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Chapter 2 Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures  

As part of the scoping and environmental analyses conducted for the proposed 
project, the environmental resources listed in Table 2-1 were considered, but no 
effects were identified because these resource topics are not applicable to the 
proposed project. As a result, these resource topics are not discussed further in 
this document. 

Table 2-1 Environmental Resources with No Project Effects 

Resource Topic Reasons for No Effect 

Air Quality The Build Alternatives are located in a remote, relatively undeveloped area, 
and State Route (SR) 1 is considered to be a low-traffic-volume highway 
corridor; therefore, the proposed project is exempt from the requirement of 
air quality conformity determination according to the Caltrans Traffic Air 
Quality Analysis Protocol. Effects to air quality could result during the 
project’s construction phase, but would be temporary. Measures intended to 
reduce these temporary effects are listed in Appendix F of this EIR/EA. 

Traffic/Transportation The Build Alternatives are located in a remote, relatively undeveloped area, 
and SR 1 is considered a low-traffic-volume highway corridor. The two-way 
annual average daily traffic in the year 2014 was 4,430 vehicle trips, and the 
forecasted 20-year, two-way annual average daily traffic is 5,200 vehicle 
trips in the year 2034. The proposed project would not increase highway 
capacity, and the total collision rate at the Gleason Beach Roadway 
Realignment Project location is below the statewide average. The project 
would not require traffic detours since the existing SR 1 highway would be 
used by traffic during construction. Construction activities would be 
temporary and short term. A Traffic Management Plan will be implemented 
to address vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle access on SR 1 during the 
construction phase (see Appendix F).  

Noise The Build Alternatives would not create a traffic noise effect because it does 
not qualify as a Type 1 project under 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
772 and the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. Noise related effects 
could result during the proposed project’s construction phase, but would be 
temporary. Measures intended to reduce these effects are listed in Appendix 
F of this EIR/EA. 

Hazardous Waste/ 
Materials 

The Build Alternatives are located in a remote, relatively undeveloped area 
and SR 1 is considered to be a low-traffic-volume highway corridor; 
therefore, the proposed project site is not anticipated to contain aerial 
deposited lead from vehicular emissions from past use.  
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Table 2-1 Environmental Resources with No Project Effects 

Resource Topic Reasons for No Effect 

Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 

The Build Alternatives are not located near any rivers designated as part of 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The closest designated river is 
the American (Lower) River in Sacramento, which is over 100 miles to the 
east of the proposed project. As such, no wild or scenic rivers would be 
directly or indirectly affected by construction or operation of the Build 
Alternative.  

Energy The Build Alternatives would not increase roadway capacity and would not 
increase average daily traffic volumes. The Build Alternatives are located in 
a remote, relatively undeveloped area, and SR 1 is considered to be a low-
traffic-volume highway corridor; therefore, the proposed project site is not 
anticipated to affect energy use.  

Mineral Resources  The Build Alternatives would not intrude on local and statewide valuable 
minerals. Section 2.2.3, Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography, states that no 
mineral resources are located in the EIR/EA study area.  

 

The following subsections discuss the environmental resource categories for which 
potential project effects were identified.  

2.1 Human Environment  

2.1.1 Land Use and Parks and Recreation 
Information in this section is based on the Community Impact Assessment (CIA) 
prepared for this project (Caltrans 2015a). As part of the CIA, an extensive review of 
local plans and policies was conducted to summarize the current and expected 
development trends in and around the proposed project limits. 

2.1.1.1 LAND USE 
Affected Environment  
Existing and Future Land Use 
Scenic quality is the project area’s key attribute and attraction, and this scenic 
experience is accessible to the public due to the existence of SR 1. Visitors who enjoy 
views of the Pacific Ocean and undeveloped coastal landscape travel all of SR 1 in 
Sonoma County, including this segment.  

The Sonoma County General Plan 2020 designates the project area as “Public-Quasi 
Public/Rural Residential” and the area east of the project area as Land Extensive 
Agriculture (Sonoma County 2008a). The project area is located in the “Pacific 
View/Willow Creek” map of the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan (Sonoma 
County 2001). No changes in land use are anticipated for the project area or the 
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Sonoma Coast in the project vicinity (Sonoma County 2008a) (see Section 2.4, 
Cumulative Impacts). 

Surrounding land uses include the approximately 16 miles of coastline of the Sonoma 
Coast State Park and its numerous beaches, including Portuguese Beach immediately 
to the south of the project limits. Gleason Beach is not a part of the State Park. Large 
areas of open space on the inland side of SR 1 in Sonoma County consist of mostly 
private ranches. Land cover is largely open grassland/pasture. 

Existing Land Use Patterns 
Small residential enclaves are scattered along the Sonoma coastal zone in the project 
area, including the community of Gleason Beach, as well as Sereno del Mar 
immediately to the south and east of the project area and directly east of Portuguese 
Beach. Another residential community (Carmet) is located to the south of Sereno del 
Mar and the project area (see Figure 2-1). 

The community of Gleason Beach at one time included 21 homes perched atop the 
more than 50-foot-tall cliffs that rise above the ocean to the north of the privately 
owned, publicly accessible beach. Ten of the homes have been demolished. 

Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and Programs  
State Scenic Highways 
SR 1 in Sonoma County is eligible, but not designated, as a State Scenic Highway. 
Policy OSRC-3i of the County Open Space and Resource Conservation Element of 
the General Plan (discussed below) states that the County should “consider requesting 
official State Scenic Highway designations for Highways 1 and 37.” State designation 
will require the County to submit an application to Caltrans, along with a Scenic 
Corridor Protection Plan, including adopted ordinances, policies, and related 
mechanisms to protect the scenic corridor. If Caltrans approves such a plan, the 
corridor could then become a designated State Scenic Highway. 

Sonoma County General Plan 2020 
Open Space and Resource Conservation Element. Policy OSRC-3i of the County 
Open Space and Resource Conservation Element of the General Plan states that the 
County should “consider requesting official State Scenic Highway designations for 
Highways 1 and 37.” The EIR/EA study area (depicted on Figure 1-3) falls within a 
designated County Scenic Landscape Unit. Applicable county policies for designated 
landscape units and scenic corridors are directed primarily toward regulation of 
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private development within the scenic corridor; however, policies related to scenic 
and visual qualities have been considered in the project design. 

Other potentially related goals, objectives, and policies include the following:  

• Scenic corridors:  

− Goal OSRC-3: Identify and preserve roadside landscapes that have a high 
visual quality as they contribute to the living environment of local residents 
and to the County’s tourism economy 

− Objective OSRC-3.1: Designate the scenic corridors on Figures OSRC-5a 
through OSRC-5i along roadways that cross highly scenic areas, provide 
visual links to major recreation areas, give access to historic areas, or serve as 
scenic entranceways to cities 

− Policy OSRC-3h states: Design public works projects to minimize tree 
damage and removal along scenic corridors; where trees must be removed, 
design replanting programs so as to accommodate ultimate planned highway 
improvements; require re-vegetation following grading and roadway cuts 

Under the Sonoma County General Plan, the southern parcel of the project site is 
zoned as Least Extensive Agriculture (LEA CC B6 160/640 (Ac/DU)/Ac MIN Z). 
Following are the goals, objectives, and policies of the Land Use Element that are 
applicable to the project: 

• GOAL LU-9: Protect lands currently in agricultural production and lands with 
soils and other characteristics that make them potentially suitable for agricultural 
use; retain large parcel sizes and avoid incompatible non-agricultural uses 

• Objective LU-9.1: Avoid conversion of lands currently used for agricultural 
production to non-agricultural use 

• Objective LU-9.4: Discourage uses in agricultural areas that are not compatible 
with long-term agricultural production 
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Sonoma County Local Coastal Program 
The State-certified County Local Coastal Program (LCP) is an element of the Sonoma 
County General Plan. The LCP includes goals and policies, including visual resource 
policies, to guide future development in the County. Policies related to scenic and 
visual qualities have been considered in the project design.  

Potentially related goals, objectives, policies, and recommendations include the 
following:  

• View Protections:  

− Prohibit development that will significantly degrade the scenic qualities of 
major views and vista points 

• Alterations of Landforms:  

− Minimize visual destruction of natural landforms caused by the cutting, 
filling, and grading for building sites, access roads, and public utilities 

The LCP Access Plan notes that Gleason Beach subdivision access, where the 
sandy beach reaches SR 1, is probably prescriptive, and recommends that the 
prescriptive rights be proved. Alternatively, the State of California would purchase 
the area, followed by construction of a small parking area with safe ingress and 
egress, as well as construction of restrooms and a boardwalk with wheelchair ramp. 

The LCP states: “According to Coastal Act Section 30211, a permit cannot be issued 
that might interfere with prescriptive rights. The Access Plan identifies access points 
which may be prescriptive… If an access way is listed on the Access Plan as 
potentially prescriptive or if there is reason to believe that a prescriptive easement 
exists, further research should be conducted using methods described in the 
Prescriptive Rights Manual... If a prescriptive easement is determined to exist, an 
offer of dedication will be required as a permit condition. Where a permit would 
preclude a prescriptive easement, the permit will be denied.”  

The LCP recommends the following facilities for access ways, depending upon 
expected use and availability of facilities: safe trails, restrooms, parking areas, trash 
receptacles, and signs. For a more complete assessment of the proposed project with 
respect to the Sonoma County LCP, see Table 2-2 in the Coastal Zone section below. 
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The Resources section of the Sonoma County LCP designates agricultural lands as 
Croplands and Grazing Lands. As stated in the Sonoma County LCP, “Certain uses 
are generally compatible with the primary purpose of agriculture, timber, or natural 
resource land use designations. Some such uses may be appropriate for exclusion 
from coastal development permit requirements, or the County may suggest them as 
uses for which permits may appropriately be issued administratively without a public 
hearing. Public hearings will be required for other potentially compatible uses in 
resource areas. During the Implementation Phase, it will be determined which of 
these uses may be administratively issued and which uses should have a public 
hearing and review. Uses which normally might be handled administratively may be 
made subject to public hearing requirements where there are view protection, hazards, 
or other environmental concerns.” 

The Resources section of the Sonoma County LCP recommends implementing the 
following applicable actions for agricultural land uses:  

1. Implement General Plan Policies AR-4c and AR-4d to establish agricultural 
setbacks and apply the provisions of the “Right to Farm” ordinance. 

− AR-4c: Protect agricultural operations by establishing a buffer between the 
agricultural land use and the residential use at the urban fringe adjacent to an 
agricultural land use category. Buffers shall generally be defined as a physical 
separation of 100 to 200 feet and/or may be a topographic feature, a 
substantial tree stand, water course, or similar feature. In some circumstances, 
a landscaped berm may provide the buffer. The buffer shall occur on the 
parcel for which a permit is sought and shall favor protection of the maximum 
amount of farmable land. 

− AR-4d: Apply the provisions of the “Right to Farm” Ordinance to all lands 
designated within agricultural land use categories. 

2. Promote a high level of agricultural and forestry management practices that 
protect environmental values to help ensure the long-term use and conservation of 
coastal resources. 

  



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures  

State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project 
Final EIR/EA with FONSI 04-0A0200 2-9 

Coastal Zone 
Regulatory Setting 
This project has the potential to affect resources protected by the Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972 (CZMA). The CZMA is the primary federal law enacted to 
preserve and protect coastal resources. The CZMA sets up a program under which 
coastal states are encouraged to develop coastal management programs. States with 
an approved coastal management plan are able to review federal permits and activities 
to determine if they are consistent with the state’s management plan.  

California has developed a coastal zone management plan, the California Coastal Act 
of 1976 (CCA), to protect the coastline. The policies established by the CCA are 
similar to those for the CZMA: they include the protection and expansion of public 
access and recreation; the protection, enhancement, and restoration of 
environmentally sensitive areas; the protection of agricultural lands; the protection of 
scenic beauty; and the protection of property and life from coastal hazards. The 
California Coastal Commission is responsible for implementation and oversight under 
the CCA. 

The proposed project would require local coastal approval. Just as the federal CZMA 
delegates power to coastal states to develop their own coastal management plans, the 
CCA delegates power to local governments to enact their own Local Coastal 
Programs. LCPs  determine the short- and long-term use of coastal resources in their 
jurisdiction consistent with the CCA goals. A federal consistency determination may 
be needed as well. 

Affected Environment 
The entire project lies within the coastal zone. Under the Sonoma County LCP, the 
coast is divided by the Russian River into north and south coast sections. The 
proposed project resides within the Sonoma County South Coast Planning Area and 
would require a local coastal permit for construction. The project is primarily within 
the permitting jurisdiction of Sonoma County; however, development permits issued 
in accordance with the Sonoma County LCP could be appealable to the CCC (CCC 
letter dated April 9, 2011). 

The CCA requires local jurisdictions to identify an alignment for the California 
Coastal Trail within their local coastal plans that ideally would be continuous and 
located along the shoreline. Assembly concurrent Resolution 20 of the 2001-02 
regular session declared the CCT to be an official State trail and urged the California 
Coastal Conservancy and the CCC to work collaboratively to complete the trail. In 



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures 

 State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project 
2-10 Final EIR/EA with FONSI 04-0A0200 

February 2007, the State of California enacted Assembly Bill 1396, which requires 
transportation planning agencies to coordinate with the State Coastal Conservancy, 
the CCC, and Caltrans regarding development of the CCT. It also requires the 
California Coastal Conservancy to consult with Caltrans in coordinating development 
of the coastal trail.  

The policies of the CCA (CCC 1976) give the highest priority to the preservation and 
protection of Prime Agricultural Land. In particular, Policy 30241 requires 
maintaining the maximum amount of Prime Agricultural Land for production. The 
Sonoma County LCP states, “On shoreline lands which are not sensitive habitats or 
Prime Agricultural or Timber Lands, development which requires a site on or 
adjacent to the sea, has the next priority. On lands not needed for any of the above, 
the next priority goes to public recreation and visitor serving facilities.”  

The key provisions of the CCA and the Sonoma County Local Coastal Program are 
provided below in Tables 2-2 and 2-3 to assist with the evaluation of permitting 
activities of the Build Alternatives. 

Table 2-2 California Coastal Act – Public Resources Code Division 20 

Policy Number Subject of Policy Coastal Zone Assessment 

Section 30210  Maximum public access 
and recreational 
opportunities shall 
be provided. 

The project would improve coastal public access by 
increasing roadway reliability and would provide 
recreational opportunities by accommodating bicycle 
and pedestrian access on the new SR 1 and a 
pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Scotty Creek if 
feasible. The project would also enhance public 
access to the beach by the construction of three 
access roads from the realigned SR 1, a vista 
turnaround, a boardwalk/staircase to the beach and 
a parking pad. 

Section 30211 Development shall not 
interfere with public access 
to the sea. 

The proposed SR 1 realignment would not interfere 
with public access to the sea – it would increase 
roadway reliability and provide public access to the 
ocean as described above. 

Section 30212 New development projects 
shall provide for public 
access to the shoreline and 
along the coast.  

The proposed SR 1 realignment would increase 
roadway reliability and provide public access to the 
ocean as described above. 

Section 30252 Public Access The proposed SR 1 realignment would increase 
roadway reliability and provide public access to the 
ocean as described above. 
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Table 2-2 California Coastal Act – Public Resources Code Division 20 

Policy Number Subject of Policy Coastal Zone Assessment 

Section 30221 Recreation: Protect suitable 
oceanfront land for 
recreational use.  

Public access to the beach would be maintained and 
enhanced with new parking and with a 
boardwalk/staircase to the beach from new access 
roads. 

Section 30230-
30231 

Biological activity; water 
quality 

Biological resources would benefit from removal of 
the existing box culverts in Scotty Creek, improved 
hydrological connections between Scotty Creek, the 
Scotty Creek watershed and the ocean by design of 
a new bridge overcrossing that avoids/minimizes 
effects to wetlands. Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures and Mitigation Measures are incorporated 
to minimize environmental effects to biological 
resources and water quality through the Clean 
Water Act and Coastal Zone Management Act 
(Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone Reauthorization 
Amendments of 1990). 

Section 30233 Diking, filling, dredging of 
wetlands 

The proposed project would fill a small area of 
wetlands within the project area. This project has 
been designed to avoid wetland effects as much as 
possible. Constructing a bridge over the Scotty 
Creek floodplain avoids wetlands along Scotty Creek 
that would otherwise be impacted by constructing a 
road on embankment. The project would improve 
the hydrological connection between Scotty Creek 
and the ocean by removing the box culverts and 
daylighting the creek.  

Section 30235 Construction altering 
natural shoreline 

The proposed project would realign existing SR 1 
east from the natural shoreline and away from 
Gleason Beach. A new public access boardwalk and 
stairs would be developed to connect to the beach; 
however, the design of this staircase would not alter 
the natural shoreline. Existing rock slope protection 
(RSP) around the headwall outlet of Scotty Creek 
would be repaired or replaced with other feasible 
shoreline protection as needed to protect the 
existing roadway, access to a private driveway, and 
public beach access. 

Section 30240 Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas 

The proposed project would avoid environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas, such as wetlands, Myrtle’s 
silverspot butterfly and California red-legged frog 
breeding habitat, where practicable and enhance or 
replace lost habitat to ensure no net loss.  

Section 30241-
30242 

Agricultural Land No Prime Farmland exists within the EIR/EA study 
area. The proposed project would affect one parcel 
in a Williamson Act contract; however, the proposed 
project would not impair or diminish the grazing 
viability of this parcel. 
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Table 2-2 California Coastal Act – Public Resources Code Division 20 

Policy Number Subject of Policy Coastal Zone Assessment 

Section 30244 Archaeological/ 
Paleontological resources 

The proposed project would result in an adverse 
effect to archaeological and historical resources. 
Mitigation Measures are incorporated to minimize 
adverse environmental effects to archaeological and 
historic resources. No effects to paleontology 
resources are anticipated with implementation of 
these Mitigation Measures.  

Section 30251 Scenic and Visual Qualities With respect to visual/aesthetic policies Section 
30251, the proposed project was designed such that 
“(t)he scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas 
shall be considered and protected as a resource of 
public importance. Permitted development would be 
sited and designed to protect views to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas 
to a feasible extent, and, where feasible, to restore 
and enhance visual quality in areas visually 
degraded by project related construction activity.” 
Mitigation Measures are incorporated to minimize 
adverse environmental effects to visual and scenic 
resources. 

Section 30254 Public Works Facilities SR 1 would remain a two-lane coastal scenic 
roadway. 

Section 30604 Coastal development 
permits shall include a 
finding that the 
development is in 
conformity with public 
access and public 
recreation policies. 

The proposed project would be in conformity with 
public access and public recreation policies. 

Section 30609.5 State lands between the 
first and public roadway to 
the ocean 

Upon completion of the highway realignment project, 
Caltrans would maintain the land devoted to the 
existing SR 1 highway and its use for public access 
to the beach. 

Section 30706 Coastal Hazards The purpose of the project is to maintain continued 
connectivity for SR 1 and to move the highway 
inland and away from geologic hazards in the form 
of coastal erosion. 
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Table 2-3 Sonoma County Local Coastal Program 

Policy Subject Coastal Zone Assessment 

Shoreline Access The proposed project would improve coastal public access by increasing 
roadway reliability. The project would also provide public access to the 
beach by the construction of three access roads from the realigned SR 1, a 
vista turnaround, a beach boardwalk and stairs to the beach, and a parking 
pad. 

Recreation and Visitor-
Serving Facilities 

The proposed SR 1 realignment would not interfere with public access to the 
ocean and the beach – it would increase roadway reliability and provide 
public access to the ocean as described above. Coastal recreation and 
visitor-serving facilities would be protected and enhanced.  

Transportation The proposed project would improve coastal public access by increasing 
roadway reliability. 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas 
(ESHAs) 

Potential adverse effects to ESHAs have been reduced to the extent 
practicable through Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. 
The project would avoid environmentally sensitive habitat areas where 
practicable and enhance or replace lost habitat to ensure no net loss. 

Agriculture No Prime Farmland exists within the EIR/EA study area. The proposed 
project would affect one parcel in a Williamson Act contract; however, the 
proposed project would not impair or diminish the grazing viability of this 
parcel. 

Public Works The proposed project would not adversely affect public works in the EIR/EA 
study area. Caltrans would submit the project to Sonoma County for review, 
comment and findings as to its conformity with the LCP during the coastal 
development permit process 

Coastal Watersheds The No-Build Alternative would be inconsistent with Sonoma County’s LCP 
since it would require continued shoreline protection devices and 
reinforcement that could harm coastal resources. The Build Alternatives 
would move existing SR 1 further inland to improve roadway reliability. The 
proposed bridge has been designed to avoid/minimize effects to wetlands 
and biological resources in the coastal watershed. 

Visual and Scenic 
Resources 

The proposed project would result in adverse effects to scenic 
vistas/resources in the EIR/EA study area. The proposed project was 
designed such that scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas would be 
protected as a resource of public importance. The proposed project would 
minimize the alteration of natural landforms, and where feasible, would 
restore and enhance visual quality in areas visually degraded by project 
related construction activity. Mitigation Measures are incorporated to 
minimize adverse environmental effects to visual and scenic resources. 

Hazards The purpose of the project is to maintain continued connectivity for SR 1 
and to move the highway inland and away from geologic hazards in the form 
of coastal erosion. 

Archaeology The proposed project would result in an adverse effect to archaeological 
and historical resources. Mitigation Measures are incorporated to minimize 
adverse environmental effects to archaeological and historic resources. 

Air Quality No air quality impacts are anticipated to result from the proposed project.  
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Environmental Consequences 
No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative, potential adverse effects to existing public access in 
the Gleason Beach area would occur. Regular road closures to repair SR 1 would 
interfere with public access. Without these repairs, continual erosion would ultimately 
eliminate coastal access to Gleason Beach.  

Build Alternatives 
Construction Phase 
SR 1 is used as a primary access road to Sonoma County coastal areas, providing 
access to public parks, beaches, vista points, and coastal residential developments 
(Sonoma County 2001). Existing SR 1 would remain open during project 
construction. Construction of the project could result in temporary slow-down of 
traffic due to heavy equipment staging and construction traffic. Areas of the new 
alignment would be used for activities such as construction parking, staging, and 
stockpiling of materials to allow the existing alignment to remain open for travel 
throughout construction. The project would have no effect on public access. 

Operation Phase 
The Build Alternatives would not be consistent with the Sonoma County LCP with 
respect to visual resources/scenic quality because they would not comply with the 
policy regarding view protection, which prohibits development that would 
significantly degrade the scenic qualities of major views and vista points. The 
proposed bridge structure to span Scotty Creek would introduce a new urban-
industrial element into the existing landscape setting, which would adversely affect 
the existing scenic character of the Gleason Beach project area (see Section 2.1.6, 
Visual/Aesthetics).  

Gleason Beach Subdivision Access. The proposed project would replace the existing 
culverts and roadway at Scotty Creek with a new bridge, which would eliminate the 
roadway shoulder available for parking at this location. The reduction in parking 
would be offset  by project construction of a public parking pad north of Scotty 
Creek. As recommended by the LCP and following Caltrans design requirements, 
safe ingress and egress to and from the parking pad would be provided by an access 
road connecting to the realigned SR 1. A turnaround area would be constructed at 
Scotty Creek, which would facilitate visitors observing the beach, as well as safely 
reversing direction and returning to the parking pad. The existing SR 1 highway 
would remain in its current condition to provide safe pedestrian movement to and 
from the parking pad and the beach. This trail would be incorporated into the Sonoma 
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Coastal Trail through LCP permitting requirements. Project implementation would 
enhance public access in the area. The new SR 1 alignment would consist of one 12-
foot lane with a 4-foot paved and 4-foot unpaved shoulder in each direction; the new 
bridge alignment is planned to be 49 feet wide with a 6- to 8-foot shoulder in both 
directions and a 6-foot sidewalk in the southbound direction to accommodate 
pedestrian access. 

Private residences exist west of existing SR 1 and wetlands are located on the east 
side of the proposed trail location. In accordance with the LCP, the parking pad and 
trail are situated in a location outside of wetland habitat. 

The proposed project would construct a boardwalk/staircase to provide safe access to 
the beach just north of Scotty Creek. The boardwalk would not be wheelchair 
accessible due to the steep slope and a constrained footprint due to water levels, 
sensitive habitat, and limited right-of-way. This access point is being developed for 
passive recreational uses associated with beaches (e.g., walking, swimming, 
sunbathing, picnicking, and nature study). 

Vista Point. No work is proposed on the Vista Point area.  

California Coastal Trail. As cited by the LCP, State Coastal Plan Policy 145 calls 
for establishment of a coastal trail system. The California Coastal Trail (CCT) is a 
network of public trails for walkers, bicyclists and others along the 1,200-mile 
California coastline. Currently, the CCT is coincident with existing SR 1 throughout 
the project limits. Near Gleason Beach, pedestrians and bicyclists share the roadway 
with vehicles or use shoulders. Project implementation would provide enhanced 
recreational access given that the new SR 1 would feature widened shoulders, and a 
sidewalk on the new bridge, to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians traveling 
through the proposed project area. Caltrans would also construct a pedestrian and 
bicycle bridge over Scotty Creek, if feasible, that would connect the northern and 
southern remnants of SR 1 following removal of the box culverts.  

The California Scenic Highway Program serves to protect and preserve scenic 
highway corridors from changes that could diminish the aesthetic value of lands 
adjacent to highways. The corridor protection program encourages quality 
development and infrastructure improvements that do not degrade the scenic value of 
the corridor to the traveling public. The proposed project would build infrastructure 
(such as the new widened and elevated bridge over Scotty Creek). The Visual Impact 
Assessment (VIA) (see Section 2.1.6, Visual/Aesthetics) concluded that the visual 
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and scenic experience of the traveling public along the new Scotty Creek 
overcrossing would be enhanced by affording better views of the Pacific Ocean for 
longer durations compared to the existing SR 1 condition. The proposed project 
would be consistent with the California Scenic Highway Program.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The proposed project is consistent with local, regional, and state plans, and therefore 
no mitigation measures are proposed for land use effects. The proposed project is not 
consistent with the Sonoma County LCP with respect to view protection. No 
mitigation measures are available to address this adverse effect. Coastal development 
permits and a potential federal consistency determination could be issued with 
conditions to address this adverse effect, such as an amendment to the Sonoma 
County LCP. The proposed project is consistent with the State Scenic Highway 
Program. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.  

2.1.1.2 PARKS AND RECREATION  
Affected Environment 
The EIR/EA study area (see Figure 1-3) contains two public beaches: the unnamed 
local beach where Scotty Creek flows into the ocean that is used by the Gleason 
Beach community as well as visitors using SR 1, and Portuguese Beach (which is part 
of the Sonoma Coast State Park system) located in the southern portion of the study 
area. Other nearby Sonoma Coast State Park beaches include Gleason Beach 
immediately north of the project limits, and Wright’s Beach and Duncan’s Landing 
located farther to the north. To the south of Portuguese Beach are Schoolhouse Beach 
and Carmet Beach. The Sonoma Coast State Park system is operated by the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks). The mission of State Parks is to 
provide the health, inspiration, and education of the people of California by helping to 
preserve California’s extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most valued 
natural and cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high-quality outdoor 
recreation (www.parks.ca.gov, accessed January 19, 2015). The existing California 
Coastal Trail in the project study area is coincident with SR 1 and is used by 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  

Existing Public Access 
Public access is available at two locations. The first location, the Gleason Beach 
subdivision access, is a small beach contiguous with Scotty Creek that is used 
regularly by the public. The main access point to this beach is through private land 
(APN 101-120-058); however, the LCP describes this location as probably having 
prescriptive public access rights. The public often parks on the shoulder of SR 1 at 



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures  

State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project 
Final EIR/EA with FONSI 04-0A0200 2-17 

Scotty Creek to access the beach. Additionally, a vista point is located along the 
coastal bluff in the northern portion of the project (above Gleason Beach) that 
includes a pullout west of SR 1 and scenic views of the Pacific Ocean. There is no 
public access to Gleason Beach north of the project limits. 

Environmental Consequences 
No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative, potential adverse effects to existing parks/ 
recreation/public access in the Gleason Beach area could occur due to continued 
deterioration of SR 1. 

Build Alternatives 
Construction Phase 
Under all proposed Build Alternatives, construction of the proposed project would not 
affect access to public beaches or coastal trails because the existing alignment of SR 1 
would remain open during project construction. 

The proposed project would not displace or relocate any public beaches or 
recreational facilities in the Gleason Beach community. The project would result in 
no effect on public access or public beaches.  

Operation Phase 
Under all Build Alternatives, operation of the proposed project is designed to improve 
residential and public access to the beach by stabilizing SR 1, preserving public 
access through the construction of a new parking pad, a new public boardwalk/ 
staircase to provide access to the beach, and one vehicular turnaround. Project 
implementation would result in a beneficial effect. A Section 4(f) De Minimis 
Determination is documented in Appendix B for Sonoma Coast State Park. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The proposed project under all proposed Build Alternatives would improve the 
reliability of SR 1 and maintain access to existing public beaches and recreational 
facilities in the project area. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

2.1.2 Growth 
REGULATORY SETTING 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which established the 
steps necessary to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, require evaluation of the potential environmental effects of all proposed federal 
activities and programs. This includes a requirement to examine indirect effects, 
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which may occur in areas beyond the immediate influence of a proposed action and at 
some time in the future. The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.8) refer to these 
consequences as indirect impacts. Indirect impacts may include changes in land use, 
economic vitality, and population density, which are all elements of growth.  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also requires the analysis of a 
project’s potential to induce growth. The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.2[d]) 
require that environmental documents “…discuss the ways in which the proposed 
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly in the surrounding environment...” 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  
Demographic Trends 
As indicated in the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 (Sonoma County 2008a), the 
two significant demographic and development trends evident in years 2000 and 2010 
Census data involve race/ethnicity and the age of the County’s population. The 
percentage of “Hispanics or Latinos” has grown as a share of the County’s 
population, and there has been a corresponding decrease in the proportion of “White 
Non-Hispanic” residents. Changes also occurred in the age of the County’s 
population; the percentage of persons aged 45 to 64 grew by 65 percent and the 
number of children up to age 17 declined. These trends were even more pronounced 
in unincorporated areas. The trends are likely attributable to pronounced increases in 
housing costs during the late 1990s, which discouraged families with children from 
living in Sonoma County, particularly in the relatively more costly rural and coastal 
areas (Sonoma County 2008a). 

Regional Economy  
The project is located within Sonoma County, north of the center of the San Francisco 
Bay area, the 11th largest metropolitan area in the nation (U.S. Census Bureau 2012). 
For purposes of describing the socioeconomic environment, the region of influence 
(ROI) was determined to be Sonoma County. Sonoma County is a part of the San 
Francisco Bay area, the nine-county area surrounding San Francisco Bay located in 
Northern California.  

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the population of Sonoma County increased by 
25,264 between 2000 and 2010, a total increase of over 5 percent for the 10-year 
period (Bay Area Census 2010a). Table 2-4 summarizes the historic, existing, and 
projected population estimates for Sonoma County, the San Francisco Bay area, and 
the State of California. 
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Table 2-4 Population Estimates 

Area 2000 2010 2040 

Growth Rate 

2000–2010 2010–2040 

Sereno Del Mar N/A 126 N/A N/A N/A 

Carmet N/A 47 N/A N/A N/A 

Sonoma County 458,614 483,878 546,030b 5.1% 11.3% 

San Francisco Bay Area 6,783,762 7,151,740 9,299,150a 5.4% 30% 

State of California 33,873,086 37,253,956 46,330,221 10% 24% 

Notes: 
a Year 2035 data from ABAG Regional Projections (ABAG 2009). 
b Year 2020 data from Table LU-2 Population Trends and Projections, Sonoma County General 
Plan 2020. 
ABAG = Association of Bay Area Governments 
MTC = Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
N/A = Not Available 
Sources: “Sonoma County” Web page (Bay Area Census 2010a), Final Plan Bay Area (ABAG and 
MTC 2013a), and the Final Forecast of Jobs, Population and Housing (ABAG and MTC 2013b).  
 
 

Housing  
As of 2010, 204,572 housing units were located in Sonoma County (Bay Area Census 
2010a). In comparison, 63 housing units were located in Sereno Del Mar and 29 
housing units in Carmet. In 2012, the vacancy rate for the county was 9.2 percent (up 
from 5.9 percent in 2010), compared to 8 percent for the State of California (2012). 
The vacancy rate was 45.2 percent for Sereno Del Mar and 57.4 percent for Carmet, 
resulting from the high percentage of second home ownership for both coastal 
communities. Total housing in Sonoma County increased by 21,419 units between 
2000 and 2010, a growth rate of over 10 percent. The San Francisco Bay Area’s 
housing supply increased by about 319,931 units (including Sonoma County) during 
the same period, an annual average growth of 13 percent. Table 2-5 summarizes the 
housing estimates for Sereno Del Mar, Carmet, Sonoma County, the San Francisco 
Bay area, and the State of California. 
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Table 2-5 Housing Estimates (Household Units) 

Area 2000 2010 2040 

Average Growth Rate 

(2000–2010) (2010–2040) 

Sereno Del Mar N/A 63 N/A N/A N/A 

Carmet N/A 29 N/A N/A N/A 

Sonoma County 183,153 204,572 - 10.5% - 

San Francisco Bay Area 2,466,019 2,785,950 3,445,950 13% 24% 

State of California 12,214,550 13,670,304 N/A 12% - 

Note: 
Sources: “Sonoma County” and “San Francisco Bay Area” Web pages (Bay Area Census 2010a 
and 2010b) and Draft Plan Bay Area: Final Forecast of Jobs, Population and Housing (ABAG and 
MTC 2013b). 

Economy and Employment 
The project area is located to the west of the Santa Rosa-Petaluma Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA), which is the only MSA within Sonoma County. The primary 
sources of employment in the Santa Rosa-Petaluma MSA are services; wholesale and 
retail trade, transportation, and utilities; government; and manufacturing. These four 
industrial sectors accounted for almost 87 percent of employment in 2014 (California 
EDD 2014b).The Bodega Bay Census Designated Place (CDP) had a civilian labor 
force of 800 in November 2014 and an unemployment rate of 3.6 percent (see 
Table 2-6), one of the lowest rates in the County and lower than the overall rates in 
the County and the Santa Rosa-Petaluma MSA (both at 5.1 percent), which are, in 
turn, well below the overall unemployment rate in the State of California of 
7.1 percent (California EDD 2014b).  

Table 2-6 Employment Data, 2014  

Geographic Area Labor Force Employment Unemployment 
Unemployment 

Rate (%) 

Bodega Bay CDPa 800 800 0 3.6% 

Sonoma Countyb 267,600 254,000 13,600 5.1% 

Santa Rosa-Petaluma 
MSDb 

267,600 254,000 13,600 5.1% 

State of Californiab  18,847,400 17,502, 300 1,345,100 7.1% 

Notes: 
a Preliminary November 2014 data from California EDD (2014a). “CDP” is a recognized community 
that was unincorporated at the time. 
b November 2014 data from California EDD (2014b). 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
Potentially growth-influencing transportation projects are generally those that create 
access to an area that was previously inaccessible or, in built-out areas, remove 
impediments to future growth in a community. All Build Alternatives are discussed 
together because no distinction exists in terms of effects. The proposed SR 1 Gleason 
Beach Roadway Realignment Project does not have the elements that might influence 
growth since it does not (1) increase the capacity of SR 1, (2) remove barriers to 
future growth, or (3) increase population or housing growth (and demand for new 
utilities and public services) in the Sonoma County coastal areas. Construction and 
operation activities may lead to a change in the economy in the form of additional 
employment opportunities and increases in income.  

No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative, employment would continue as described under 
current conditions. Local employment could be adversely affected by unsafe, limited, 
or no access because of the anticipated ultimate failure of SR 1.  

Build Alternatives 
Construction Phase 
Construction of the proposed project (all Build Alternatives) could result in 
employment opportunities for workers. This would be a temporary beneficial effect 
for workers in the immediate area or greater Sonoma County. Unemployment levels 
in Bodega Bay, considered representative of the proposed project area, are low and 
therefore the project might need to import non-local workers to the proposed project 
area. 

Operation Phase 
Operation of the proposed project (all Build Alternatives) is anticipated to result in no 
effect on employment opportunities because the proposed project merely relocates the 
roadway alignment eastward and does not build any other facilities.  

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
The proposed project would not induce growth or foster population or housing 
increases beyond local and regional forecasts. Thus, no mitigation measures are 
proposed. 

  



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures 

 State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project 
2-22 Final EIR/EA with FONSI 04-0A0200 

2.1.3 Farmlands/Timberlands 
REGULATORY SETTING 
NEPA and the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA, 7 U.S. Code [USC] 4201-
4209; and its regulations, 7 CFR Part 658) require federal agencies such as the 
FHWA to coordinate with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) if 
their activities may irreversibly convert farmland (directly or indirectly) to 
nonagricultural use. For purposes of the FPPA, farmland includes prime farmland, 
unique farmland, and land of statewide or local importance. 

CEQA requires the review of projects that would convert Williamson Act contract 
land to non-agricultural uses. The main purposes of the Williamson Act are to 
preserve agricultural land and to encourage open space preservation and efficient 
urban growth. The Williamson Act provides incentives to landowners through 
reduced property taxes to discourage the early conversion of agricultural and open 
space lands to other uses.  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
California Government Code Section 51292 requires that no public improvement be 
placed within an agricultural preserve “unless the following findings are made: (a) the 
location is not based primarily on a consideration of the lower cost of acquiring land 
in an agricultural preserve, and (b) if the land is agricultural land covered under a 
contract pursuant to this chapter for any public improvement, that there is no other 
land within or outside the preserve on which it is reasonably feasible to locate the 
public improvement.” 

Section 51293(g) excuses those findings in the case of a State highway such as SR 1. 

The Williamson Act allows local governments to enter into recorded contracts with 
landowners. In signing a contract with the County, the landowner agrees to retain his 
or her land in agricultural uses for at least 10 years. The land is taxed at a rate based 
on the actual use of the land for agricultural purposes as opposed to its unrestricted 
market value. The contract continues with the land when it is sold. The contract 
automatically renews annually until either the County or the landowner submits a 
non-renewal request. 

The Williamson Act states that a board or council by resolution shall adopt rules 
governing the administration of agricultural preserves. The rules of each agricultural 
preserve specify the uses allowed. Generally, any commercial agricultural use will be 
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permitted within any agricultural preserve. In addition, local governments may 
identify compatible uses permitted with a use permit. 

The California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (FMMP) keeps track of changes in farmland use, including the conversion 
of farmland to urban use. This program is informational only and does not regulate 
land uses.  

The FMMP classifies farmland according to the following four types: 

• Prime Farmland is considered land with the best physical and chemical features 
able to sustain long-term production of crops. 

• Farmland of Statewide Importance is land that is similar to Prime Farmland but 
has minor faults, such as slopes or limited ability to store soil moisture. 

• Unique Farmland has lesser-quality soils, is used for the production of the state’s 
leading crops, and may be irrigated or include non-irrigated orchards or vineyards 
(together, these three farmland classifications constitute “Important Farmland”). 

• Grazing Land contains existing vegetation suitable for livestock. 

According to the FMMP, the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project site 
is classified as “Grazing Land,” which is defined as land on which the existing 
vegetation is suited to the grazing of livestock (California Department of 
Conservation 2012). 

According to the California Department of Conservation, about 27 percent of the total 
land area of Sonoma County is currently enrolled in Williamson Act contracts.  

The southern-most parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN]: 101-110-005, Gleason-
Mann-Ballard Ranch, Address: 6000 SR 1) of the project site is under a Williamson 
Act contract and zoned as Type II (sub-prime) agriculture because it is primarily used 
for cattle grazing. Two other parcels (APN 101-110-006 and APN 101-130-013), to 
the south and north of Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch, respectively, are classified as 
Grazing Land, but are not in a Williamson Act contract. 

The proposed project area is designated Public-Quasi Public/Rural Residential 
according to the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 (Sonoma County 2008a) and the 
area east of the project as Land Extensive Agriculture. 
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The proposed project area is currently used for grazing, with the exception of SR 1 
and the residential development west of the roadway. No Prime Agricultural Lands, 
dairy farmland or Timberlands are located within the project area. Figure 2-2 depicts 
agricultural land uses in the project vicinity.  

Existing Conditions 
Farming is a major part of the Sonoma County economy. Many types of farming 
industries exist in Sonoma County, including vineyards, orchards, dairies, forage 
crops, specialty crops, and livestock grazing. Farms are both full- and part-time 
operations. Farming activity in Sonoma County comprises a diversified number of 
agricultural industries, which are a major factor in the County’s economy. In recent 
years, increased emphasis has been placed on the production of value-added products, 
as well as the growth of agricultural tourism (Sonoma County 2008a). 

The number of dairies in Sonoma County declined over 20 percent from 152 in 
1995/96 to 118 in 2002/03. Diversification and expanded production of higher-profit, 
value-added products—such as hormone-free and organic milk, cheese, and other 
farmstead products—are crucial to the continued viability of the dairy industry and its 
employment base.  

Farming in some areas of the County is threatened both by pressures of urban 
development and by the creation of small residential lots in the midst of agricultural 
lands. The County implements its General Plan, which protects the rural character of 
agricultural lands. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
Under Farmlands, all Build Alternatives will be discussed together because no 
distinction exists in terms of effects. 

No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative, current agricultural/grazing operations would 
continue and farmland could decrease because of continuous erosion of SR 1. This 
would be considered an adverse effect.  

Build Alternatives 
Construction Phase 
None of the project Build Alternatives, under construction, would require temporary 
construction easements of any parcels devoted to Grazing Lands located on the east 
side of existing SR 1. The project would have no effect on these Grazing Lands.  
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Operation Phase 
A discussion of partial fee acquisition for permanent right-of-way within the SR 1 
realignment is provided in Section 2.1.4, Community Impacts. Fee acquisition of 
three parcels currently used for grazing would be required under all Build 
Alternatives. Only one of these parcels (the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch) is under a 
Williamson Act contract. Under all Build Alternatives, in the Operation Phase, a 
portion of the project area east of the existing SR 1 alignment would no longer be 
contiguous to the larger parcels because of the realignment of SR 1; however, these 
parcels would remain suitable for grazing. Furthermore, this area is a small portion of 
the agricultural land available in the vicinity after the conversion of land needed for 
the new realigned roadway. Project implementation would result in a minimal effect. 

The project would neither directly nor indirectly affect Prime Farmlands, Farmlands 
of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmlands. The project would have a minor 
effect on Grazing Lands (grazing agricultural uses) within the project limits. The 
project implementation would minimally affect current or reasonably foreseeable 
agricultural operations on the property and the remaining portion of the property 
would be able to sustain grazing.  

The property under a Williamson Act contract would remain under contract. 
Furthermore, though implementation of the project would acquire portions of lands 
that are currently under a Williamson Act contract, it would not trigger additional 
future development of these lands, because the realigned roadway would not result in 
increased roadway capacity or increase access to undeveloped land. 

Sonoma County has designated the southern-most parcel of the project site as 
Sub-prime Agricultural Land because it is primarily used for cattle grazing. The 
proposed project would not conflict with CCA Policy 30241, which protects Prime 
Agricultural Land. The proposed project would remove some Sub-prime Agricultural 
Land. However, the proposed project would continue to allow existing agricultural 
uses of the land and the surrounding area. 

Regarding the Sonoma County General Plan, the proposed project would be 
consistent with the previously outlined policies. 

The project would be consistent with the following “Incidental Uses” stated in the 
Sonoma County LCP for projects requiring a coastal permit within agricultural 
preserves:  
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“Road building or other grading, excavation, or fill requiring a grading permit 
pursuant to Chapter 70 of the Uniform Building Code; and which is not 
categorically exempt.” 

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
During the Project Scoping and Alternatives Phase, Caltrans evaluated the proposed 
project’s numerous alternatives, to avoid and minimize right-of-way acquisition 
required for the SR 1 roadway realignment. As discussed in Section 2.1.4.2, 
Relocations and Real Property Acquisitions, the Build Alternatives would result in 
partial fee acquisitions of three properties currently used for grazing operations. 
Alternative 19A would also require partial fee acquisition of a fourth parcel that is a 
public beach. Although these fee acquisitions would displace some Grazing Land, the 
remainder parcels could still be used for grazing purposes. Property owners would be 
compensated at fair market value for these fee acquisitions. Cattle crossings may be 
installed across realigned SR 1 to allow for access of Grazing Lands to and from both 
sides of the proposed highway.  

On March 30, 2016, Caltrans  sent letters to the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s 
Natural Resources Conservation Service providing notification of the acquisition of 
farmland (Appendix J), and to the California Department of Conservation providing 
notification of the conversion of 14 acres of land under a Williamson Act contract. 

2.1.4 Community Impacts  
This section discusses Community Character and Cohesion, Relocations and Real 
Property Acquisitions, and Environmental Justice.  

2.1.4.1 COMMUNITY CHARACTER AND COHESION 
Regulatory Setting  
NEPA of 1969, as amended, established that the federal government use all 
practicable means to ensure that all Americans have safe, healthful, productive, and 
aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings (42 USC 4331[b][2]). The FHWA 
in its implementation of NEPA (23 CFR 109[h]) directs that final decisions on 
projects are to be made in the best overall public interest. This requires taking into 
account adverse environmental impacts, such as destruction or disruption of human-
made resources, community cohesion, and the availability of public facilities and 
services. 

Under CEQA, an economic or social change by itself is not to be considered a 
significant effect on the environment. However, if a social or economic change is 



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures  

State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project 
Final EIR/EA with FONSI 04-0A0200 2-29 

related to a physical change, then social or economic change may be considered in 
determining whether the physical change is significant. Since this project would result 
in physical change to the environment, it is appropriate to consider changes to 
community character and cohesion in assessing the significance of the project’s 
effects. 

Affected Environment 
Demographic Profile  
For the proposed project, a Community Impact Assessment (Caltrans 2015a) 
evaluated demographic and social characteristics to determine Sonoma County 
community cohesiveness. According to the 2006 to 2010 American Community 
Survey (Bay Area Census 2010a), 97.9 percent of the population of Sonoma County 
consisted of households as opposed to group quarters; and of these, 63 percent were 
family households. The average family size was 3.11, indicating a medium-high 
percentage of families with children less than 18 years of age (28.1 percent).  

Owner-occupied housing consists of 60.4 percent with a median value of $524,400, 
compared to the San Francisco Bay area, which has 56.2 percent owner-occupied 
housing with a median value of $637,000 (Bay Area Census 2010b).  

Approximately 76.8 percent of Sonoma County residents are White, with the next 
largest racial group being Hispanic (24.9 percent). The largest age cohort is 
represented by the age of 18 to 64 years, which represents 64.1 percent.  

Sonoma County residents have moderate household incomes and education levels 
compared to the San Francisco Bay area; according to the American Community 
Survey, 10.3 percent of Sonoma County individuals live in poverty, compared to 
9.7 percent in the San Francisco Bay area (Bay Area Census 2010a and 2010b). As of 
November 2014, Sonoma County had an unemployment rate of 5.1 percent, whereas 
the statewide rate was 7.1 percent (California EDD, Monthly Labor Force Data for 
California, November 2014). 

According to the CIA Handbook (Caltrans 2011a), community cohesion is defined by 
the degree to which residents have a “sense of belonging” to their neighborhood; a 
level of commitment to the community; and a strong attachment to neighbors, groups, 
and community institutions. Cohesive communities traditionally have social attributes 
such as high ratios of owner-occupied, single-family residences; frequent 
interpersonal contact through community facilities, such as parks, schools, and 
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community centers; ethnic homogeneity; and shared vision/goals for their city. High 
community cohesion is also shown by neighborhood and residential stability.  

No schools, libraries, or community centers are located within the EIR/EA study area. 
However, Sonoma Coast State Beaches are located to the north and south of the 
Gleason Beach subdivision. The only community facility in the EIR/EA study area is 
the public beaches.  

Sonoma County market trends indicate a stable housing market that did not 
experience major declines in property values during the recession of 2007 to 2012, 
compared to other cities in the larger San Francisco Bay area. The sales price for 
prime ocean front homes in the Sonoma County coastal area can range between 
$1 million to over $2 million, depending on location, size, and condition of the home 
(The Coastal Real Estate Company 2015). The previous description of the social 
characteristics of Sonoma County indicates high community cohesiveness. This is 
also supported by the high use of coastal beaches and community parks, as well as 
other public facilities within the County. This was observed by visual surveys of the 
area in November 2014. 

Environmental Consequences 
Under Community Impacts, all Build Alternatives are discussed together because 
they would have similar impacts. 

No-Build Alternative 
The No-Build Alternative, which anticipates failure of SR 1 in the Gleason Beach 
vicinity, would divide the local community and preclude northbound and southbound 
travel along this portion of the highway. The residential communities of Jenner and 
Bodega Bay, which are approximately 10 miles apart, would no longer be directly 
connected by a roadway if SR 1 failed. Failure of SR 1 could adversely affect 
community cohesion in the Gleason Beach coastal community by disrupting access to 
Jenner or Bodega Bay and reducing access by motorists to Sonoma Coast State 
Beaches in the area. 

Build Alternatives 
Construction Phase 
Under the Construction Phase, the existing SR 1 highway would remain open to all 
vehicular traffic. No disruption of access or effects on community cohesion would 
occur. 
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Operation Phase  
The Build Alternatives would not create new or increased barriers that would 
physically and adversely divide the Gleason Beach community or disrupt cohesion. 
The project would not create new social or geographic barriers that may hinder 
community interaction. No displacements to residential and community (beach) 
facilities nor substantial adverse effects to community character or cohesion would be 
expected. By rebuilding SR 1 and local surface streets to residential areas, Gleason 
Beach, Sereno Del Mar, and Carmet residents would be anticipated to have improved 
connectivity to public and recreation facilities and therefore improved community 
cohesion.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The project would have no effects on community character and cohesion; thus, no 
avoidance, minimization or mitigation measures are proposed. 

2.1.4.2 RELOCATIONS AND REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS 
Regulatory Setting 
Caltrans’ Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is based on the Federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as 
amended) and Title 49 CFR 24. The purpose of the RAP is to ensure that persons 
displaced as a result of a transportation project are treated fairly, consistently, and 
equitably so that such persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries because of 
projects designed for the benefit of the public as a whole. All relocation services and 
benefits are administered without regard to race, color, national origin, or sex in 
compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 USC 2000d, et seq.). Please see 
Appendix C for a copy of Caltrans Title VI Policy Statement. 

Affected Environment 
A Relocation Impact Document/Memorandum was not prepared for this project. 
Within the Gleason Beach subdivision, west of existing SR 1, 21 residential lots are 
currently situated along existing SR 1 located on a bluff overlooking the Pacific 
Ocean just north of Scotty Creek. Of these 21 residential lots, almost half (10 homes) 
have either been demolished by extreme storm events or removed by property owners 
due to hazardous conditions. Two of these 10 homes were recently demolished in the 
extreme storms of December 2014. Of the remaining homes, one is condemned and 
one is tagged as hazardous by Sonoma County (Lee 2015). South of Scotty Creek and 
Gleason Beach, four improved residential lots are situated along existing SR 1. None 
of these homes is condemned or hazardous. In addition, the State of California 
(California Coastal Conservancy) owns one parcel located just north of the beach 
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adjacent to an improved residential lot. California Department of Parks and 
Recreation owns one parcel to the south of Gleason Beach and one parcel farther 
north of the Gleason Beach subdivision. 

On the opposite side of SR 1, one large parcel (the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch and 
residence) situated to the east of where Scotty Creek empties onto the beach is in a 
Williamson Act contract and devoted to Grazing Lands.  

Environmental Consequences 
The Build Alternatives differ in environmental effects and each is discussed 
separately for both Construction and Operation Phases. Temporary and permanent 
right-of-way acquisitions would be required to construct the project. Figures 2-3, 2-4 
and 2-5 illustrate the preliminary right-of-way requirements for each alternative and 
Table 2-7 provides a summary of these preliminary right-of-way requirements (fee, 
permanent easements, and temporary construction easements) for each Build 
Alternative. The differing right-of-way requirements for the construction and 
operation phases of the Build Alternatives are described in more detail below. 

No-Build Alternative 
No temporary or permanent acquisition of parcels would occur under the No-Build 
Alternative, and properties would be bought and sold just as under current conditions.  

Build Alternatives 
Construction Phase 
Temporary right-of-way (called temporary construction easements) would be 
necessary. Temporary construction easements would be required of various vacant 
parcels owned by the State of California (California Coastal Conservancy and 
Department of Parks and Recreation). Temporary construction easements would also 
be required of one private parcel. Of the Build Alternatives, Alternative 19A would 
require a total of 15,116 square feet (ft2) of temporary construction easements. 
Alternative 19B would require the least at 13,592 ft2, and Alternative 20 would 
require the most at 16,933 ft2. An additional 4,252 ft2 would be required for temporary 
construction eastemnts for construction of drainage and the public staircase/walkway 
for all three Build Alternatives. After construction, these temporary construction 
easements would expire. The project’s effect would be considered minimal. 

Operation Phase 
Acquisitions of permanent right-of-way would be necessary under all Build 
Alternatives.  
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Table 2-7 Preliminary Right-of-Way Requirements 

Alternatives 
Parcel Number  
APN Number 

Fee 
Required 

(ft2) 

Permanent 
Easement 

(ft2) 

Temporary 
Construction 

Easement 
(ft2) 

Existing Property 
Use 

Alternative 19A  101-110-005 618,658 
(14 acres) 

3,212 0 (Private) Grazing  

101-110-006 1,620 0 0 (Private) Grazing 

101-120-054, 
101-120-058 

0 0 4,002 (Public) Vacant, 
(Private) Improved 
Residential lot and 
beach 

101-120-
030,031,032,033 

0 0 7,019 (Public) Vacant 
(beach) 

101-120-030 2,154 0 0 (Public) Vacant 
(beach) 

101-130-013 157,187 0 0 (Private) Grazing 

101-130-007 0 0 4,095 (Public) Vacant 
(beach) 

Subtotal  779,619 3,212 15,116  

Alternative 19A 
Total 

 779,619 8,886 19,368  

Alternative 19B  101-110-005 676,599 
(15.5 acres)  

3,212 0 (Private) Grazing 

101-110-006 1,620 0 0 (Private) Grazing  

101-120-054, 
101-120-058 

0 0 4,002 (Public) Vacant, 
(Private) Improved 
Residential lot and 
beach  

101-120-031, 032 0 0 5,495 (Public) Vacant 
(beach) 

 101-130-013 157,187 0 0 (Private) Grazing 

 101-130-007 0 0 4,095 (Public) Gleason 
Beach 

Alternative 19B 
Total 

 835,406 3,212 13,592  
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Table 2-7 Preliminary Right-of-Way Requirements 

Alternatives 
Parcel Number  
APN Number 

Fee 
Required 

(ft2) 

Permanent 
Easement 

(ft2) 

Temporary 
Construction 

Easement 
(ft2) 

Existing Property 
Use 

Alternative 20 101-110-005 546,345 
(12.5 acres) 

3,224 0 (Private) Grazing 

101-110-006 1,620 0 0 (Private) Grazing  

101-120-025 
101-120-026 
101-120-054 
101-120-058 

0 0 12,838 (Private) Improved 
Residential Lot (2),  
(Public) Vacant, 
(Private) Improved 
Residential Lot and 
beach 

101-130-013 157,187 0 0 (Private) Grazing 

101-130-007 0 0 4,095 (Public) Gleason 
Beach 

Alternative 20 
Total 

 705,152 3,224 16,933  

All Alternatives 
Total 
(for drainage and 
proposed beach 
staircase) 

101-110-005,  
101-120-054,  
101-120-002,  
101-130-007 

0 5,674 4,252 (Private) Grazing, 
(Public) Vacant, 
Vacant Residential 
Lot, (Public) Gleason 
Beach 

Notes: 
1 Fee Required, also known as fee simple acquisition, refers to the transfer of property through the purchase 
of a real property. Fee required means that the referenced square footage of the indicated parcel of real 
estate would need to be acquired (purchased) to construct the proposed project. 
2. Permanent easements grant or limit the right to use a property by an entity; a permanent easement will be 
in place in perpetuity regardless of a transfer in land ownership. 
3. Temporary construction easements would convey access to a property for a specific use and a limited time 
duration. 
ft2 = square foot (feet) 
Source: Gleason Beach Right of Way Data (Caltrans 2014b). 

Fee acquisition and permanent easements would be required of three privately owned 
parcels (APN 101-110-006, APN 101-110-005, and APN 101-130-013). Under all 
Alternatives, a fee acquisition would also be required of one public beach parcel 
(APN 101-120-030), as shown in Table 2-7 and on Figure 2-3. The APN 101-110-
006 parcel is a vacant lot located on the east side of SR 1 opposite the beach near 
Scotty Creek; the other two properties are located east of existing SR 1 and are 
currently used for grazing. A permanent easement (including drainage and public 
staircase/walkway) would be required for two private and two public parcels. All 
Build Alternatives would result in conversion of land under a Williamson Act 
contract. Of the Build Alternatives, Alternative 19A would result in 14 acres of 
conversion. Alternative 19B would result in 15.5 acres of conversion, and Alternative 
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20 would result in 12.5 acres of conversion. This property is designated as Non-Prime 
Agricultural land on the Williamson Act map and is not designated as Farmland 
under the FMMP. The Build Alternatives would not result in an adverse effect due to 
proposed conversion of unique farmland. Acquisition of Williamson Act property for 
public utility improvements is permitted under Government Code Section 51293(d) 
under the conditions that the land surface is returned to its previous condition and 
when agricultural use of the affected parcel is not “significantly impaired” by 
construction of the public utility. The roadway associated with the permanent 
easements and fee acquisitions would divide the parcels and would reduce the area 
available for grazing. Provisions such as fences and cattle guards would allow grazing 
on the west side of the new SR 1 alignment to continue. Additional minor permanent 
easements would be required to construct downdrains at Gleason Beach and the beach 
boardwalk/staircase structure to the beach near Scotty Creek. 

The partial fee acquisition of property by a proposed project does not usually affect 
tax revenue, especially if the property effects are minimized or mitigated (Caltrans 
2011b). Therefore, no tax revenue effects or adverse decrease in property values 
would be expected to result from the proposed project (Caltrans 2015a).  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Because the proposed project would not require relocation of residential units, or 
businesses, no mitigation measures are proposed. Property owners would be 
compensated at fair market value for the land to be acquired via fee and permanent 
right-of-way easements in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.  

2.1.4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
Regulatory Setting 
All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply with 
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by President William J. 
Clinton on February 11, 1994. This EO directs federal agencies to take the 
appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and 
adverse effects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-
income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law. Low 
income is defined based on the Department of Health and Human Services poverty 
guidelines. For 2011, this was $22,350 for a family of four (U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services 2011).  
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All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes 
have also been included in this project. Caltrans’ commitment to upholding the 
mandates of Title VI is demonstrated by its Title VI Policy Statement, signed by the 
Director, which can be found in Appendix C of this document. 

Affected Environment 
Per EO 12898, a population, as evaluated by U.S. Census block groups, is subject to 
environmental justice analysis if it meets at least one of the following criteria: 

• A low-income population that is greater than 25 percent of the total population of 
the community or a minority population that is greater than 50 percent of the total 
population of the community 

• A low-income and/or minority population that is more than 10 percentage points 
higher than the City or County average 

The ROI is defined as the geographical area within which socioeconomic and 
environmental justice impacts of project implementation could occur. The 
communities of Sereno Del Mar and Carmet (which encompass the Gleason Beach 
community) were determined to constitute the ROI for the proposed project. For 
comparison purposes, Sonoma County and the State of California socioeconomic data 
are also included.  

Demographic Data 
Race and Ethnicity  
Table 2-8 shows the distribution of racial/ethnic minority populations for Sereno Del 
Mar, Carmet, Sonoma County, and the State of California. The racial/ethnic data are 
from the Bay Area Census (2010a). Of the overall total population within Sonoma 
County, close to 25 percent are of Hispanic origin. The racial distribution for Sonoma 
County shows that Whites comprise the majority race (over 76.8 percent); however, 
the White cohort has decreased from 81.6 percent in 2000 and the Hispanic cohort 
has increased from 17.3 percent in 2000. The sizes of Asian, Black/African 
American, and other racial/ethnic groups are similar between 2000 and 2010 (Bay 
Area Census 2010a). Sonoma County has a smaller minority population than the State 
of California. The coastal communities of Sereno Del Mar and Carmet have very few 
members of minority groups.   
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Table 2-8 Racial/Ethnic Minority Populations, 2010 

Ethnicity 
Sonoma County State of California 

Population Percent Population Percent 
White 371,412 76.8% 21,453,934 57% 
Black/African American 7,610 1.6% 2,299,072 6% 
Asian and Pacific Islander 19,899 4.1% 5,005,393a 13% 
Amerindian 6,489 1.3% 362,801 1% 
Other 78,468 16.2% 8,132,756 22% 
Total 483,878 100%a 37,253,956 100%b 
Hispanic Origin 120,430 24.9% 14,013,719 38% 

Ethnicity 
Sereno Del Mar Carmet 

Population Percent Population Percent 
White 118 93.7% 43 91.5% 
Black/African American 1 0.8% 0 0% 
Asian and Pacific Islandera 2 1.6% 1 2.1% 
Amerindian 0 0% 0 0% 
Other 0 0% 3 6.4% 
Total 126 100%b 47 100%b 
Hispanic Origin 8 6.3% 0 0% 

Notes: 
a Asian and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander combined; other and two or more races, combined. 
b Rounded to 100 percent. 
Sources: “Sonoma County” Web page (Bay Area Census 2010a) and “Interactive Population Search” 
Web page (U.S. Census Bureau 2010b).  
 

 
Income and Employment 
Median Income. According to the Bay Area Census, Sonoma County’s median 
household income in 2011 was $63,274, which is comparable to the state. 
Comparatively, the median household income for Sereno Del Mar is $157,961 and for 
Carmet is $107,727, respectively (American FactFinder 2011). Table 2-9 shows 
income data for Sereno Del Mar, Carmet, Sonoma County, and the State of 
California.  
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Table 2-9 Income Profile 

Area 
Median Household Income  

(2011) 
Per Capita Income  

(Dollars) 

Sereno Del Mar $157,961 N/A 

Carmet $107,727 N/A 

Sonoma County $63,274 $45,331 

State of California $61,632 $29,634 

Note: 
Sources: 2007–2011 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (American FactFinder 2011), 
California Economic Development Department (EDD), Labor Market Info, Sonoma County 
Profile 2011.  

 

Low Income. Table 2-10 shows the low-income population data for the County and 
State. These data are based on the 2010 Census (U.S. Census Bureau 2010a; Bay 
Area Census 2010a). Low-income population accounted for about 10.3 percent of 
Sonoma County’s population, compared to over 14 percent for the State of California. 
Sonoma County’s poverty rate is lower than the state poverty rate. Poverty rates were 
not available for the Gleason Beach communities of Sereno Del Mar and Carmet due 
to low sample size or other factors.  

Table 2-10 2010 Low-income Population 

Geographic Area Total Population  
Low-income 
Population 

Percent Low Income 
(Poverty) 

Sonoma County 483,878 48,005 10.3% 

State of California 37,253,956 5,103,792 14.4% 

Note: 
Sources: “Sonoma County” Web page (Bay Area Census 2010a) and State and County QuickFacts 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2010a). 

 

Environmental Justice Analysis  
No minority or low-income populations that would be adversely affected by the 
proposed project have been identified as determined above. Therefore, this project is 
not subject to the provisions of EO 12898. 
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2.1.5 Utilities/Emergency Services  
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Fire and Police Protection 
Fire protection and emergency medical and rescue services are essential to the 
protection of life and property in Sonoma County. In general, fire protection districts 
provide services with revenues from property taxes. However, in rural communities 
similar to Gleason Beach, volunteer companies provide local services. County 
Service Areas and Community Service Districts rely primarily on volunteer staff. 
Sonoma County contracts with various municipal and district fire agencies to provide 
backup services to volunteer companies. Sonoma County has also established the 
Department of Emergency Services to coordinate the service agencies in the County. 
The nearby Bodega Bay Fire Protection District is dedicated to providing emergency 
response, such as fire, medical, natural disasters, and other emergencies, and its 
service area ranges from Bodega Bay to Jenner, encompassing the Gleason 
Beach community.  

No police departments are located in the project vicinity. The closest police 
department, as well as the California Highway Patrol, are located in Rohnert Park. 
The County of Sonoma provides police services for the county from its offices in 
Santa Rosa. The Gleason Beach coastal community is relatively quiet and experiences 
a low crime rate.  

Emergency Medical Services 
No hospitals are located within or near the project vicinity and the nearest hospitals to 
the Gleason Beach community are located in Santa Rosa and Healdsburg, along 
Highway 101 to the east. Bodega Bay Fire Protection District and other voluntary 
personnel in the coastal community provide medical emergency response. 

Demand for emergency medical services is not generated by housing, population, 
or job growth alone. Increases in tourism, increases in level of service expectations, 
and changes in population mix affect future demand. The County will continue to 
rely on part time and voluntary personnel, particularly in remote rural areas such as 
Gleason Beach. 

Utilities and Communications Providers 
Water and Sewer Facilities 
Potable, commercial, industrial, and agricultural water supplies in Sonoma County 
are derived from a number of sources, including surface water, groundwater, and 
recycled water. Residences and businesses located in the Jenner, Gleason Beach, and 
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Duncans Mills area rely heavily on groundwater wells. An existing domestic well is 
located in the project area to the east of existing SR 1. For the project area, most of 
the residences and other buildings in Jenner and Duncans Mills and coastal areas 
south operate on septic systems. A leach field that serves the Gleason Beach coastal 
homes is located near the project site along existing SR 1. 

Solid Waste Processing and Disposal Facilities 
Sonoma County Waste Management Agency provides recycling, garbage, and yard 
waste collection services in the project area. The nearest designated disposal site to 
the project area is the Guerneville Transfer Station (13450 Pocket Road/ 
Highway 116).  

Electricity and Gas 
Pacific Gas and Electric is the primary electric and natural gas service provider for 
businesses and residences in the Jenner and Duncans Mills area and coastal 
communities south to Bodega Bay, in Sonoma County. The company retains 
easements for electrical transmission lines, including overhead poles along SR 1.  

Postal Service  
The U.S. Postal Service receives and delivers mail at the U.S. Post Office, located at 
10439 SR 1, Jenner, California, and north of the proposed project area. 

Communication Services  
Telephone service to the proposed project area, and the Sonoma Coast, is provided by 
AT&T from telephone lines located along SR 1. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
No-Build Alternative 
Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be implemented and 
current utilities and emergency services would continue to be provided as under 
current conditions into the future. Potential adverse effects on utilities and emergency 
services could occur as a result of damage to SR 1 from future extreme storms.  

Build Alternatives 
Construction Phase 
Construction of the proposed project (all Build Alternatives) could result in 
temporary disruptions to utilities within the construction footprint, as well as adjacent 
residences. To construct the project, certain areas within the construction footprint 
could require phased and temporary shutdowns of water, electricity, gas, 
telecommunications, and other utilities. Underground utilities (electric, gas, 
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telephone, television, cable, sewer, and water) serving the homes at Gleason Beach 
would require relocation. These disruptions would be designed to not affect adjacent 
property owners and, if service outages do prove necessary, they would likely last no 
longer than 1 day. The utility companies would notify the public of any potential 
disruptions to utilities. Coordination in advance with utilities and domestic well 
owners would be required as part of construction plans and specifications and would 
result in minimal to no effects on utilities.  

Disruption to emergency services would not occur because the existing SR 1 
alignment would be available and maintained in the project vicinity, allowing police, 
fire, and medical personnel to respond to dispatch calls. The project area is located 
several miles from fire, police, and medical response services located in Bodega Bay. 
Because no disruption in emergency services would occur during the Construction 
Phase, no effects to emergency response times would result from the proposed 
project.  

Operation Phase 
Operation of the proposed project would not result in any disruptions to utilities in the 
project area. All utilities would be restored to existing capacity following construction 
and therefore implementation of the project would have no effect on utilities.  

In addition, the proposed project would not increase long-term employment or induce 
population growth that would require additional fire, police, or medical personnel or 
facilities. Operation of the proposed project would have no effect on fire, police, or 
medical response services because the proposed project consists of a realignment of 
SR 1 and no change in SR 1 traffic operations would occur. The proposed project 
would maintain existing emergency response times of emergency service providers.  

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
The construction phase of the proposed project may lead to temporary utility 
disruptions. The following avoidance and minimization measure (AMM) would be 
implemented to minimize such effects:  

• Measure UTIL-1: Coordination with Utility Companies. To address 
temporary utility disruptions associated with project implementation, measures 
would be implemented that include coordination in advance with utility 
companies and property owners during the development of construction plans 
and specifications. 
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The proposed project would maintain emergency, fire, police, and medical response 
services by improving the long-term viability of SR 1. Therefore, operation of the 
proposed project would result in minimal to no effects to emergency response times 
in the local region. Thus, no mitigation measures are proposed.  

2.1.6 Visual/Aesthetics 
REGULATORY SETTING 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 as amended establishes that 
the federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, 
healthful, productive, and aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally pleasing 
surroundings (42 USC 4331[b][2]). To further emphasize this point, the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) in its implementation of NEPA (23 USC 109[h]) 
directs that final decisions on projects are to be made in the best overall public 
interest taking into account adverse environmental impacts, including among others, 
the destruction or disruption of aesthetic values. 

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

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
The information presented in this section has been drawn from the VIA prepared for 
this project (Caltrans 2015b). The VIA was prepared in accordance with the 
guidelines in FHWA’s VIA for Highway Projects (FHWA 1981). A discussion of 
regulatory policies that are relevant to aesthetics and visual resources is found in 
Section 2.1.1.1, Land Use, of this document. 

Visual Setting 
The proposed project is located on SR 1 in unincorporated Sonoma County located 
between PMs 15.1 and 15.7, north of the city of Bodega Bay, along the southern 
Sonoma County coast. As shown on Figure 2-6, the project area is located on coastal 
bluffs overlooking the Pacific Ocean. Outstanding scenic quality is the study area’s 
key visual attribute and attraction, and this scenic experience is accessible to the 
public due to the existence of SR 1, and is the area’s principal use. High numbers of 
visitors travel Sonoma County each year, nearly all doing so to enjoy views of the 
Pacific Ocean and dramatic, unspoiled rural coastal landscape, including this segment 
of SR 1. The County of Sonoma Local Coastal Plan identifies the project area as 
having Above Average Views east of SR 1 and Outstanding Views west of SR 1.  
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Visual Assessment Units and Key Views 
The relatively short (0.6-mile) project corridor was characterized as a single visual 
assessment unit, referred to here as the Gleason Beach Visual Assessment Unit, and 
identified on Figure 2-7. Visual assessment units are characterized by their distinctive 
visual character and visual quality. In this case, the Gleason Beach Visual Assessment 
Unit is characterized by the scenic attributes of the coastal bluff and creek drainage.  

The project viewshed is enclosed to the east by the coastal hills and bounded to the 
west by the Pacific Ocean or by cliff-top homes along SR 1. It is centered on the 
lowland of Scotty Creek and extends from the southern project terminus north of 
Calle Del Sol to the northern project terminus near the bluff edge north of the creek. 
Within this visual assessment unit, key views (KVs) were identified to represent the 
key viewer groups and viewing conditions found within it. 

Visual quality throughout the unit is high. Specific scenic attributes of each KV are 
discussed in detail under each respective viewpoint. Viewer sensitivity, visual 
exposure, and overall viewer response are summarized for each of the following KVs 
listed by general viewing group: 

• Views from the Roadway 

− KV-1: Overview of project from SR 1 as seen by northbound motorists near 
the southern project terminus. 

− KV-2: View of proposed alternatives as seen by southbound SR 1 motorists. 
KV-2 depicts southbound motorists’ views and provides a basis for 
comparison of alternative roadway and bridge alignments in the southern 
segment where they differ. North of the bridge, all alternatives are identical. 

• Views to the Roadway 

− KV-3: View from residence at 6175 SR 1 looking east down proposed access 
road. KV-3 is representative of eastward views from the various residences 
along SR 1 toward the alignment in the northern half of the project. 

− KV-4: View from vicinity of residence at 5877 SR 1 near where Scotty Creek 
empties onto the public beach, looking east. KV-4 is representative of the 
views from residences from 5950 SR 1 and southward, looking eastward 
toward the proposed bridge. 
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− KV-5: View from the public beach just south of Scotty Creek looking east. 
KV-5 represents the view of visitors at the beach, looking eastward toward the 
proposed SR 1 bridge. 

− KV-6: View from the beach next to KV-5 but looking northeast. 

− KV-7: View from Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch looking west. 

− KV-8: View from proposed bridge structure looking northwest.  

Viewer Groups  
There are two major types of viewer groups for highway projects—highway 
neighbors and highway users. Each viewer group has their own particular level of 
viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity, resulting in distinct and predictable visual 
concerns for each group, which help to predict their responses to visual changes. 

Highway Neighbors (Views to the Roadway) 
Highway neighbors are people who have views to the roadway. They can be 
subdivided into different viewer groups by land use. For example, residential, 
commercial, industrial, retail, institutional, civic, educational, recreational, and 
agricultural land uses may generate highway neighbors or viewer groups with distinct 
reasons for being in the corridor and therefore having distinct responses to changes in 
visual resources. For this project, the following highway neighbors were considered: 

• Gleason Beach residents 
• Gleason Beach visitors 
• Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch residents 

Highway Users (Views from the Roadway) 
Highway users are people who have views from the roadway. They can be subdivided 
into different viewer groups in the following two ways: mode of travel or reason for 
travel. For example, subdividing highway users by mode of travel may yield 
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, car drivers and passengers, and truck drivers. 
Dividing highway users or viewer groups by reason for travel creates categories such 
as visitors, commuters, and haulers. It is also possible to use both mode and reason 
for travel simultaneously, creating a category like bicycling visitors, for example. For 
this project, the following highway users were considered: 

• SR 1 motorists 
• Local residents  
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• Bicycling visitors 

Motorists on SR 1 are by far the most numerous viewing group, and also a group of 
primary importance and sensitivity. The great majority of motorists on SR 1 drive the 
highway specifically to enjoy the spectacular scenery, so visual quality is a primary 
concern. In addition, bicyclists are a regular, numerous, and growing viewing group 
all along coastal SR 1. Finally, local residents traveling to and from their homes 
include residents of the Gleason Beach vicinity, residents of the community of 
Carmet (just south of the project area), and residents of the region in general. 

Existing Visual Resources 
Visual resources of the project setting are defined and identified in the following 
subsections by assessing visual character and visual quality in the project corridor. 

Visual Character 
Visual character includes attributes such as form, line, color, and texture, and is used 
to describe, not evaluate (i.e., these attributes are neither considered good nor bad). 
However, a change in visual character can be evaluated when it is compared with the 
viewer response to that change. Changes in visual character can be identified by how 
visually compatible a proposed project is compared with existing conditions by using 
visual character attributes as an indicator. For this project, form, line, color, texture, 
dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity of the setting were considered to 
characterize the project setting. 

The existing landscape setting exhibits some of the following formal characteristics: 

• The coastal hills and bluffs are characterized by their gently rolling horizontal 
form and line. The rolling landforms have strong continuity, appearing as a 
highly coherent and legible landscape setting. The existing highway bisects and 
interrupts the continuity of the natural topographic form and line; but even the 
highway exhibits a curvilinear line. This is punctuated by the rectilinear vertical 
forms of ranch buildings and cliff-top residences and the characteristic spiky 
vertical form of the Monterey cypress trees that are a defining feature of the 
residential community. A stand of Eucalyptus to the east forms a conspicuous 
vertical element in the otherwise open terrain. 

• Colors are dominated by the pastureland/grassland, which is predominantly green 
and brown during winter and spring, changing to golden and brown in summer 
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and fall. The dark olive green of Monterey cypress and Eucalyptus are also 
characteristic of the coastal landscape. 

• The predominant texture is that of the fine grass/pastureland, kept short and 
highly uniform by grazing, which extends over the bluffs and up the hillsides 
almost without interruption. 

• To the west, the more dramatic forms of rugged vertical rocky cliffs, the white 
sand of the beach, and the sea contrast strongly with the bluff landscape and also 
tend strongly to draw and dominate viewers’ attention. However, it is the 
previously described bluff setting against which the proposed project would 
primarily be seen. 

• The existing highway is generally subordinate in scale and dominance to the 
overall landscape setting. 

Visual Quality 
Visual quality is evaluated by identifying the vividness, intactness, and unity present 
in the project corridor. Public attitudes validate the assessed level of quality and 
predict how changes to the project corridor can affect these attitudes. This process 
helps identify specific methods for addressing each visual effect that may occur as 
a result of the project. The three criteria for evaluating visual quality are defined 
as follows: 

• Vividness is the extent to which the landscape is memorable and is associated 
with distinctive, contrasting, and diverse visual elements. 

• Intactness is the integrity of visual features in the landscape and the extent to 
which the existing landscape is free from non-typical visual intrusions. 

• Unity is the extent to which all visual elements combine to form a coherent, 
harmonious visual pattern. 

Visual quality throughout the Gleason Beach Visual Assessment Unit is generally 
high. Vividness is high, particularly where views of the ocean to the west are visible; 
in views of the ocean, tall rock outcrops emerge from shallow water a short distance 
from the beach; and striking form and color contrast of the white, level beach and 
rugged, vertical seafront cliffs are highly vivid. Nearby hill slopes and ridges also 
contribute a vivid feature in views eastward. Despite the presence of the existing 
highway and cliff-side residences, weathered wood siding of homes and dense 
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cypress tree canopies preserve a predominantly rural character with moderately high 
intactness. Despite the presence of human-made features, the natural landforms and 
features remain dominant, retaining a high degree of visual unity. Overall, visual 
quality of the unit is thus high. Visual quality of specific views, however, may vary 
considerably in quality within the unit as a whole. Vivid elements, for example, are 
largely an aspect of views westward to the sea. Narrow views eastward may lack 
similar vivid elements and thus have lower visual quality. 

Viewer Response 
Viewer response is a measure or prediction of the viewer’s reaction to changes in the 
visual environment and has two dimensions—viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity: 

• Viewer Exposure. Viewer exposure is a measure of the viewer’s ability to see a 
particular object. Viewer exposure has three attributes: location, quantity, and 
duration. Location relates to the position of the viewer in relationship to the 
viewed object. The closer the viewer is to the object, the more exposure. Quantity 
refers to how many people see the object. The more people who can see an object 
or the greater frequency with which an object is seen, the more exposure the 
object has to viewers. Duration refers to how long a viewer is able to keep an 
object in view. The longer an object can be kept in view, the more exposure. High 
viewer exposure helps predict that viewers have a response to a visual change. 

• Viewer Sensitivity. Viewer sensitivity is a measure of the viewer’s recognition of 
a particular object. It has the following three attributes: viewer activity, 
awareness, and local values. Activity relates to the preoccupation of viewers—are 
they preoccupied, thinking of something else, or are they truly engaged in 
observing their surroundings? Viewer activity is a typical measure of the 
importance of scenic value to viewers. For example, visitors traveling in highly 
scenic locations (such as this segment of SR 1) with the specific purpose of 
enjoying views and scenery tend to have a higher level of concern with visual 
quality than viewers preoccupied with work or other activities, such as 
commuting or shopping, that are unrelated to the quality of scenery. The more 
they are actually observing their surroundings, the more concern or sensitivity 
viewers have of changes to visual resources. Awareness relates to the focus of 
view—the focus is wide and the view general or the focus is narrow and the view 
specific. The more specific the awareness, the more sensitive a viewer is to 
change. Local values and attitudes also affect viewer sensitivity. If the viewer 
group values aesthetics in general or if a specific visual resource has been 
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protected by local, state, or national designation, it is likely that viewers are more 
sensitive to visible changes. High viewer sensitivity helps predict that viewers 
have a high concern for any visual change. 

Group Viewer Response 
Viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity for each viewer group can be merged to 
establish the overall viewer response of each group. These are summarized as follows 
for the various viewer groups: 

• SR 1 viewers – Viewer exposure and sensitivity of SR 1 viewers are both high. 
Overall viewer response is thus high. 

• Gleason Beach residents – Visual exposure of residents to the project from their 
homes ranges from moderate to low. Viewer sensitivity of residents is typically 
considered to be high. Viewer response to eastward views toward the project is 
thus considered to be moderate. 

• Gleason Beach visitors – Similarly, beach visitors have differing exposure and 
viewer sensitivity depending on the orientation of views. Viewer response is thus 
considered high for views westward to the ocean and coastline, but moderate for 
eastward views toward the project. 

• Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch residents – Ranch residents have moderately 
high exposure and high viewer sensitivity. Viewer response is thus considered 
moderately high. 

The Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch property is considered an historic resource under 
CEQA. Therefore, in addition to evaluating the proposed project’s effect on the visual 
landscape of the project area, this EIR/EA also evaluates the project’s effect relative 
to the historic ranch property. Please see Chapter 3, CEQA Evaluation, of this 
EIR/EA for that discussion. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
The discussion below presents environmental consequences associated with the 
proposed project from the perspective of each KV. In the case of some KVs, all Build 
Alternatives are evaluated individually given that the project’s effects would differ 
depending on the Build Alternative being discussed. In the case of other KVs, the 
discussion applies to all Build Alternatives because all Build Alternatives would 
result in similar effects for those KVs. Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, 
Alternative 19A has been identified as the Preferred Build Alternative and has 
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undergone further refinement of project details. These distinctions in the structure of 
the discussion are identified when applicable. 

Visual effects are determined by assessing changes to the visual resources and 
predicting viewer response to those changes. These effects can be beneficial or 
detrimental. Temporary effects due to Construction Phase activities are also 
considered. A generalized VIA process is illustrated in the following diagram: 

 

Table 2-11 provides a reference for determining levels of visual impact by combining 
resource change and viewer response.  

Table 2-11 Visual Impact Ratings Using Viewer Response and 
Resource Change 

 Viewer Response 

R
es

ou
rc

e 
C

ha
ng

e 

 Low 
Moderate-

Low Moderate 
Moderate-

High High 

Low  L ML ML M M 

Moderate-Low ML ML M M MH 

Moderate ML M M MH MH 

Moderate-High M M MH MH H 

High M MH MH H H 

Notes: 
H = high* 
MH = moderate-high* 
M = moderate 
ML = moderate-low 
L = low 
 
* Ratings of H and MH highlighted above generally indicate a potentially substantial/significant level 
of impact, depending on site-specific considerations. 
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NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 
Under the No-Build Alternative, SR 1 would not be realigned eastward. The existing 
visual characteristics immediately adjacent to the proposed project area are 
substantially similar to the proposed project site, and would remain unaltered.  

BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
Construction Phase 
Construction activities, lighting, equipment, or staging, where visible within the SR 1 
corridor, could represent an adverse effect to motorists or nearby highway neighbors 
for the duration of construction. In addition, construction staging sites could represent 
an adverse visual intrusion within the SR 1 corridor for the duration of construction. 
Visual impacts during construction are temporary and are therefore considered 
minimal. 

Operation Phase 
The following section uses the KVs to describe visual effects of the Build 
Alternatives, compares existing conditions to the proposed Build Alternatives, and 
includes the predicted viewer response during the project’s Operational Phase. 

KV-1 – OVERVIEW OF PROJECT FROM STATE ROUTE 1 AS SEEN BY NORTHBOUND 
MOTORISTS NEAR SOUTHERN PROJECT TERMINUS 
KV-1 Existing Condition 
Figure 2-8, KV-1, presents the existing view of SR 1 and the Gleason Beach 
landscape unit as seen by motorists, looking northward from a point near the southern 
project terminus. 

The existing view from KV-1 presents roughly the southern half of the project and 
provides a good overview of the visual character of the Gleason Beach landscape 
unit. It is rural, open, and predominantly natural in appearance, but with the co-
dominant presence of human habitation in the form of the cliff-top residential 
community along existing SR 1, as well as the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch and 
associated pastureland. The descent from high bluffs into the Scotty Creek drainage 
limits motorists’ views to the beach and the sea to a narrow westward corridor over 
the beach itself. North and south of the beach, the bluffs and cliff-top residences 
block westward views of the sea from the roadway. North of the cliff-top residential 
community, panoramic ocean views open again. 
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Visual quality throughout the unit is moderately high. Despite the co-dominance of 
human-made features, visual unity and intactness are moderately high. The line of 
Monterey cypress canopy on SR 1 both obstructs sea views and introduces an element 
of visual unity and natural intactness. The architecture of the cliff-top homes is 
predominantly of unfinished, weathered wood siding, blending with the colors and 
textures of the rural setting. The existing highway is minimal in width and 
prominence and is visually subordinate to the surrounding setting, preserving a 
moderately high degree of intactness. Vivid features including the hills and sea are 
prominent. The ranch structures and landscaping are also vivid features with 
picturesque historic qualities. Although views of the ocean are less dominant in this 
segment than in other bluff-top coastal portions of SR 1 in the surrounding area, the 
beach, ocean, and rock formations remain visible and contribute strongly to the 
moderately high overall visual quality. 

Viewer Response 
KV-1 is representative of the views of motorists on SR 1 traveling northbound. Visual 
sensitivity of motorists on SR 1 is considered high. Visual exposure to the highway 
itself is moderately high, moderated only by the short duration of exposure to this 
short segment of roadway. Overall viewer response is therefore considered 
moderately high. 

KV-1 Proposed Condition –Alternative 19A 
Resource Change 
As seen in the visual simulation of Alternative 19A as viewed from KV-1 
(Figure 2-9), change to the visual character and quality of the setting due to the 
proposed improvements would be evident and moderate (visually co-dominant). The 
primary visual changes from the project would include an increase in the prominence/ 
dominance of the roadway as a result of widening to standard 12-foot lane widths 
with 8-foot shoulders; introduction of the new bridge structure with its visible support 
bents and columns and pedestrian sidewalk; a sidewalk connection between the 
existing and proposed SR 1 alignments; and moderate alteration of landforms both 
north and south of the bridge from cut-and-fill slopes to accommodate the new 
highway and access roads. The curving alignment of the proposed bridge and 
roadway would echo the curvilinear forms of the existing highway and rolling bluff 
landforms. These changes would result in a less rustic, more urban image in which 
the highway would remain visually co-dominant or moderately compatible with the 
existing setting. Character change would be moderate.  
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The increase in the scale/width of the roadway would result in a moderate decline in 
visual intactness, as the intrusion of the roadway into the foreground of views would 
become somewhat more prominent, as would the facility as a whole when viewed at a 
distance. Where grading is required, slopes would be rounded and re-vegetated, but 
would result in some loss of intactness of landform resulting from new geometric, 
engineered slopes. Overall, the change to visual quality would be low. 

Overall resource change of this view would thus be noticeable, but to a moderately 
low degree. In the context of moderately high overall viewer response, this would be 
a moderate visual impact. 

KV-1 Proposed Condition – Alternative 19B 
Alternative 19B would diverge from the existing highway near the southern project 
terminus and be aligned up to 100 feet or more inland (east) of Alternative 19A. The 
two alternatives would diverge for a distance of approximately 1,500 feet and then 
conform at the southern bridge terminus. From the bridge onward, Alternatives 19A 
and 19B would be identical. 

Resource Change 
Except for these minor alignment differences in the southernmost segment of the 
project, Alternatives 19A and 19B would be identical. These minor differences would 
not result in substantially different levels or types of visual effects for motorists under 
Alternatives 19A and 19B. Because these two alternatives would be substantially 
similar in this view, a simulation of Alternative 19B from KV-1 was not considered 
necessary or informative and the analysis is not repeated. The new highway 
alignment under Alternative 19B would be farther from the three residences south of 
the mouth of Scotty Creek and therefore less evident than under Alternative 19A. 
However, in both cases, the new alignments would be east of and separated from the 
residences by existing SR 1, which would remain as an access road in their vicinity. 
Effects to existing homes resulting from the new alignments would thus be less than 
the existing highway under both Alternatives 19A and 19B. As under Alternative 
19A, overall resource change for this KV would thus be moderately low. In the 
context of moderately high overall viewer response, this would be a moderate visual 
impact. 

KV-1 Proposed Condition – Alternative 20 
Resource Change 
Under Alternative 20, alignments of the roadway in the southern portion of the 
project, and of the proposed bridge over Scotty Creek, would differ slightly compared 
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to Alternatives 19A and 19B. The new alignment would follow the existing highway 
to a point farther north than either Alternatives 19A or 19B. Under all three 
alternatives, however, the existing portion of SR 1 proposed to serve as immediate 
access to residences north and south of the public beach at the mouth of Scotty Creek 
would remain substantially as it is. The bridge over Scotty Creek would be located up 
to 150 feet farther east under Alternative 20. North of the bridge, all alternatives 
would be identical. 

Despite these differences, however, as suggested in the visual simulation in 
Figure 2-10, the overall visual effects of Alternative 20 on motorists’ views from 
KV-1 would be substantially similar to those under Alternatives 19A and 19B. 
Although details of the alignments differ, from the perspective of motorists, these 
differences would be relatively inconsequential. As under the previous alternatives, 
overall resource change of this view would thus be moderately low. In the context of 
moderately high overall viewer response, this would be a moderate visual impact. 

KV-2 – FROM STATE ROUTE 1 AS SEEN BY SOUTHBOUND MOTORISTS 
Existing and proposed southbound views from SR 1 would differ because of the 
proposed realignment of the highway eastward, away from the bluff edge and existing 
homes. Following are a series of existing southbound views that illustrate the general 
character and quality of these existing views today. Following these, a viewpoint 
selected to illustrate the appearance of the proposed new bridge and alternative 
alignments to southbound motorists is depicted. A viewpoint suitable for illustrating 
the proposed bridge and realigned roadway is necessarily located a distance east of 
the existing highway, at a point not currently accessible to the public. 

KV-2 Existing Condition – State Route 1 Southbound Motorists 
As shown in the photo in Figure 2-11(A), in roughly the northern half of the project 
area, unobstructed, panoramic, highly scenic views of the ocean may be seen from the 
highway. Much of this scenic ocean view corridor in this northern segment is a result 
of the loss of former residences that once blocked these views, due to bluff retreat. 
Vividness, intactness, unity, and overall visual quality of these open ocean views are 
all high or very high. 

As shown in Figure 2-11(B), views to the southeast toward the bluff landscape, hills, 
and creek valley are also highly intact and scenic and contribute to the overall visual 
quality of the project area. However, these views are far less vivid than those of the 
ocean, and overall visual quality is moderately high. 
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As shown in Figure 2-11(C), near 6033 SR 1, at roughly the mid-point of the project, 
the existing roadway descends toward the low-point at Scotty Creek and the beach. 
Between that point and the beach, existing residences block ocean views as depicted 
in the photos. The proposed highway bridge and an access road would be located in 
this area east of the existing residences. As in Figure 2-11(B), visual quality of these 
views is moderately high, lacking the vividness of ocean views available in other 
portions of the viewshed. 

KV-2 – VIEW OF PROJECT FROM STATE ROUTE 1 AS SEEN BY SOUTHBOUND MOTORISTS 
NEAR THE NORTHERN BRIDGE TERMINUS 
KV-2 Existing Condition (from Proposed Alignment) 
Figure 2-12 includes the existing view for KV-2 from the proposed new alignment, 
looking south from a point roughly 250 feet to the east of existing SR 1 in the 
Gleason Beach residential community, near the intersection of the northern bridge 
landing and proposed access road. It was selected as the before view for the 
simulations that follow because of its suitability for depicting the differences between 
the Build Alternative alignments in the southernmost and bridge segments, where 
they differ as seen by southbound motorists. North of the bridge, all of the Build 
Alternatives would be identical. This location is not currently accessible to the public. 
Existing SR 1 can be seen passing out of view to the west of the photo viewpoint near 
the homes north of the beach. The appropriate baseline for comparison of visual 
effects to motorists are thus the views from the nearby existing highway as depicted 
in the previous series of existing views (Figures 2-11[A], [B], and [C]), particularly in 
the area adjoining existing residences; however, the appropriate measure of visual 
change is the view from the realigned highway, as shown in the simulations from 
KV-2. 

Viewer Response 
KV-2 is representative of the views of motorists on SR 1 traveling southbound. 
Visual sensitivity of motorists on SR 1 is considered high. Visual exposure to 
the highway itself is moderately high, moderated only by the short duration of 
exposure to this short segment of roadway. Overall viewer response is thus 
considered moderately high. 

KV-2 Proposed Condition –Alternative 19A  
Resource Change 
A simulated view of Alternative 19A from KV-2 is depicted on Figure 2-12, showing 
the view of southbound motorists from the proposed new alignment at a point 
adjacent to the proposed access road. 
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Visual character of the project viewshed was described previously. As discussed 
previously in detail under KV-1, visual changes from the proposed project would 
include effects of highway widening to standard 12-foot lane widths with 6- to 8-foot 
shoulders on the bridge; views of the proposed bridge 28 feet in height, including 
column and support structures; some landform alteration from new cut-and-fill slopes 
to accommodate the re-alignments; and bridge landings north and south of the bridge. 

The curving alignment of the proposed bridge and roadway would echo the 
curvilinear forms of the existing highway and rolling bluff landforms. However, the 
wider roadway and large bridge structure would introduce a less rustic, more urban 
image into the view. The new roadway would thus contrast moderately with the 
character of the existing setting, but would not dominate the viewshed and would 
remain moderately compatible with the existing setting. 

The project would result in some decline in the level of visual intactness and unity of 
the setting. However, due to enhancement of vividness from improved ocean views, 
overall change to visual quality for southbound motorists, in balance, would be low. 

As previously indicated, the appropriate baseline for comparison of visual effects to 
motorists is the view from the existing highway, and the appropriate measure of 
visual change is the view from the realigned highway. As depicted in the simulation 
from KV-2, both visual quality and character would be positively affected, 
particularly in the southern half of the project, due to improved ocean views created 
by the newly elevated viewing position overlooking the Scotty Creek drainage, the 
beach, and the ocean to the west. The elevated position would also afford panoramic 
open views of the bluff surroundings and more distant views. Coastline and 
mountains to the south would be visible in the distance. These enhanced views would 
be an improvement over the existing southbound views adjacent to the residences 
Figure 2-11(C), where ocean and long-distance views are obstructed by the 
intervening homes. The creation of these improved views would raise the level of 
vividness for motorists. 

Overall resource change of this view would thus be moderately low. In the context of 
moderately high overall viewer response, this would be a moderate visual impact. 
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KV-2 Proposed Condition – Alternative 19B 
Resource Change 
Figure 2-13 depicts a simulated view of Alternative 19B from KV-2, showing the 
view of southbound motorists from the proposed new alignment at a point adjacent to 
a proposed new access road. The simulation illustrates the primary differences with 
Alternative 19A. As depicted, the new alignment under Alternative 19B would 
diverge from the existing highway at a point farther south than under Alternative 
19A, moving eastward into a short cut-slope segment before meeting the bridge 
terminus. From the bridge northward, the two alternatives are identical. As suggested 
in the view, the differences in alignment of Alternatives 19A and 19B would have 
minimal visual implication for motorists. Overall effects on visual character and 
visual quality and resource change to the project setting would be essentially the same 
as described for Alternative 19A. 

As under Alternative 19A, overall resource change of this view would thus be 
moderately low. In the context of moderately high overall viewer response, this 
would be a moderate visual impact. 

KV-2 Proposed Condition – Alternative 20 
Resource Change 
Figure 2-14 depicts a simulated view of Alternative 20 from KV-2, showing the view 
of southbound motorists from the proposed new alignment at a point adjacent to the 
proposed access road. The simulation illustrates the primary differences with 
Alternatives 19A and 19B. 

The new alignment under Alternative 20 would follow the existing highway 
alignment to a point adjoining the three residences visible in the view. A 
T-intersection would lead to the existing highway, which would serve solely as 
private access to the residences. The new main highway would approach the bridge 
terminus at a lower elevation and require less grading than Alternatives 19A and 19B. 
The southern bridge terminus would also be lower under Alternative 20 than under 
the other alternatives. The bridge alignment under Alternative 20 is also aligned up to 
150 feet farther east than under the other alternatives. 

Despite these differences, as suggested in the simulation, from the motorists’ point of 
view, the visual effects of Alternative 20 would not differ substantially from the other 
alternatives. Alternative 20 would appear slightly visually superior to the other 
alternatives because it most closely resembles existing conditions, requires less   
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grading and landform alteration, and minimizes the overall amount of visible 
roadway. It would thus be slightly more compatible in visual character than 
Alternatives 19A and 19B, and result in a smaller decline in visual intactness, unity, 
and therefore visual quality. These differences, however, would be minor overall. 

Overall resource change of this view would thus be moderately low. In the context of 
moderately high overall viewer response, this would be a moderate visual impact. The 
visual effects of Alternative 20 would be slightly lower than both Alternatives 19A 
and 19B. 

KV-3 – VIEW FROM RESIDENCE AT 6175 STATE ROUTE 1 LOOKING EAST DOWN 
PROPOSED ACCESS ROAD 
KV-3 Existing Condition 
An existing view of SR 1 from KV-3 is depicted in Figure 2-15, looking east from the 
residence at 6175 SR 1. KV-3 is representative of views eastward from residences in 
roughly the northern half of the alignment, from 5991 SR 1 and northward. 

As depicted in the photograph, existing SR 1 directly adjoins the residences in this 
segment of roadway but is of small scale, with narrow lane widths and no shoulders. 
Beyond the relatively narrow roadway in the foreground, visually intact pastureland, 
a striking rock outcropping, a large area of Eucalyptus woodland, and low hills in the 
background lend the view an intact, rural character. The predominant color and 
texture is that of the grassland, which varies from green to brown according to season, 
with a low, uniform, fine grass texture. The predominant landform is that of the open, 
level terrace topography, forming a strong horizontal plane, with gently rolling forms 
of woodland and hills in the background. 

Visual quality of views eastward from these residences is moderately high. Vividness 
is moderate. The rock outcropping provides a striking focus but the overall scene is 
characterized by subtle natural appearing features that are attractive but not highly 
vivid. Intactness is high. Although the highway intrudes into the foreground, the scale 
of the roadway is small and the rural setting predominates, though heavy traffic on 
weekends and in summer intrude into these eastward views, lowering intactness 
during those periods. Unity is also moderately high. Despite the urban feature of the 
roadway in the foreground, the natural-appearing landscape beyond presents a highly 
unified, legible pastoral scene.  
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Viewer Response 
Viewer exposure from nearby cliff-side residences to the proposed new highway 
ranges from moderate to low. In views similar to KV-3 from residences in the 
northern portion of the alignment, exposure is generally low. KV-3 is located to look 
directly down one of the proposed access roads, which would appear prominent in the 
view. However, in general, the proposed re-aligned highway would be visually 
isolated from the residences by a distance of up to 350 feet and, in the northern bridge 
approach segment, by intervening topography of cut slopes. Exposure is moderated 
further by the strong westward orientation of views at these residences. Site 
observations revealed few or no outdoor use areas and few windows facing eastward 
as depicted in this view. The primary exposure of residents would be while leaving or 
arriving home. Similarly, while viewer sensitivity of residents to visual change is 
typically considered to be high, viewer focus and awareness from the cliff-top 
residences are strongly oriented westward toward views of the ocean. Viewer 
awareness of eastward views is comparatively lower. Overall viewer response of 
residents to eastward views such as KV-3 is thus considered moderate. 

KV-3 Proposed Condition – All Alternatives 
Resource Change 
As depicted in the visual simulation on Figure 2-15, the alignment north of the bridge 
would be largely screened to views from the residences by distance and intervening 
topography. Views down the three proposed access roads would reduce visual 
intactness from the nearest homes, as illustrated in the simulation. From other homes, 
however, the project would be relatively inconspicuous. In addition, the project would 
result in lower levels of traffic on the adjoining roadway because through traffic 
would move to the new more distant alignment. This would result in substantially 
improved intactness on weekends and in summer. Overall, changes to visual character 
and quality in this northern segment would be minimal. 

Overall resource change of this view would thus be low. In the context of moderate 
overall viewer response, this would be a moderately low visual impact. 

KV-4 – FROM VICINITY OF RESIDENCE AT 5877 STATE ROUTE 1 LOOKING EAST 
KV-4 Existing Condition 
Figure 2-16 depicts the existing view of SR 1 for KV-4, looking east from the vicinity 
of the residence at 5877 SR 1located adjacent and nearest to the public beach at the 
mouth of Scotty Creek, toward the lowland of the Scotty Creek drainage and 
Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch. The view is a worst-case representation of views of   
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the proposed bridge as seen from residences (all private views only) from 5950 SR 1 
southward, which could have eastward views to the proposed bridge from the vicinity 
of the properties or, in some cases, from within the properties. 

Visual character and quality of the setting are similar to that described under KV-3. 
These eastward views are highly intact and scenic and contribute to the overall high 
visual quality of the project area generally. However, as described under KV-2, visual 
quality of these views is moderately high, lacking the vividness of ocean views 
available in views to the west. Views into the creek valley focus on the picturesque 
view of the historic ranch and associated eucalyptus windrows, with existing SR 1 in 
the immediate foreground. 

Viewer Response 
This view is almost entirely representative of the experience of residents coming or 
going from their homes, since exposure to views eastward from within the homes and 
properties is very limited. 

Compared to residences north of 5950 SR 1 represented by KV-3, viewer exposure to 
the project from these residences is potentially somewhat higher due to proximity to 
the proposed project bridge. The bridge would be visible from the vicinity of these 
homes at relatively short distances (200 feet or less), from level or somewhat elevated 
viewing positions. As with the other residences discussed previously, however, 
viewer exposure to the project is moderated from the residential properties by the 
strong westward view orientation of the residences, and the general absence of 
eastward-facing outdoor use areas or windows. The east-facing sides of these 
properties appear to be devoted primarily to auto access, and to screening of eastward 
views by fences and landscaping, presumably to screen visibility to and from existing 
SR 1. Finally, the number of affected residences is low. Eleven residences remain 
along the bluff north of the public beach. Of these, only one property would 
potentially have views of the project similar to KV-4. Others would be largely 
screened from within the properties. In that context, visibility and viewer exposure 
eastward toward the alignment are considered moderately low. Viewer sensitivity of 
residents is generally considered high, due to a commonly high degree of concern 
with the visual quality of their surroundings, and the high proportion of time spent at 
home over extended periods. 

However, in the context of viewer activity and awareness as just discussed, the level 
of concern for east-facing views is considered to be moderate. Overall viewer 
response is considered moderately low. 
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KV-4: Proposed Condition – All Alternatives 
Resource Change 
The visual simulation in Figure 2-16 depicts the appearance of Alternative 20. 
However, the overall visibility, appearance, and effect on visual character and quality 
of all three alternatives would be substantially similar. The bridge alignment under 
Alternative 20 would be a few feet farther from the homes than under the other 
alternatives, but this difference would have little effect on its visibility, prominence, 
or overall visual change. As illustrated in this view, from 5950 SR 1 southward, the 
bridge would be seen by people in or near residences from a level or slightly elevated 
position. The roadway, parapet, support columns, and bents would be clearly visible 
at foreground distance. Visual character of these views eastward would experience a 
strong change with the introduction of a prominent concrete, urban-industrial 
structure into the visual foreground.  

KV-4: Proposed Condition –Alternative 19A 
Resource Change 
Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, Alternative 19A has been identified as the 
Preferred Build Alternative and has undergone further refinement of project details as 
shown in Figure 2-17. The bridge design over Scotty Creek is preliminary and 
conceptual. Bridge design enhancements, such as column, bent, and parapet design, 
surface texture and color treatments, will be developed during the final project design 
phase. However, even with such measures, the structure would contrast strongly with 
the existing view in form, color, texture, scale, and general character. The structure 
would contrast strongly with the existing view in form, color, texture, scale, and 
general character. It would also obstruct existing views into the creek valley and 
toward the ranch. Visual character compatibility is considered to be low. 

A pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Scotty Creek, if feasible, would also be 
proposed to span Scotty Creek and continue the existing SR 1 roadway. The 
pedestrian bridge has not yet been designed. 

If views eastward toward the project from the few residences nearest the proposed 
bridge are considered in isolation, then visual intactness and unity would experience a 
decline from high to low as a result of these project changes. Vividness would also 
decline from moderately high to moderately low, though visibility of the scenic hills 
and portions of the bluff landscape would remain. Overall, visual quality of these 
eastward views would thus decline from high to moderately low.  
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Thus, overall visual impact would be moderately high. In the context of moderately 
low overall viewer response, this would be a moderate visual impact. 

KV-5 – VIEW FROM PUBLIC BEACH LOOKING EAST 
KV-5 Existing Condition 
The existing conditions image shown on Figure 2-18 depicts the view of SR 1 from 
KV-5 looking east from the beach, toward the lowland of the Scotty Creek drainage, 
Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch, and the bluff slopes descending into the creek 
drainage. The view is representative of visitors to the beach. It is, however, very 
similar in character and quality to KV-4. 

As discussed previously, visual quality throughout the project viewshed is relatively 
high. As described for other eastward views under KV-3 and KV-4, visual character 
eastward is that of the inland coastal bluff landscape. These views lack the high 
vividness that gives views toward the ocean in this location their exceptional visual 
quality. Intactness and unity are also moderated by the prominence of the roadway, 
culverts, and homes in these views. Overall, visual quality of these eastward views 
from the beach is considered moderately high. 

The bridge design over Scotty Creek in Figure 2-19 is preliminary and conceptual. 
Bridge design enhancements, such as column, bent, and parapet design, surface 
texture and color treatments, will be developed during the final project design phase. 
However, even with such measures, the structure would contrast strongly with the 
existing view in form, color, texture, scale, and general character.  

A pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Scotty Creek, if feasible, would also be 
proposed to span Scotty Creek and continue the existing SR 1 roadway. The 
pedestrian bridge has not yet been designed. 

Viewer Response 
Viewer exposure to the project looking east from the beach would be moderately 
high. The location of the adjacent elevated bridge segment would be close, a short 
distance beyond existing SR 1, as little as 100 feet from the nearest portions of beach. 
The number of visitors to the beach is relatively high; the ready accessibility from the 
highway and available shoulder parking ensure high numbers of visitors. Duration of 
beach visits can last up to a few hours. The orientation and focus of views of beach 
visitors is also a key factor in evaluating project effects in this location. The focus of   







Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures 

 State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project 
2-84 Final EIR/EA with FONSI 04-0A0200 

beach visitors is nearly always toward the ocean or up and down the coastline. The 
importance of eastward views from the beach is thus less than the scenic views 
westward. 

Viewer sensitivity of most outdoor recreationists, such as beach visitors, is generally 
considered high; scenic quality is a primary concern and enjoying scenery a principal 
reason for visits. However, again a primary aspect of both viewer activity and 
awareness at the beach is the strong orientation and focus westward on the ocean. 
Accounting for the strong focus of activity and awareness away from views inland, 
overall viewer response to eastward views is thus considered moderately high. 

KV-5 Proposed Condition – All Alternatives 
Resource Change 
The simulation shown in Figure 2-18 depicts the appearance of Alternative 20. 
However, the overall visibility, appearance, and effect on visual character and quality 
of all three alternatives would be substantially similar. The bridge alignment under 
Alternative 20 would be a few feet farther from the beach than under the other 
alternatives, but this difference would have little effect on its visibility, prominence, 
or overall visual change. As previously discussed, since the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EA, Alternative 19A has been identified as the Preferred Build Alternative and 
has undergone further refinement of project details. The bridge design depicted in 
Figure 2-19 is preliminary and conceptual, and bridge design enhancements will be 
developed during the final project design phase. Nevertheless, even with such 
enhancements, if views eastward toward the project are considered in isolation, visual 
quality would decline strongly due to these project changes. Visual intactness and 
unity would decline from moderately high to moderately low; vividness would 
decline from moderate to low, with views eastward partially obstructed by the  
bridge. Overall, decline in visual quality of these views would be moderately high. 

Overall resource change in views eastward toward the project would thus be 
moderately high. In the context of moderately high viewer response in eastward 
views, this would be a moderately high visual impact. 

However, as noted previously, the scenic views that make the location a visitor 
destination (i.e., views of the ocean and beach) would be affected very little by the 
project. 
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KV-6 – FROM PUBLIC BEACH LOOKING NORTHEAST TO THE PROPOSED BEACH ACCESS 
STRUCTURE 
KV-6 Existing Condition 
The existing condition image for KV-6 shown in Figure 2-20 represents the existing 
view from the beach at the mouth of Scotty Creek, looking northeast toward the 
nearest homes and site of the proposed beach pedestrian access. Existing SR 1 can be 
seen in the view to the right. However, the focus and purpose of this view is 
specifically to evaluate the effects of the proposed beach access. 

Visual character and quality of this view are in some ways similar to those described 
under KV-5. KV-6 is essentially a part of the same view as KV-5, except that it is 
rotated slightly to the north (left). Views of the Scotty Creek valley, coastal bluffs, 
and hills are visible directly eastward. The existing Scotty Creek culverts are visible 
in the lower right portion of the photo. The tall, abrupt, rugged cliffs facing the beach 
are in the center of the view. Farther to the left, however, this view toward the cliffs 
would also include the dramatic, very high-quality view of the ocean and coastline. 
Because the purpose of this view is to evaluate the effect of the beach access, this 
baseline description focuses specifically on the visual character and quality of the 
cliff setting. The rugged vertical form of the cliffs is a highly vivid natural feature of 
the beach landscape. Despite its visibility, the adjoining home remains visually 
subordinate and the intactness and unity of the view remain high. In the context of the 
surrounding beach landscape, the overall visual quality of the cliffs and adjoining 
beach is high. 

Viewer Response 
Viewer response from this location would be the same as described under KV-5. 
Viewer exposure eastward toward the beach access is considered moderately high due 
to the strong viewer orientation westward to the ocean and coastline. Similarly, the 
strong orientation of viewer activity and awareness to westward views moderates 
viewer sensitivity, which is considered moderately high. Overall, viewer response is 
considered to be moderately high.  

Viewer Response 
Viewer response from this location would be the same as described under KV-5. 
Viewer exposure eastward toward the beach access is considered moderately high due 
to the strong viewer orientation westward to the ocean and coastline. Similarly, the 
strong orientation of viewer activity and awareness to westward views moderates 
viewer sensitivity, which is considered moderately high. Overall, viewer response is 
considered to be moderately high.  
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KV-6 Proposed Condition –All Alternatives 
Resource Change 
As illustrated in the simulated view in Figure 2-20, the proposed boardwalk and stairs 
would introduce a human-made feature into the highly intact site. The form of the 
stairway follows the contours of the cliff topography, thus displaying a harmony with 
the existing terrain. As depicted, the railings appear light and transparent, though 
contrasting strongly in color. Also as depicted, the concrete support columns contrast 
strongly in color with the background.  

The simulated view depicted in Figure 2-20 would be seen as a part of a new 
eastward-facing panorama dominated by the project’s newly introduced man-made 
features: in addition to the stairway and boardwalk access, a new pedestrian-bike 
bridge over Scotty Creek; and beyond, the large bridge structure of realigned SR 1. 
Taken together these would result in a moderately high decline in vividness, 
intactness, and unity of the existing scene. 

Thus, the overall level of resource change would be moderate-high. In the context of 
the moderately high overall viewer response, this would be a moderate high visual 
impact. 

KV-7 – VIEW FROM GLEASON-MANN-BALLARD RANCH LOOKING WEST  
KV-7 Existing Condition 
The existing views from this location, as shown on Figure 2-21 and Figure 2-22, are 
representative of the potential visual effects on the ranch residents. These views occur 
from two private residences and are not accessible to the public. The analysis from 
this KV is intended to describe visual effects in the context of CEQA and NEPA, and 
does not specifically address any effects the proposed project could have on the 
historic integrity of the property’s setting. The proposed project’s effects relative to 
the property’s historic integrity are discussed in Section 2.1.7, Cultural Resources, of 
this EIR/EA document. 

Visual character is that of the Scotty Creek valley bottom (e.g., low-lying, flat, and 
relatively featureless except for the ranch structures themselves). 

From the ranch, views westward toward the project alignment have moderately high 
visual quality. Vividness of views is moderately high. Views of the creek lowland 
are nondescript, but views of the ocean at the horizon are visible. Because of the low 
elevation of the ranch, views of the ocean are limited to a narrow band at the horizon   
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from the ranch. Ocean views are more extensive and vivid from the neighboring 
home on the hillside to the east of the ranch. Intactness is considered high. Although 
the ranch setting is dominated by evidence of human activity, this is inherent to the 
character of the setting and a part of its picturesque historic quality. The measure of 
the setting’s intactness is thus not only the degree of naturalness, but rather the 
integrity of its historic features and character. From this perspective the setting is 
highly intact. Unity is moderately high. The valley setting is visually unified, but also 
contains formally disparate elements of human activity (fencing, highway, equipment, 
sheds, etc.). Farmstead elements are not considered an intrusion because their 
historic, picturesque character is a defining element of the local landscape. 

Viewer Response 
Project visibility from the ranch, at a distance of between 300 and 400 feet, would be 
high. Duration of views would also be high from this residence. Viewer exposure is 
considered moderately high, moderated by the very small number of affected viewers 
(two residences). Viewer sensitivity of residents is typically considered high. From 
this location, visual orientation is generally westward in the direction of the project. 
Overall viewer response is thus considered high. 

KV-7 Proposed Condition – All Alternatives 
The simulation presented in Figure 2-21 depicts the appearance of Alternative 19B. 
However, the overall visibility, appearance and effect on visual character and quality 
of all three Build Alternatives would be substantially similar. The bridge alignment 
under Alternative 20 would be a few feet lower than under the other Build 
Alternatives, but this difference would have little effect on its visibility, prominence, 
or overall visual impact. For this reason, simulations of the other Build Alternatives 
were not considered necessary or informative. 

Resource Change 
As illustrated in Figure 2-22, from the ranch buildings the bridge would be seen in the 
near foreground. The roadway, parapet, support columns, and bents would be clearly 
visible at foreground distance. From west-facing portions of the property, the bridge 
would occupy much of the field of view. The visual character of these views would 
undergo a substantial change with the introduction of the prominent, visually 
dominant concrete, urban-industrial structure into the visual foreground. The bridge 
would also intrude into, though not completely obstruct, existing views of the ocean. 
This would represent a high level of change to visual character and low compatibility. 
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Visual intactness would decline from high to low. Unity would decline from 
moderately high to low. Vividness would decline from moderately high to moderately 
low. Overall, visual quality of these views would thus decline to a moderately 
high degree.  

Overall resource change would thus be high. In the context of high overall viewer 
response, this would be a high level of visual impact. 

KV-8 – VIEW FROM PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURE LOOKING NORTHWEST  
KV-8 Existing Condition 
The existing view from this location, as shown on Figure 2-23, is to the northwest as 
seen from the location of the proposed SR 1 bridge structure. As previously 
discussed, since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, Alternative 19A has been 
identified as the Preferred Build Alternative and has undergone further refinement of 
project details. The focus and purpose of this view is specifically to evaluate the 
effects of the new bridge on views of the area as seen from the bridge. 

The existing visual character is that of a scenic mostly natural coastal landscape that 
has been modified to an extent by human-made structures (residences, SR 1). From 
this vantage point, views have a moderately high visual quality, and the vividness of 
the views is moderately high. Although there is evidence of human activity in the 
visual setting, this is inherent to the character of the setting and a part of its 
picturesque historic quality. The measure of the setting’s intactness is thus not only 
the degree of naturalness, but rather the integrity of its features and character. From 
this perspective, the setting is highly intact. Unity is moderately high. The setting is 
visually unified, but also contains formally disparate elements of human activity 
(residences, existing SR 1, etc.). Intactness is considered high. 

Viewer Response 
Visibility of the project site from this location is high, given that the proposed bridge 
structure would be placed here. Duration of views would be short for motorists 
traveling along the bridge, but would be longer for bicyclists and pedestrians. Viewer 
exposure is considered high due to unobstructed views of the project. Viewer 
sensitivity is considered high. From this location, visual orientation is generally 
northwestward in the direction of the coast. Overall viewer response is therefore 
considered high. 
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KV-8 Proposed Condition –Alternative 19A 
Resource Change 
As illustrated in Figure 2-23, this location would undergo a dramatic change 
compared to existing conditions. The proposed bridge would be larger in scale than 
the roadbed of existing SR 1, and would be a more visually noticeable feature of the 
landscape to motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians than the existing highway. 

However, the vividness of views for bridge users could actually increase. Due to the 
introduction of the bridge, the views of bridge users would be elevated, enhancing 
both the duration and quality of views of the sea and bluff landscape. The unity of 
bridge users’ views would also improve. Existing views in the SR 1 segment adjacent 
to the cliff-top residences are currently enclosed by houses and trees to the west, and 
by terrain to the north and east because of the roadway’s low-lying position. With the 
new, higher alignment, views would become more panoramic, and the focus of views 
from the roadway would be shifted from the immediate residential environment to the 
wider, intact bluff landscape. The viewer experience through Gleason Beach and 
environs would thus be more panoramic and scenic in terms of views toward the 
ocean and coastal bluffs. 

The visual character of the area would undergo a substantial change with the 
introduction of the prominent, visually dominant, concrete urban-industrial structure 
into the visual foreground. This would represent a high level of change to visual 
character. 

Visual intactness would decline from high to low. Unity would decline from 
moderately high to low. Vividness would increase from moderately high to high. 
Overall, visual quality would decline to a moderate degree. 

Overall resource change would be high. In the context of high overall viewer 
response, this would be a high level of visual impact. 

SUMMARY OF VISUAL EFFECTS 
Table 2-12 summarizes and compares the ratings for visual resource change and 
viewer response for the Build Alternatives for each KV. 

PROJECT EFFECTS RELATIVE TO COASTAL JURISDICTIONAL AGENCY POLICIES 
The proposed project would conflict with Section 30251 of the CCA relative to 
Scenic and Visual Qualities. As noted previously in Table 2-2 under Section 30251 of 
the CCA, “Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and 
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along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land 
forms, to be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding areas…” 

The scale and placement of the proposed project’s elevated bridge structure would 
partially obstruct views of the ocean from the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch and 
would be incompatible in scale with the existing character of the area. 

Table 2-12 Narrative Ratings for Each Key View 

Key View 

ALT. 19A ALT. 19B ALT. 20 

RC 
Viewer  

Response 
Visual  
Impact 

Resource  
Change 

Viewer  
Response 

Visual  
Impact RC 

Viewer  
Response 

Visual  
Impact 

1 
(Northbound SR 1 

Motorists) 
ML MH M ML MH M ML MH M 

2  
(Southbound SR 

1 Motorists) 
ML MH M ML MH M ML MH M 

3 
(Residence North  

of Bridge, 
Looking East) 

L M ML L M ML L M ML 

4 
(Residence Near 

Bridge, 
Looking East) 

MH ML M MH ML M MH ML M 

5 
(Beach Visitors,  
Looking East) 

MH MH MH MH MH MH MH MH MH 

6  
(Beach Visitors,  

Looking Northeast 
toward Beach 

Access Structure) 

MH MH MH MH MH MH MH MH MH 

7  
(Ranch) H H H H H H H H H 

8 
(From Bridge, 

Looking 
Northwest) 

H H H H H H H H H 

Notes: 
H = high 
L = low 
M = moderate 

 
MH = moderate-high 
ML = moderate-low 
RC = resource change 
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SUMMARY OF VISUAL EFFECTS RELATIVE TO KEY VIEWS 
KV-1: Northbound SR 1 Motorists, and KV-2: Southbound Motorists 
Construction of the project would result in a new segment of SR 1 that would be 
evident and prominent in views from KV-1 and KV-2, because of introduction of a 
wider right-of-way and a new bridge structure to the landscape. The project’s 
prominence would be partly offset by enhanced visual dominance of dramatic views 
of the ocean and the rolling coastal landscape available to northbound and 
southbound SR 1 motorists. The project would result in a less rustic, more urban 
setting for viewers, but the overall visual resource change would be moderately low. 
Therefore, the project’s visual effect as seen from KV-1 and KV-2 would be 
considered minimal. 

KV-3: Residence North of Bridge, Looking East  
KV-3 is a view from a residence that is a representative example of views from 
residences along the northern portion of the project site. Views of the proposed 
project’s features as observed from KV-3 would be largely screened by distance and 
intervening topography. The proposed access road would lessen the quality of the 
view compared with the existing view, which is dominated by open grassland and 
rolling hills, but to a minimal degree. Furthermore, because the eastward views from 
this and other Gleason Beach residences are very limited in extent and highly filtered, 
and because the focus of residential views is strongly oriented west toward the ocean, 
viewer response is considered moderate and the project’s overall effect would be 
considered minimal. 

KV-4: Residence near Bridge, Looking East 
KV-4 is a view from a residence that is a representative example of views from 
residences along the southern portion of the project site. Viewers from KV-4 would 
experience a strong moderately high visual impact after project implementation, 
given that a prominent concrete, urban-industrial bridge would be introduced into the 
visual foreground. Compared with the existing setting, the new bridge would be more 
prominent than current SR 1. However, similar to KV-3, views like KV-4 are very 
limited in extent, and the focus of residential views is strongly west toward the ocean, 
viewer response is moderately low, and the project’s visual effect would be 
considered minimal. 

KV-5: Beach Visitors Looking East, KV-6: Beach Visitors Looking Northeast 
When views from the beach to the east from KV-5 and KV-6 are considered in 
isolation, it is evident that the proposed project’s features would dominate foreground 
views to a great extent. The proposed new bridge would loom prominently across the 
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view in KV-5, while the proposed beach access structure would dramatically alter the 
rugged form of the beachside bluff in KV-6. These changes would reduce the visual 
quality of the landscape that viewers currently experience in this setting, at least in 
views to the east. In the context of moderately high viewer response of beach visitors, 
this moderately high level of visual impact would represent a substantial adverse 
effect on viewers at KV-5 and KV-6. With implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures, these effects could be reduced but not completely eliminated. 

KV-7: Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch Looking West 
From KV-7, the proposed new bridge would be prominently visible in the foreground. 
Under existing conditions at this location, viewers looking to the west see the ocean 
at the horizon, beyond a pastoral foreground of open grazing land. Implementation of 
the proposed project would result in construction of the new bridge, which would 
intrude prominently into these views of the ocean from KV-7. In the context of high 
viewer response, this high degree of visual impact would be considered substantial. 
The proposed project’s effect on viewers at KV-7 would be considered adverse. With 
implementation of recommended mitigation measures, these effects could be reduced 
but not completely eliminated. 

KV-8: View from Proposed Bridge Structure Looking Northwest 
From KV-8, the project would be prominently visible. Under existing conditions at 
this location, viewers looking to the northwest see the existing SR 1 highway, 
existing residences, the scenic coastal bluffs and the ocean beyond. Implementation 
of the proposed project would result in construction of the new bridge, which would 
provide elevated, more prominent views of the bluffs and ocean. However, the visual 
character of the area would undergo a substantial change with the introduction of the 
prominent, visually dominant, concrete urban-industrial structure into the existing 
landscape representing a high level of change to visual character and an adverse 
visual effect. With implementation of recommended mitigation measures, these 
effects could be reduced but not completely eliminated. 

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
The following measures to mitigate visual effects will be implemented. With respect 
to visual effects that would affect the historical resource of the Gleason-Mann-Ballard 
Ranch, please refer to Mitigation Measure CUL-5 in Section 2.1.7. 

• Mitigation Measure VISUAL-1: Reduce Shoulder Widths. To minimize any 
decline in visual character and quality due to increased scale and dominance of 
the proposed roadway as seen by motorists, reduce paved area of shoulders to 
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4 feet with an additional 4 feet of unpaved shoulder on non-bridge portions of the 
project, where feasible.  

• Mitigation Measure VISUAL-2: Bridge Design Enhancement Measures. To 
increase project visual character compatibility and enhance project visual unity 
and quality, bridge design enhancement measures (such as column, bent, and 
parapet design) shall be developed during the design phase. Surface texture 
treatments will be applied to reduce brightness and the potential for concrete 
reflectivity. The goal of bridge design will be to make the structure as visually 
thin, light and streamlined as possible, with a curving alignment that blends into 
the local geography. 

• Mitigation Measure VISUAL-3: Re-vegetation of Bridge Embankments. Re-
vegetation of graded bridge embankments in the project right-of-way will include 
locally native species in addition to typical erosion control species. 

• Mitigation Measure VISUAL-4: Rip-rap Design Treatment. The proposed 
rip-rap area visible from the beach will employ rock material of an appropriate 
size, scale, and color such that it reduces visual contrast and enhances visual 
character compatibility with the adjoining beach. 

• Mitigation Measure VISUAL-5: Plant Landscape Screening In Right-of-
Way East of Bridge. To reduce the visual intrusion of the bridge into foreground 
views from Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch, small groupings of native or local 
typical trees, or shrubs and forbs will be planted within the project right-of-way 
east of the bridge to the north and south of the westward ocean view corridor to 
filter, frame, and soften views of the bridge as seen from the ranch. This measure 
will reduce the overall amount of bridge visible from the ranch while minimizing 
blockage of ocean views. The location of plantings shall be coordinated with 
Caltrans’ Office of Cultural Resource Studies. 

• Mitigation Measure VISUAL-6: Construction Mitigation. All construction 
lighting will be limited to within the area of work and will avoid light trespass 
through directional lighting, shielding, and other measures as needed. Staging 
and storage areas will be screened with opaque screening wherever they would 
be exposed to public view for extended periods. All areas disturbed by 
construction, staging and storage will be re-graded and re-vegetated. 
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2.1.7 Cultural Resources 
REGULATORY SETTING 
The term “cultural resources” as used in this document refers to all “built 
environment” resources (structures, bridges, railroads, water conveyance systems, 
etc.), culturally important resources, and archaeological resources (both prehistoric 
and historic), regardless of significance.  

Laws and regulations that deal with cultural resources include the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, which sets forth national policy and 
procedures for historic properties, defined as districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of 
their undertakings on such properties and to allow the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation the opportunity to comment on those undertakings, following regulations 
issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800). On January 1, 
2014, an amended Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, Federal Highways Administration (FHWA), State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and Caltrans went into effect for Caltrans 
projects, both state and local, with FHWA involvement. The PA implements the 
Advisory Council’s regulations (36 CFR 800), streamlining the Section 106 process 
and delegating certain responsibilities to Caltrans. The FHWA’s responsibilities 
under the PA have been assigned to Caltrans as part of the Surface Transportation 
Project Delivery Program (23 USC 327). 

Historic properties may also be covered under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Act, which regulates the “use” of land from historic properties. See 
Appendix B for specific information about Section 4(f). 

Historical resources are also considered under CEQA, as well as PRC Section 5024.1, 
which established the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). PRC 
Section 5024 requires state agencies to identify and protect state-owned resources that 
meet NRHP listing criteria. It further specifically requires Caltrans to inventory state-
owned structures in its rights-of-way. Sections 5024(f) and 5024.5 require state 
agencies to provide notice to and consult with the SHPO before altering, transferring, 
relocating, or demolishing state-owned historical resources that are listed on or are 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or are registered or eligible for registration as 
California Historical Landmarks. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Area of Potential Effects 
Two focused Areas of Potential Effects (APE) were delineated to identify and analyze 
the potential effects of the project on cultural resources. One APE boundary was 
developed to capture all potential project effects on archaeological resources and one 
APE boundary was developed to capture all potential project effects on built 
resources. 

The APE for the proposed project was established in consultation with Caltrans 
Professionally Qualified Staff and Lilian Acorda, Caltrans Project Manager, on April 
14, 2013. The Archaeological APE was established as the combined project footprints 
of the three Draft EIR/EA Build Alternatives (Alternatives 19A, 19B, and 20), 
including the entire known site boundaries for all archaeological sites within the APE. 
It is between PMs 15.03 and 15.75, incorporates the Preferred Build Alternative, and 
totals 36.6 acres (Figure 2-24). 

The Architectural History APE for the project was established in consultation with 
Caltrans Professionally Qualified Staff and the Caltrans Project Manager, on June 11, 
2013. The Architectural APE encompasses the project footprint and all areas where 
there is a potential for indirect effects, which includes 35 parcels. The APE is defined 
by two large rural tracts on the east side of the proposed project area—the entirety of 
both parcels has been included due to the potential to affect elements that could be 
contributors to the properties’ potential NRHP or CRHR eligibility. Thirty-three 
smaller parcels to the west of the proposed project area are also within the Project 
APE. 

Cultural Resources Identification Efforts 
Cultural resource studies within the Project APE include completion of an 
archaeological inventory (Caltrans 2012d), an inventory of the built-environment 
(Caltrans 2012e), and a subsurface testing/NRHP eligibility study (Caltrans 2014a). 
Caltrans also prepared a summary document providing an overview of methods and 
findings regarding cultural resources for this project (Caltrans 2014e). 

Records Search. A records search was conducted on October 19, 2009, at the 
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information 
System (File #09 0473), housed at Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park and this 
records search remains current.  
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The records search included a review of all cultural resources records and reports 
within 0.5 mile of the APE. Results of the records search indicated that numerous 
archaeological studies have been conducted in the proposed project area, resulting in 
virtually 100 percent previous survey coverage of the APE. The records search also 
identified four previously recorded archaeological sites within the APE.  

Native American Consultation. Per Stipulation IV of the Section 106 PA, a 
reasonable and good faith effort was made, as described below, to identify any 
members of the local Native American community who may attach religious or 
cultural significance to the project area, and to invite them to participate in all phases 
of the project.  

A request to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was submitted by 
Caltrans on May 5, 2011, for a search of the Sacred Lands file to determine if known 
cultural sites are located within or near the Project APE and for a list of interested 
Native American groups and individuals who might have information or concerns 
about the proposed project area. The Commission responded with two letters dated 
May 13, 2011, and May 25, 2011, stating that their files showed no recorded 
resources within the Project APE, but cautioned that the absence of specific site 
information does not indicate the absence of resources. The letters also included the 
names and addresses of interested parties. Caltrans then prepared and sent letters to 
the named individuals and groups on July 8, 2011. 

Two federally recognized tribes are culturally affiliated with the proposed project 
area—the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria (FIGR) and the Kashia Band of 
Pomo Indians of Stewarts Point Rancheria. Native American Consultation for this 
proposed project between Caltrans and Native American Tribes is ongoing. Caltrans 
regularly updates the Tribes on the proposed project’s status, and tribal 
representatives have participated in and monitored all archaeological subsurface 
investigations. Both Tribes have been invited to review and comment on 
archaeological technical studies and have been provided final copies of all 
archaeological reports (see also Chapter 4). Consultation with the Tribes has 
continued with regard to appropriate treatment of the archaeological properties, 
including avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. Caltrans will remain in 
consultation with both Tribes throughout project design and construction. 
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Local Historical Societies/Historic Preservation Groups. Caltrans sent letters to 
local historical societies and historic preservation groups in an effort to identify 
concerns about the proposed project area and to solicit information of potential 
historical structures or features. These groups included the following: 

• Bodega Bay Historical Society 
• Fort Ross Interpretive Association 
• Fort Ross State Historic Park 
• Rancho Bodega Historical Society 
• Sonoma County Genealogical Society 
• Sonoma County Historical Society 
• Sonoma County Museum 

Letters sent on May 19, 2010, described the proposed project and provided each 
contact with the opportunity to express concerns. No responses have been received to 
date. Groups listed above have not been updated on the project since the original 
2010 correspondence as the project has not significantly changed since that time. 

Archaeological Survey. In 2011, an intensive pedestrian survey of accessible 
portions of the APE was conducted in 20-meter transects, checking creek and cut 
banks for buried deposits. Additionally, during the summer of 2011, Caltrans 
archaeologists surveyed private parcels west of the highway as permits and access 
were acquired. Together these survey efforts totaled about 29.36 acres and are 
reported in the Archaeological Survey Report (Caltrans 2012d). Permission was not 
granted to access private property in the remaining 7.24 acres of the APE. The 
archaeological surveys were conducted under approval by property owners. The 
archaeological surveys identified one newly recorded archaeological site within the 
APE, in addition to three of the archaeological sites previously identified during the 
records search; one previously recorded site could not be relocated, in a recent study 
(Caltrans 2014a).  

In late 2013, subsurface archaeological testing was conducted within the APE to 
identify any previously unrecorded, buried archaeological sites, and to evaluate 
identified archaeological sites for listing on the NRHP (Caltrans 2014a). The 
investigations identified one new buried archaeological site, and found all five 
evaluated sites eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion D. Consultation with 
the SHPO resulted in their concurrence with this finding on November 4, 2014.  
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Architectural Survey. Architectural history field surveys were completed in 2012 
(Caltrans 2012e). Because of these surveys, four Sea Ranch-style residences were 
identified and determined eligible for the NRHP, and one ranch complex (the 
Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch) was determined eligible to the NRHP. (JRP Historical 
Consulting 2011). The SHPO concurred with these findings in August 2012.  

The Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch (6000 Highway 1) is a complex of buildings built 
between the 1860s and 1920s as a dairy ranch on a 166-acre rural parcel on the 
Sonoma County coast. In January 2013 the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch hay/dairy 
barn was removed by the property owners. The dairy barn was an important 
contributing element in the ranch’s ability to convey its significance as an early 
Sonoma County coastal dairy farm. A reevaluation of the ranch’s eligibility found 
that it was no longer eligible for the NRHP. SHPO concurred with this revised 
finding in August 2013. The property is, however, a designated Sonoma County 
landmark, and is therefore considered an historical resource under CEQA. The 
Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch meets CRHR criteria, as outlined in PRC Section 
5024.1, under Criterion 1 for its association with the Sonoma County coast dairy 
industry between 1860 and 1940.  

Four Sea Ranch-style residences were evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP. These 
properties (5899, 5991, 6015, and 6033 SR 1) were built in 1965. Located on a cliff 
overlooking the Pacific Ocean and bordered to the east by the highway and the west 
by the beach, these residences are early examples of the Sea Ranch style that became 
popular in the mid-1960s to late 1970s. These resources were found eligible for 
listing in the NRHP under Criterion C as significant examples of the Sea Ranch style. 
Designed by architect J. Carson Bowler, these structures demonstrate the primary 
characteristics of the Sea Ranch style; unpainted wood and shingles, shed roof, 
asymmetrical massing, and lack of eaves, all working in harmony with nature. Based 
on the evaluation for eligibility to the NRHP, these properties are also historical 
resources under CEQA as they meet the CRHR criteria, as outlined in PRC Section 
5024.1, under Criterion 1. The SHPO concurred with this finding on September 18, 
2012.  

After identification and evaluation of historic properties were completed, one of the 
Sea Ranch-style residences (6015 SR 1) was demolished by the property owner and 
the other residence (6033 SR 1) was destroyed during a recent storm ( December 
2014). As such, both of these residences are no longer historic properties. 
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If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity 
within and around the immediate discovery area will be diverted until a qualified 
archaeologist can assess the nature and significance of the find. 

If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states 
that further disturbances and activities shall stop in any area or nearby area suspected 
to overlie remains, and the County Coroner contacted. Pursuant to CA Public 
Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native 
American, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC), which will then notify the Most Likely Descendent (MLD). At this time, the 
person who discovered the remains will contact District 4 Office of Cultural Resource 
Studies so that they may work with the MLD on the respectful treatment and 
disposition of the remains. Further provisions of PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as 
applicable. 

Summary of Significant Cultural Resources 
As a result of the Historical Resources Evaluation Report (Caltrans 2012e), the 
subsequent NRHP revaluation of the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch (2013), the loss of 
two of the Sea Ranch-style residences, and the completion of the subsurface testing 
and NRHP evaluation report (Caltrans 2014a) prepared as part of the SR 1 Gleason 
Beach Roadway Realignment Project, eight resources were determined significant 
and potentially affected by the proposed project. These include five archaeological 
resources, two built historic properties (eligible under NRHP and CEQA), and one 
built historic resource (eligible under CEQA only).  

Archaeological Resources  
Five archaeological sites within the APE were evaluated and found to be eligible for 
listing on the NRHP under Criterion D. One archaeological site could not be relocated 
and is thought to have been previously destroyed by the construction of SR 1. 

Built-Environment Resources 
5899 and 5991 SR 1. These two residences represent Sea Ranch-style homes 
constructed in 1965 by architect J. Carson Bowler. Each retains sufficient historic 
integrity to convey its significance. As prime examples of this particular architectural 
style, these structures have been determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C. 
The SHPO concurred with these recommendations on September 18, 2012. 

6000 SR 1 – Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch. This resource is a complex of 
structures built between the 1860s and 1920s as a dairy ranch on a 166-acre rural 
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parcel. The resource lacks integrity and was thus found ineligible for inclusion on the 
NRHP. However, given its association with the Sonoma County coast dairy industry, 
it is eligible for listing on the CRHR under Criterion 3. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
This section discusses the potential effects that each Build Alternative and the No-
Build Alternative may have on significant cultural resources.  

Adverse Effects to Historic Properties under Federal Law. The NRHP states that 
an adverse effect occurs when the integrity of the historic property may be diminished 
by the undertaking through alterations of the characteristics that qualify the property 
for the NRHP. The characteristics that could qualify a historic property for the NRHP 
include location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. The 
NHPA defines an adverse effect to a NRHP-eligible resource (“historic property”) as 
any of the following: 

• Physical destruction, damage, or alteration, including moving the property from 
its historic location 

• Isolation from, or alteration of, the setting, when the setting contributes to the 
significance of the historic property 

• Introduction of intrusive elements 

• Neglect leading to deterioration or destruction 

• Transfer, sale, or lease from federal ownership 

Adverse Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 
The following discusses each project alternative and the anticipated project effects on 
significant resources.  

No-Build Alternative 
The No-Build Alternative would not affect historic properties, and would result in a 
finding of No Historic Properties Affected, per Stipulation IX.A.2 (Finding of No 
Historic Properties Affected) of the Section 106 PA. 

Build Alternatives  
Construction activities would adversely affect archaeological properties under each 
Build Alternative. Alternatives 19A and 20 would adversely affect four 
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archaeological properties and Alternative 19B would adversely affect five 
archaeological properties, per Stipulation X.C of the Caltrans Section 106 PA. Thus, 
under Section 106, the project would have an overall finding of adverse effect to 
historic properties. As the highway would be moved away from the two Sea Ranch-
style residences (5899 and 5991 SR 1), all Build Alternatives would have no adverse 
effects on these two properties.  

In terms of Section 4(f) (see Appendix B, Section 4(f) De Minimis Determination), 
none of the Build Alternatives would result in a permanent incorporation of any land 
from the two historic architectural properties noted previously. Based on the Section 
4(f) Evaluation there would be no Section 4(f) use of the historic architectural 
properties located at 5899 and 5991 SR 1.  

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
Mitigation Measures 
Three Build Alternatives and one No-Build Alternative have been considered for this 
project. Within the project APE are five archaeological properties, two built resource 
historic properties (eligible under NRHP and CRHR), and one built historical 
resource (eligible under CRHR only). Mitigation measures would be required if the 
proposed project cannot avoid the archaeological properties.  

Adverse effects have been resolved through a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
between Caltrans and SHPO, which requires preparation and execution of a Historic 
Property Treatment Plan to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the adverse effects to these 
historic properties. 

The following cultural resource mitigation measures will be implemented to mitigate 
effects to historic properties under Section 106: 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Preparation of an Environmentally Sensitive 
Area Action Plan. Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) Action Plans will be 
prepared by a qualified archaeologist and architectural historian, as needed. The 
Plans will include a discussion of requirements to protect all known resources, or 
portions of resources, from indirect construction by placing barrier fencing 
around known boundaries. Prior to construction, construction personnel will be 
instructed on the protection and avoidance of cultural resources. 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Data Recovery Plan. If archaeological resources 
cannot be avoided, a pre-construction Phase III Data Recovery Plan will be 



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures 

 State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project 
2-108 Final EIR/EA with FONSI 04-0A0200 

prepared by a qualified archaeologist for all significant archaeological sites that 
will be directly affected if the sites cannot be avoided. Data recovery will only 
occur in the portion of the site being directly affected. 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Construction Monitoring. A Cultural Resources 
Construction Monitoring Plan will be developed prior to construction. An 
archaeological monitor will be onsite during construction activities to identify 
significant features and human remains. Prior to construction, construction 
personnel will be instructed on the protection and avoidance of cultural 
resources. 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-4: Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources. 
If previously unidentified cultural materials are unearthed during construction, it 
is Caltrans’ policy that work will be halted in that area until a qualified 
archaeologist can assess the significance of the find. Additional archaeological 
survey will be needed if project limits are extended beyond the present survey 
limits.  

• Mitigation Measure CUL-5: CEQA-Specific Mitigation. As described in 
Section 3.2.3, additional Mitigation Measures are required for significant impacts 
under CEQA.  

 

2.2 Physical Environment 

2.2.1 Hydrology and Floodplain  
REGULATORY SETTING 
EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) directs all federal agencies to refrain from 
conducting, supporting, or allowing actions in floodplains unless it is the only 
practicable alternative. FHWA requirements for compliance are outlined in 23 CFR 
650 Subpart A.  

To comply, the following must be analyzed: 

• The practicability of alternatives to any longitudinal encroachments 

• Risks of the action 

• Impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values 
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