans.  Pipes comprising the natural collection system will also have a theoretical design life of 50 years.  Several of the cross culverts will require energy dissipators  at the outlet, which will be determined during the design phase of the project.

The culvert within the causeway may require further design considerations, as it crosses directly over the San Andreas Fault.  Caltrans Hydraulics is currently consulting with the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) and the San Francisco Water Department (SFWD) to determine what procedures, if any, have been utilized for pipelines placed in seismically active zones.  Because this pipe may become pressurized, precluding causeway runoff from draining to it, a secondary drainage system consisting of continuos pre-sloped trench-drains will be used to intercept runoff from the causeway and deliver it to the pump plant.

Turbid water collection system and detention basin

New drainage facilities are included for the new realigned section of highway as well as improvements to the existing drainage facilities for that portion of the highway to be widened.  Such drainage related work involves culvert extensions, plastic liners, inlet and outlet improvements, and possible culvert replacement. The turbid and clean water collection system designed for the project will prevent roadway spills from entering the reservoir.  The turbid system consists of a series of drainage inlets and pipelines that intercept and direct roadway spills and runoff into a primary detention basin.  The detention basin is connected to drainage inlets that feed to a concrete storage box and pumping station. 

The primary detention basin will provide dead storage for the collection of roadway spills until any potentially hazardous material can be removed.  The runoff would be collected in the storage box and drained through the pumping system to the existing Route 280 turbid water collection system which drains via a gravity pipeline that discharges into San Mateo Creek.

Clean Water Collection System

A separate clean water collection system is proposed to collect and pass natural runoff from the undisturbed areas to natural drainages to the Crystal Springs Reservoir.  See Turbid and Clean Water Collection System (Figure 5) on page 2-5. At those locations where the highway will be realigned, the abandoned roadway pavement and foundation will be removed and the area will be regraded as close to its original grade as feasible to allow the natural vegetative cover to re-establish.

GGNRA suggests providing more drainage facility detail, including plans.
GGNRA suggests more active revegetation approach including monitoring and maintenance  Also wants natural drainage restored and erosion damage repaired.
Is above mitigation plan still being actively considered?
This project is included in the 1992 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and is proposed for funding from the HB4C program (System Operational Improvements).  It is listed as Project No. 669B in the 1992 STIP, which allocates $6.7 million for construction and $343,000 for right-of-way (01/92 cost).  The San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) will provide an additional $0.5 million for the construction of the project, which is proposed for the 1993-94 fiscal year.

Update information above.
No-Build Alternative

Under the no-build alternative the existing roadway and interchange configurations would remain unchanged.  The slow vehicle lane that begins on the west side of Route 92 would not be continuous as planned, and traffic congestion would continue at its present level. The San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan (1995) describes Route 92 as operating at LOS “E”.  By 2010 or sooner, segments of Highways 1 and 92 are projected to be at LOS “F” during peak commute periods. 

During the period from January 1995 thru December 1997, Route 92 recorded 57% more accidents than the average rate for this type of highway.  Under the no-build alternative existing capacity deficiencies and safety hazards would not be remedied.  The proposed project would provide much needed safety improvements to a marginal road that imposes many driving restrictions and has resulted in numerous accidents and road closures.

2.4 Consistency With Local and Regional Plans

The proposed project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program, San Mateo County General Plan and Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program. These plans describe proposed operational and safety improvements on Route 92 between Interstate 280 and Highway 1, including curve straightening, grade reduction, intersection improvements, bus and truck climbing lanes and turnouts, lane widening, shoulder improvements and signaling.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 1994 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes the proposed project as proposal SM-4.  The project is programmed for funding in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and includes improvements to segment of Route 92.  

2.5 Required Permits

California Department of Fish and Game:  Section 1601 of the California Fish and Game Code requires a Stream Alteration Agreement from the CDFG for activities that would divert, obstruct or change the natural flow or adversely affect the bed, channel or bank of a stream and its associated fish and wildlife values, including contiguous riparian habitat.

insert info 1601 here

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers:  The discharge of dredged or fill materials into the waters of the U.S. is regulated by the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  

insert 404 info here-nepa 404 integration process?

U.S Department of Transportation:  A Programmatic Section 4(F) evaluation is required for projects which improve existing highways and use minor amounts of publicly owned parks, recreation lands, or wildlife and waterfowl  refuges that are adjacent to existing highways.  The 4(F) evaluation documents the considerations-consultation-and alternative evaluation supporting the conclusion that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of a 4(F) resource, and that the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the affected resource.

insert 4F info here

Regional Water Quality Control Board:  If the proposed project involves activities in and near wetlands and waters of the U.S., the RWQCB has the authority to regulate projects that affect water quality through Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.  A water quality certification or a waiver of certification would be required from the RWQCB in order to implement the proposed alternatives.

Figure 3:
Proposed Project

Figure 4:
Typical Cross Section

Figure 5:
Turbid and Clean Water Collection System

Figure 6:
Preliminary Planting Plans

3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 Topography

Steep mountainous terrain characterizes the topography of the project area which is located in the Santa Cruz Mountains between the Pacific Ocean and San Francisco Bay.  In San Mateo County, State Highway 92 runs from the Town of Half Moon Bay, adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, due east over the Santa Cruz Mountain Range and then drops down to the San Francisco bay plain.

3.2 Geology

The Santa Cruz Mountains are within the California Coast Range Geomorphic Province, which consists of a series of northwesterly trending ridges and valleys.  Formed by compressional tectonic forces during the Miocene period, the forces which helped build the mountain still exist.  Bound on the east by the San Francisco bay plain and on the west by the Pacific Ocean, this mountain range extends from San Juan Bautista northward to Daly City.

Five major active faults are located within 50 miles of the project site.  These are the San Andreas, Seal Cove-San Gregorio, Hayward, Calaveras, and Sargent fault zones.  The easternmost portion of this project lies within the San Andreas Fault Zone.  Two other mapped fault traces cross the project alignment; an unnamed thrust fault and a portion of the Pilarcitos fault are both not known to be active.

Below is a table identifying the faults, their distance from the closest portion of the project, maximum credible earthquake magnitude, and the peak bedrock acceleration anticipated at the site from such an event.

name and insert in toc

Fault


Distance

Maximum Credible




Maximum Peak









Earthquake Magnitude



Bedrock Acceleration

San Andreas
0.0




8.0







0.73g

Seal Cove

3.7




7.5







0.54g

Hayward

12.4




7.5







0.29g

Calaveras

27.2




7.5







0.15g

Sargent


31.0




6.75







0.14g

Pilarcitos

0.9




6.75







0.59g

The primary surface rupture hazard is the San Andreas fault zone which crosses the eastern portion of the project.  There is a high likelihood of surface rupture along the San Andreas fault during a strong seismic event.  Damage in the easternmost portion of the project area at Station 185+50 to the Route 92/35 interchange could consist of, but not be limited to, cracking, displacement, and misalignment of pavement.

The San Andreas fault is mapped as passing directly under the causeway near the eastern shore of Crystal Springs Reservoir.  In the event of a major seismic occurrence on the fault, the causeway, which separates the upper and lower portions of the reservoir could be severely damaged by lateral offset.  During the 1906 earthquake, the causeway, which also functioned as a dam, experienced an estimated 8 feet of horizontal movement.  The movement displaced fences, pavement and power poles.  Potential impacts resulting from a seismic event on one of the major faults could include densification, cracking and spreading, settlement, and shear failures in embankments.  Slope stability failures could occur within cuts or natural ground due to strong ground shaking.

The project does not present any significant, avoidable geologic, or other seismic impacts to the physical environment which can not be mitigated with proven technology.  Design phase investigations will include an evaluation of slope stability-erosion control-and ground water conditions along the project alignment.

3.3 Hazardous Wastes

An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was completed for the project area (August 1998) to determine the potential for hazardous material locations.  The findings of the ISA do not indicate the presence of any potential hazardous waste.  However, soil samples from previous tests have shown aerially-deposited lead  from vehicle exhaust along the roadway.  At the time of the site assessment no hazardous material sites were reported within a one-mile radius of the project.  There are no reported cases of groundwater contamination within a one-mile radius of the project.

3.4 Soils

Three soil types are found along the project alignment.  The Barnabe-Candlestick Complex, found on steep terrain, mainly ridge tops and steep side slopes, is shallow to moderately deep, well drained, and formed from highly weathered fractured sandstone.  Los Gatos Loam, found on steep to very steep uplands, is moderately deep and well drained, and formed from hard fractured sandstone.  Fagon Loam, found on moderately steep to steep uplands, is deep and well drained, and formed from weathered soft sandstone and shale.

Both the Barnabe-Candlestick Complex and the Fagon Loam are identified as being susceptible to sliding when these soils are wet.  All of the soil units are identified as having a high erosion characteristic.

3.5 Hydrology

This proposed project is entirely within the watershed east of Cahill Ridge.  This watershed consists of small ephemeral streams that follow natural watercourses flowing from the eastern slope of the Santa Cruz Mountains to Crystal Springs Reservoir.

The average annual precipitation for this area is about 25 to 30 inches.  Annual runoff from the watershed can be estimated based on data for the Crystal Springs Reservoirs.  Based on data for 1976 to 1988, the annual runoff production of the Crystal Springs Watershed is approximately 11,820 acre-feet for the 25 square mile drainage area.

3.6 Wetlands

The project area includes land which meets the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers criteria for determination of wetlands.  The wetlands associated with the Crystal Springs Reservoir watershed are listed in the National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS, 1985).  The wetland habitat in the Crystal Springs Reservoir area is classified as lacustrine wetlands with an unconsolidated bottom and the drainages in the upper portion of this watershed are classified as palustrine wetlands, which are forested.

3.7 Vegetation

The vegetation of the project area, beginning just above the reservoir, is a heavily forested mix of eucalyptus, monterey cypress, pine, California bay and coast live oak.  Extending beyond approximately a mile and a half on this highway, the vegetation transitions to chaparral and coastal scrub with species such as coyote brush, monkey flower, sage and poison oak.  Serpentine grasslands are found in the project vicinity adjacent to the east side of Crystal Springs Reservoir.  

3.8 Land Use

This project bisects the watershed on the eastern slope of Cahill Ridge.  The watershed has essentially remained in its natural state with the limited development restricted to the few locations on the easternmost edge adjacent to Interstate Route 280.

This watershed includes San Andreas Lake, Upper and Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir, and Pilarcitos Reservoir, all of which serve as storage for the municipal water supply for the city of San Francisco and the peninsula.  The San Francisco Water Department maintains ownership and jurisdiction over the entire watershed, which is also a designated State Fish and Game Refuge.

3.9 Fish and Wildlife

The San Francisco State Fish and Game Refuge was established by legislation in 1933.  This protected refuge provides high value habitat for many species of birds, reptiles, and mammals.  The primary species of concern for this project is the San Francisco garter snake which is a Federally listed endangered species and whose habitat includes marsh areas adjacent to Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir.  

3.10 Planning

This operational and safety improvement project is included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  In addition, this is a high priority project of the San Mateo County Transit Authority, which is responsible for the expenditure of the county’s sales tax measure program to fund transportation projects.  The Transportation section (Chapter 12) of the San Mateo County General Plan (November 1986) includes the “Transportation Improvements Planned for San Mateo County in MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan” and thus is assumed to acknowledge MTC’s basic statement of transportation policy.

The San Francisco Water Department recently initiated a comprehensive planning process intended to result in the development and adoption of a General Plan for the entire watershed lands.  This plan will provide guidance in determining allowable development within the watershed.

3.11 Cultural Resources

Historic and archaeological studies were performed by qualified persons and no resources were identified within the Area of Potential Effects (APE).  The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has concurred that the proposed project will have no effect on properties listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  

3.12 Visual Setting

Route 92 within the project area is not an officially  designated State Scenic Highway and is not identified on the State Scenic Highway Master Plan.  However, it is considered a scenic corridor within San Mateo County.  In addition, there is a scenic easement over the entire watershed.  The Golden Gate National Recreational Area is responsible for the administration and compliance of the provisions of this easement.

3.13 Air Quality

This project is located in an air quality non-attainment area for which transportation control measures have been included in the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  The current SIP was approved by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on December 28, 1983.  It remains applicable pending revisions pursuant to the provisions of the 1990 amendments to the Federal Clean Air Act.  The proposed project is in the 1990-94 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

4. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

This document is based, in part, on several studies prepared Caltrans specialists as well as on information from related documents prepared by others outside of this agency. The studies are listed below and are available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Information Office.

Geotechnical Report , November 1991

Turbid Water Collection System Report, May 1999

Hydraulics Location Study, October 1991

Visual Impact Assessment, January 1992

Natural Environment Study, March 1992

Historic Property Survey Report, May 1990

Project Report, October 1991

Highway Operational Report, December, 1991

Peninsula Watershed Management Program, City and County of San Francisco, May 1984.

Hydrologic and Hydraulic Study for Safety Improvements to route 92, Leedshill-Herkenhof Inc., September 1989.

San Mateo County General Plan, San Mateo County Planning Division, November 1986.

FEIR Crystal Springs Water Supply Project, Coastside County Water District, March 1983.

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST

This checklist is used to identify physical, biological, social, and economic factors which might be affected by the proposed project.  In some cases, environmental factors listed in the checklist will not be affected because of the nature of the project.  In other cases, background studies performed in connection with this project clearly indicate that the project will not affect a particular item. The discussion of potential effects and proposed mitigation measures may be found in the section following the checklist.

5. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

This section discusses all “Yes” answers on the Environmental Checklist Form presented in Section IV, and a discussion of mitigation measures for the identified impacts.  A discussion of “No” answers that are marked with an asterisk (*) are also provided to clarify the finding of no significance.
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I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?











b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 






but  not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 

       Historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or








quality of the site and its surroundings?

d)   Create a new source of substantial light or glare which






would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining

whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the

California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site

Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California


Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in

assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would

the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or






Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),

as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a













Williamson Act contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment













which, due to their location or nature, could result in



conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the

Significance criteria established by the applicable air quality

management or air pollution control district may be relied 

upon to make the following determinations. 

Would the project:

a) 
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the









applicable air quality plan?

b)
Violate any air quality standard or contribute











  substantially to an existing or projected air quality

  violation?

c)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of











any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient

air quality standard (including releasing emissions which

exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
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d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant














concentrations?

e) 
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial















number of people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a)
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or














through habitat modifications, on any species identified


as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in

local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the


California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and


Wildlife Service?

b)
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian














habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in

local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the

California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and

Wildlife Service?

c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally















protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the

Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,

vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,

hydrological interruption, or other means?

d)
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native













resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with

established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,

or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e)
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances















protecting biological resources, such as a tree

preservation policy or ordinance?

f)
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat














Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat

conservation plan?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a)
Cause a substantial adverse change in the















significance of a historical resource as defined in

¤15064.5?
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b)
Cause a substantial adverse change in the















significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to

¤15064.5?

c)
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological













resource or site or unique geologic feature?

d)
Disturb any human remains, including those interred













outside of formal cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

a)
Expose people or structures to potential substantial













adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death

involving:

i)
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on













the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning

Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based

on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to

Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii)
Strong seismic ground shaking?

















iii) 
Seismic-related ground failure, including
















     
 liquefaction?







iv) 
Landslides?




















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













c)
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,













or that would become unstable as a result of the project,

and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral

spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d)
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-













1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating

substantial risks to life or property?

e)
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use













of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems

where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste

water?



Less Than



Significant






Potentially 


With 




Less Than






Significant 


Mitigation 


Significant 

No






Impact 




Incorporation 

Impact 


Impact
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS --

Would the project:

a)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the














environment through the routine transport, use, or

disposal of hazardous materials?

b)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the














environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous

materials into the environment?

c)
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or














acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within

one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d)
Be located on a site which is included on a list of














hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,

would it create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment?

e) 
For a project located within an airport land use plan













or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two

miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the

project result in a safety hazard for people residing or

working in the project area?

f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,













would the project result in a safety hazard for people

residing or working in the project area?

g)
Impair implementation of or physically interfere with













an adopted emergency response plan or emergency

evacuation plan?

h)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,













injury or death involving wildland fires, including where

wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where

residences are intermixed with wildlands?
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VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – 
Would the project:

a)
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge













requirements?

b)
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere













substantially with groundwater recharge such that there

would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of

the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production

rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level

which would not support existing land uses or planned

uses for which permits have been granted)?

c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the













site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, in a manner which would

result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the













site or area, including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the

rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would

result in flooding on- or off-site?

e)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed













the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage

systems or provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?














g)
 Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as













mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood

Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation

map?

h)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures













which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,













injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a

result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

















Less Than



Significant
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?















b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or













regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project

(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific

plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an

environmental effect?

c)
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan













or natural community conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral














resource that would be of value to the region and the

residents of the state?

b)
Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important













mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local

general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

6. XI. NOISE --Would the project result in:

a)
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in













excess of standards established in the local general plan

or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other

agencies?

b)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive














groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c)
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise














levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without

the project?

d)
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in














ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels

existing without the project?

e)
For a project located within an airport land use plan













or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two

miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the

project expose people residing or working in the project

area to excessive noise levels?



Less Than



Significant






Potentially 


With 




Less Than






Significant 
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Significant 
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f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,













would the project expose people residing or working in

the project area to excessive noise levels? 

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:

a)
Induce substantial population growth in an area,














either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and

businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension

of roads or other infrastructure)?

b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,














necessitating the construction of replacement housing

elsewhere?

c)
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating













the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) 
Would the project result in substantial adverse














physical impacts associated with the provision of new or

physically altered governmental facilities, need for new

or physically altered governmental facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable

service ratios, response times or other performance

objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?


















Police protection?


















Schools?




















Parks?




















Other public facilities?

















XIV. RECREATION --

a)
Would the project increase the use of existing














neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of

the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or














require the construction or expansion of recreational

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on

the environment?



Less Than



Significant






Potentially 


With 




Less Than






Significant 
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Significant 
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Impact 
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:

a)
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in














relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the

street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either

the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio

on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

b)
Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of













service standard established by the county congestion

management agency for designated roads or highways?

c)
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
















either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location

that results in substantial safety risks?

d)
Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature













(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e)
Result in inadequate emergency access?
















f)
 Result in inadequate parking capacity?
















g)
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs














supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts,

bicycle racks)?

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS --

Would the project:

a)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the














applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b)
Require or result in the construction of new water or













wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

c)
Require or result in the construction of new storm














water drainage facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

d)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the













project from existing entitlements and resources, or are

new or expanded entitlements needed?

e)
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment













provider which serves or may serve the project that it has

adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected

demand in addition to the provider’s existing

commitments?

f)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted














capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste

disposal needs?

g)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and














regulations related to solid waste?

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF

SIGNIFICANCE --

a)
Does the project have the potential to degrade the














quality of the environment, substantially reduce the

habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife

population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten

to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the

number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant

or animal or eliminate important examples of the major

periods of California history or prehistory?

b)
Does the project have impacts that are individually














limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively

considerable” means that the incremental effects of a

project are considerable when viewed in connection with

the effects of past projects, the effects of other current

projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

c) 
Does the project have environmental effects which














will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,

either directly or indirectly?

Checklist Item # 1 - Change in Topography

The widening and realignment of the roadway will traverse mountainous terrain and involve through and side hill excavations and embankment slopes adjacent to the roadway.  This topographic change is not considered significant.  The profile grade will essentially be maintained, and at those locations proposed for realignment, the abandoned roadway pavement and foundation will be removed and the area regraded as close to its original grade as appropriate to allow reestablishment of the natural vegetative cover.

The earth work required for this project will generate approximately 700,000 cubic yards of excess material.  A portion (200,000 cubic yards) of this total volume is to be placed in the former Skyline Quarry, which is proposed as the mitigation site for this project’s impacts.  The Ox Mountain Sanitary Landfill, located off Route 92, is scheduled to expand by 1994 and has indicated an interest in accepting the entire quantity of excess fill material.  Several other potential sites may be capable of accepting this material.

Checklist Item # 4 - Soil Erosion

Construction of this project will expose sloped areas of barren earth.  The soil units within the project area have been identified as having a high erosion hazard.  Special erosion control measures and techniques will be implemented to reduce or minimize any soil erosion impacts.

Such measures include temporary sediment basins to trap and contain sediments during construction as well as limitations on the quantity or acreage of graded and exposed areas at any one time.  This will allow for manageable units that can be treated effectively and would not overwhelm any one drainage system.  More permanent erosion control measures include the application of mechanical techniques and use of vegetative materials to provide for post construction soil stabilization.  Construction techniques such as stepped excavation slopes provide a prism area to place topsoil, which will serve as a medium for establishing a good native vegetative cover that will in turn provide long term erosion control.  Straw, used as a protective mulch, is often incorporated or tacked to the ground surface following initial seeding and fertilization of the exposed slopes.  Following the roadway construction, a separate revegetation contract will be implemented to replant the construction slopes with native grasses, shrubs, and trees to stabilize the slope surfaces.

Checklist Item #11 – Water Quality

There are no known wells for urban or agricultural use within the project limits and thus no expected impact to local ground water resources.

Checklist Item # 13 - Affect Wetland and Riparian Vegetation

This proposed project will affect riparian and wetland habitat, oak woodland, coastal scrub, grassland, and non-native forests.  Approximately 0.1 acre of riparian and less than 0.1 acre of wetlands will be eliminated.  An estimated 1.7 acres of oak woodland, containing three hundred and thirty five (335) oaks greater than one inch diameter at breast height (DBH), will also be affected.  With the mitigation proposed at the former quarry site and included as part of this project, this impact is not considered significant.  A portion of the former quarry site will be filled and planted with oaks.  In addition, the existing wetland found in the bottom of the quarry site will be expanded and planted to provide additional wetland and riparian habitat.

Checklist Item # 18 - Air Standards or Control Plans

In accordance with the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, until revisions are finalized, the 1982 Air Quality Plan for the Bay Area will serve as the currently adopted State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality.  This proposed project is included in the region’s Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), both of which have been found to conform to the SIP and meet the criteria of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for Air Quality Conformity.

This project is included in the category of projects presumed by its nature to not impact regional carbon monoxide or ozone air quality, would be neutral or beneficial with respect to local CO impacts, and would not expand mixed flow capacity.  These types of projects are identified in Appendix B of MTC'’s Resolution 2270 and are considered as having met the project specific carbon monoxide conformity criteria and therefore does not require a full air quality analysis. 

Checklist Item # 22 - Change in Species Diversity or Number

As indicated above, approximately 335 oaks will be affected, but this is not considered significant with the replacement planting of oaks proposed as part of the mitigation for this project.

Checklist Item # 26 - Removal of Fish or Wildlife Habitat

The oak woodland, riparian, scrub, and wetland areas affected by this proposed project represent a reduction of certain wildlife habitats.  However, as stated above, mitigation in the form of replacement planting and site enhancement is proposed as part of the project and the effect is not considered significant.

Checklist Item # 31 - Inconsistency with Elements of Adopted Community plans, policies, or goals, the California Urban Strategy

This proposal is not inconsistent with any adopted plans, policies, or goals.  The San Francisco Water Department, however, has recently initiated a comprehensive planning process to develop and adopt a General Plan which will define the goals and policies of the agency regarding the management of the watershed lands and establish guidelines for the determination of allowable development.

This is of particular importance because this project proposes the use of the abandoned quarry as a mitigation site for the project impacts.  Excess earth material from the project is to be placed at the formerly excavated slopes and hillsides in a portion of the quarry, graded to resemble a natural form, and replanted to provide a vegetative cover and wildlife habitat.  This proposal will not only provide an on-site location for mitigation but will also provide an exceptional opportunity to enhance the watershed by repairing the one visibly scarred site in the area.

A significant amount of interagency consultation and coordination has occurred over the last several years and has led to the development of the mitigation plan included as part of the proposed project.  This plan has been approved in concept by the State Department of Fish and Game, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.  In order to proceed with this project as proposed, it is necessary to have similar approval or concurrence from the Water Department because they own the property.  If such approval for use of this land for the proposed mitigation cannot be provided until completion and adoption of the General Plan, then environmental clearance for this project will be severely delayed.  The concept of using the former quarry for the mitigation site was originally supported by the Water Department.  If this is no longer correct and the use of the quarry for the mitigation site is not allowed or approved, a new mitigation proposal utilizing an alternative site or sites will need to be developed.  This will require significant additional time for the evaluation of suitable mitigation sites, renewed interagency consultation and coordination, and further reviews and approvals.

According to preliminary indications from the Water Department, this General Plan process is expected to require approximately five years for completion.  This highway construction project, however, is scheduled for construction within three years.  It has also been indicated that one proposed use of the quarry site is a shooting range for local law enforcement agencies.  This type of land use activity appears to be in conflict with the goals of a designated State Fish and Game Refuge as stipulated in the Fish and Game Code which bans the use of firearms within refuge areas.  However, it is understood that issues such as this, as well as many others will be resolved in the San Francisco Water Department’s planning process for the management of these watershed lands.

Checklist Item # 41 - Affect Public Utilities, or Police, Fire, Emergency, or other public services

This roadway widening project will require the relocation of certain underground utilities.  This is standard procedure and not considered significant.

Checklist Item # 45 - Risk of Explosion or Release of haz​ardous substances in the event of an accident

There has always been concern regarding the possibility of an accidental spill of hazardous substances entering the reservoirs and posing a threat to the public water supply. There has not been a serious incident of this type recorded.

The possibility exists under current conditions.  This proposed project in itself does not either directly or indirectly “involve a substantial risk of explosion or the release of hazardous substances in the event of an accident or otherwise adversely affect overall public safety.”  In fact, this project is expected to provide an improved facility which would thereby reduce the potential for such accidents.

Included as part of this project is a turbid and clean water collection system which will separate natural watershed runoff from roadway surface flows.  The normal drainage from undisturbed slopes will be collected by lined gutters and conveyed via cross culverts to natural drainage channels, which eventually outlet to the reservoir.  A second system will collect pavement runoff in a series of roadside drainage inlets and direct it through a longitudinal pipeline within the roadway to primary and secondary detention basins before being pumped to the existing Route 280 turbid water collection system.  This system will also intercept hazardous roadway spills and prevent oil, grease, and other potential contaminants from entering the reservoir.  This system serves the area within the project limits.  The easterly limit of this project is west of the reservoir and does not include any roadway construction work on the causeway except for placement of the outfall line from the pump plant across the causeway to the existing turbid water collection basins along Route 280.

The concern over the potential for an accidental spill of hazardous substances into the reservoir as a result of an overturned truck or big rig on the causeway is acknowledged.  The proposed turbid and clean water collection system utilizes the principle of gravity for its drainage into the basins and to the pumping plant, which are located above the elevation of the causeway, and thus does not include the capacity to address mishaps occurring on the causeway itself.  Since the bridge is very narrow and without shoulders or adjacent right of way, there are limited options available to protect against such accidents.  A system to include the collection of spills on the causeway will require a facility to not only store the material but to also pump it up to a basin or facility above the elevation of the causeway.  This will involve cost expenditures well in excess of available funds for this project.  Another option may be restrictive use of this section of the highway by trucks.  This truck ban would probably eliminate the potential for such spills into the water supply but would, however, involve a lengthy and complex process to establish such a ban.

It is acknowledged that there is currently no safeguard or measures in place or included in this project to prevent contaminated spills from entering the reservoir in the event of an accident on the causeway.  However, this is no different from current existing conditions.

Checklist Item # 50 - Scenic Resources Effect

State Route 92 is neither an officially designated State Scenic Highway nor is it identified on the State Scenic Highway Master Plan.  Route 92 is, however, considered a scenic corridor within San Mateo County.  In addition, the entire watershed is within the boundary of an area encumbered by a scenic easement administered by the Golden Gate National Recreational Area to protect the natural scenic quality of the area.  However, this easement does not restrict the provision of a highway facility on State Route 92.

Construction of the roadway improvements will result in the removal of existing vegetation and exposed slopes which would be within view from certain locations.  Proposed mitigation include application of erosion control measures as part of the roadway construction.  A separate revegetation contract is to be implemented following completion of the roadway work.  Over time these “exposed views” or visual impacts will be reduced or lessened as erosion control grasses and replacement plantings establish and mature.

No significant adverse visual impacts have been identified as a result of the proposed construction of the roadway improvements.

Checklist Item # 51 - Construction Impacts

During the construction stages, there will be minor traffic delays and an increase in noise and dust.  However, these impacts will be temporary and measures will be taken to minimize and reduce their effects.  Where lane closures or lane reductions are necessary, these will be scheduled during non-peak periods.  Caltrans’ standard traffic control procedures for lane reductions will be implemented to minimize the impact on traffic.

Dust from construction activities, as well as pollutants contained in the exhaust and odors of construction trucks and equipment, will be generated into the air.  Caltrans’ Standard Specifications pertaining to dust control and dust palliative requirements should effectively mitigate most dust problems during construction.  These specifications are part of all construction contracts and require conformance to all State and/or Bay Area Air Quality Management District rules and regulations.

Soils from excavation which are contaminated by aerially-deposited lead from vehicle emissions will be sampled and analyzed to determine the level of contamination.  The disposal of any excavated soil will comply with current regulations, and appropriate reuse and handling of the material

Checklist Item # 52 - Use of Section 4F Lands (Publicly owned land from a park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge)

This project does require the use of land from the San Francisco Water Department’s watershed which is also designated as a State Fish and Wildlife Refuge.  This project however also meets all the applicability criteria for the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation for Federally-Aided Highway Projects with Minor Involvements With Public Parks, Recreation Lands, and Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges.  For further information see the programmatic Section 4(F) discussion on the following pages.

7. (DRAFT) PROGRAMMATIC SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Applicability

This project meets the programmatic Section 4(f) applicability criteria for “projects which improve existing highways and use minor amounts of publicly owned public parks, recreation lands, or wildlife and waterfowl refuges that are adjacent to existing highways” based on the following:

1. The proposed project is designed to improve the operational characteristics, safety, and/or physical condition of existing highway facilities on essentially the same alignment.  This includes “4R” work (resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation, and reconstruction); safety improvements such as shoulder widening, and the correction of substandard curves and intersections; traffic operational improvements, such as signalization, channelization, and turning or climbing lanes.

2. The Section 4(f) land is a publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl refuge located adjacent to the existing highway.

3. The amount and location of the land to be used would not impair the use of the remaining Section 4(f) land, in whole or in part, for its intended purpose.  The total amount of land to be acquired (approximately 28 acres) does not exceed the maximum 1 percent of the total size (3,500 acres) of the section 4(f) site.

4. The proximity impacts of the project on the remaining Section 4(f) land should not impair the use of such land for its intended purpose.  The existing highway already bisects the Section 4(f) land and does not impair the use of this land for its intended purpose nor will the proposed improvements to the current facility.

5. It is expected that the S.F. Water Dept. which has ownership and jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) lands will concur with the assessment of the impacts of the proposed project on, and the proposed mitigation for, the Section 4(f) lands.

6. In consideration of the previously agreed relocation of Interstate Route 280 to the current alignment, the City of San Francisco granted unto the United States an “estate, interest, and scenic and recreation easement” over the entire watershed.  This 1969 Scenic and Recreation Easement easement, which is administered by the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, however, includes a clause that “Nothing in this Indenture shall restrict or affect the authority of the State of California to acquire rights of way for, or to construct, highways on State Routes 92, 186/35, 186, and 280 south of Ralston Avenue.”  Nevertheless, coordination with the GGNRA as regional representative of the Department of Interior has been initiated to ascertain the agency’s position on the land conversion or transfer.

7. This is not a project for which an environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared nor was the use of Section 4(f) lands discovered after the approval of the final EIS.

Alternatives

The following alternatives avoid any use of the public park land, recreational area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge:

1. Do Nothing. (No Build)

2. Improve the highway without using the adjacent public park, recreational land, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge.

3. Build an improved facility on new location without using the public park, recreation land, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge.

Findings

1. The Do Nothing Alternative or the No Build Alternative.  This alternative is not feasible and prudent because: (a) It would not correct existing or projected capacity deficiencies; and (b) it would not improve safety nor provide the desired operational improvements.

2. Improvement Without Using the Adjacent Section 4(f) Lands. There is no way to improve the highway to accomplish the purpose of the project without using the adjacent Section 4(f) lands because the existing highway bisects the Section 4(F) lands.

3. Alternatives on New Location. It is not feasible and prudent to avoid Section 4(f) lands by constructing on new alignment because the new alignment would have to circumvent the entire 3500 acre watershed.  As indicated above, the existing highway bisects the watershed.  Not only is Route 92 the major east-west connector between the coastal communities and the greater bay area but it is the only direct connection to the Half Moon Bay area from Interstate Route 280.  Route 84 is an alternate east-west route, but it is located approximately seven and a half miles to the south.  To circumvent the watershed to the north requires traveling approximately twelve miles to the north.  A new alignment would increase construction and right-of-way costs substantially and involve planning and engineering difficulties.  Such problems, impacts, costs, or difficulties would be unusual or unique, or of extraordinary magnitude when compared with the proposed use of Section 4(f) lands.  A new circuitous route would not accomplish the purpose of the project which is to provide a slow vehicle lane and safety improvements to the existing facility.

Therefore based on the preceding findings, it is determined that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of some of the land from the San Francisco Water Department watershed/ State Fish and Wildlife Refuge.

Measures to Minimize Harm

Mitigation measures include the restoration and landscaping of disturbed areas and the incorporation of design and habitat features (e.g. construction of new, or enhancement of existing wetlands or other special habitat types), where necessary to reduce or minimize impacts to the Section 4(f) property.  Included also will be such additional or alternative mitigation measures as may be determined necessary based on consultation with the officials having jurisdiction over the parkland, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge.

Coordination

This project involves the use of Section 4(f) lands that are also encumbered with a Federal interest (i.e. the Scenic and Recreation Easement).  The easement does not restrict the State of California from “acquiring or constructing” State Route 92. Coordination has been initiated with the appropriate Federal, State, and local agencies to ascertain what special measures to minimize harm, or other requirements may be necessary under that agency’s regulations.  Coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, State Department of Fish and Game, and the S.F. Water Department preceded the development of the mitigation proposal.  Federal agency coordination has been initiated with the National Park Service / Golden Gate National Recreation Area and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  In addition to several on-site field reviews with staff from these Federal agencies, Caltrans staff provided a presentation of the proposed highway improvements at a meeting of the GGNRA review committee.

Conclusion

The “Final Nationwide Section 4(F) Evaluation and Approval for Federally-Aided Highway Projects With Minor Involvements With Public Parks, Recreation Lands, and Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges” issued on December 23, 1986, by the Federal Highway Administration Office of Environmental Policy is applicable to this project and satisfies the requirements of Section 4(f).  A copy of this evaluation in its entirety is included in the appendix  (see Appendix-A).
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10. DETERMINIATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation, it is determined that the appropriate environmental document for the proposal is a Negative Declaration.  Although the proposal could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect because the mitigation measures described have been added to the project.

BIJAN SARTIPI

Office Chief
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District Office Chief, Office of Environmental Planning, South
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