Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination
Early and continuing coordination with the general public and public agencies is an
essential part of the environmental process. It helps planners determine the necessary
scope of environmental documentation and the level of analysis required, and to
identify potential impacts and avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures
and related environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public participation
for this project has occurred through a variety of formal and informal methods,
including Project Development Team (PDT) meetings, interagency coordination
meetings, one public scoping meeting, and open house/informational meetings.
This chapter summarizes the results of Caltrans’ efforts to fully identify, address, and
resolve project-related issues through early and continuing coordination.

4.1

Scoping Process

4.1.1 Notice of Preparation
On March 17, 2014, an NOP (see Figure 4-1) for a Draft EIR was distributed to the
State Clearinghouse; elected officials; local, regional, and state agencies; and public
stakeholders (Caltrans 2014c) in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082.
The NOP was also posted on the Caltrans District 4 website.
Two flyers were distributed (on March 7 and 24, 2014) to approximately 600
residents and stakeholders in the proposed project vicinity. The mailing list for the
flyers included nearby property owners, elected officials and public agencies, various
local government agencies, special interest organizations, and neighborhood groups.
Letters were sent to local and regional elected officials on March 18, 2014. A display
advertisement announcing the scoping period and the public scoping meeting was
posted in the Santa Rosa Press Democrat on Sunday, March 23, 2014. Caltrans
provided a mailing address and email address for members of the public wanting a
copy of the NOP and for submittal of comments on the proposed project (Caltrans
2014c).
4.1.2 Scoping Meeting
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15802 and NEPA (42 USC 4321), a
project scoping meeting was held in Sonoma County within the county of the
proposed project. A notice of the scoping meeting was provided in the NOP. The
project scoping meeting was held on Wednesday March 26, 2014 from 6:00 PM to
8:00 PM at Grange Hall #777 (1370 Bodega Bay Avenue in Bodega Bay). Caltrans
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announced the scoping meeting by publishing a public notice in the Santa Rosa Press
Democrat on Sunday, March 23, 2014. The meeting was held to provide information
regarding the project and to discuss and record any comments from community
members regarding the proposed project.
A Public Attendee Observation Tally Sheet was completed by Caltrans staff for the
scoping meeting, which shows statistical data on the people attending. Observation on
gender, ethnicity, disabilities, and age were made and documented. Based on
information recorded on the tally sheet, 29 people attended the meeting (8 females
and 21 males, of which 1 was of Asian/Pacific Island ethnicity, 2 were Hispanic
ethnicity, and 26 were White [not-Hispanic ethnicity]). No attendees had a physical
disability. All attendees were over the age of 40 (Caltrans 2014c).
The scoping meeting was organized in an open house format, with informational
stations displaying exhibit boards staffed by representatives from Caltrans. A brief
presentation was given by Caltrans regarding the proposed project and how the
Coastal Erosion Study (Caltrans 2014g) was conducted. Comment sheets were
distributed at the meeting and the public was given the opportunity to submit
comment cards at the meeting, fill them out later and mail to the address listed on the
card, or to submit via email.
Twenty-six comments were submitted at the meeting, by mail, or by email. The
following is a list of the key issues raised during the scoping period. Copies of all
comments submitted are provided in the Scoping Comment Sheets and emails section
of the Project Scoping Summary Report (Caltrans 2014):
•

Visual impact of the project

•

Access to houses on Old Highway 1, and issue of public parking

•

Extension of lots to the new Highway 1 location

•

Consideration of farmland impacts

•

Restoration of Scotty Creek ahead of the new roadway and bridge construction

•

Public access to Gleason beach and design of the public access

•

Consideration of a shorter bridge design

•

Impacts to plant and animal species, specifically harbor seal colonies

•

No adequate public outreach, and request for a second scoping meeting

•

Historic properties

•

Impacts to recreation, specifically surfing
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•

California Coastal Trail access and bike access

•

Proposed walkway too close to private residences

4.2

Consultation and Coordination with Public Agencies

Consultation with several agencies occurred during the environmental evaluation
process. The following federal, state, regional, and local agencies were consulted
prior to issuance of the NOP, and during preparation of the EIR/EA and technical
reports. Table 4-1 provides a list of meetings conducted thus far with local elected
officials and public agency staff members.
Table 4-1

Agency Coordination Meetings and Contacts

Organization

Date

Topic

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE)

September 2009

Conducted wetland delineation for the
biological study area.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS)

September and
October 2009

Correspondence requesting and
receiving technical assistance on
species to consider in the analysis and
consultation.

California Coastal Commission
(CCC) and Sonoma County

September 2, 2009

Discussion of preliminary plans for the
proposed project.

USFWS and National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS)

October 23, 2009

Technical assistance; initial site visit and
assessment with the agencies;
discussed using the National Resources
Conservation Service restoration project
on Scotty Creek as mitigation for project
impacts.

USFWS and NMFS

November 23, 2009

Agency representatives agreed that
removing the two double-box culverts at
Scotty Creek and replacing them with a
free-span bridge with piles would be the
most beneficial to salmonids and
generally to other species that currently
use or historically used the creek.

CCC and Sonoma County

January 27, 2010

Site visit to discuss coastal permitting
issues, including coastal wetland
delineation, mitigation, and access to
beach.

Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS)

February 10, 2010

Discussed the Scotty Creek riparian
restoration project and how Caltrans can
help NRCS.

USACE

February 11, 2010

Site visit to go over wetland delineation
details.

NRCS, Gold Ridge Resource
Conservation District

March 15, 2010

Discussed a potential mitigation project
at Scotty Creek.
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Table 4-1

Agency Coordination Meetings and Contacts

Organization

Date

Topic

California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW), and
CalFish

June 3–14, 2010

Correspondence regarding fish passage
assessment requirements for Scotty
Creek and the presence of steelhead in
Scotty Creek.

USACE

August 4, 2010

Jurisdictional Determination verification.

NMFS

January 20, 2011

Field meeting to familiarize NMFS with
the project site and alternatives prior to
the interagency meeting.

Interagency (CCC, Sonoma
County, Sonoma Coast State
Parks)

February 11, 2011

Interagency meeting to discuss project
description, alignment and alternatives.

CCC and Sonoma County

February 18, 2011

Meeting to discuss alternative analysis
and permitting issues.

USACE and NMFS

February 23, 2011

Discuss project scoping.

NRCS, NMFS, CDFW,
Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), CCC,
USFWS, State Parks, and
Sonoma County

December 6, 2011

Interagency meeting discussing final
project alternatives, Coastal Erosion
Study and right-of-way issues.

State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO)

August 2012

SHPO concurred with four Sea Ranch
style residences being eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) and California Register of
Historical Resources.

SHPO

August 2013

SHPO concurred that the GleasonMann-Ballard Ranch is not eligible for
the NRHP.

USFWS

August 13, 2013

Section 7 consultation was completed
for the supporting archaeological and
geotechnical investigations. A Biological
Opinion was issued on August 20, 2013.

CDFW

August 29, 2013

CDFW provided input about whether the
project requires an Incidental Take
Permit.

USACE

August 29, 2013

USACE authorized the archaeological
and geotechnical investigations under
Nationwide Permit 6.

Sonoma County

October 21, 2013

Caltrans had a meeting with Sonoma
County to discuss archaeological and
geotechnical investigations.

Sonoma County

December 12, 2013
August 26, 2014

Sonoma County sent Caltrans
information pertaining to other planned
and approved projects in the project
vicinity.
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Table 4-1

Agency Coordination Meetings and Contacts

Organization

Date

Topic

NMFS

December 16, 2013

NMFS provided information about
potential coho occurrence in the BSA.

USFWS, NMFS, CDFW,
USACE, CCC, California
Coastal Conservancy, and
Sonoma County

January 16, 2014

Meeting to provide update on project
alternatives and considerations.

Interagency and public

March 26, 2014

Public scoping meeting.

SHPO

November 4, 2014

SHPO concurred finding of five
archaeology sites eligible for NRHP.

Interagency and Public

July 29, 2015

Public meeting on the Draft EIR/EA

CCC

November 20, 2015

Coordination meeting to discuss public
access improvements.

California Coastal Conservancy

December 8, 2015

Coordination meeting to discuss public
access improvements.

USFWS, CCC, CDFW and
NMFS

January 14, 2016

Interagency meeting to provide an
update on mitigation strategies.

USFWS

February 18, 2016

Correspondence requesting an
amendment to Biological Opinion.

CCC and Sonoma County

March 1, 2016

Project overview and status update.

Sonoma Coast State Parks and
California Coastal Conservancy

March 9, 2016

Correspondence requesting
concurrence with Section 4(f) de
minimis determination. Concurrence on
Section 4(f) received from Sonoma
Coast State Parks on April 24, 2016.

USACE

March 16, 2016

Correspondence requesting
reverification of approved wetland
jurisdictional delineation.

California Department of
Conservation

March 30, 2016

Notification of public acquisition of
Williamson Act land.

NRCS

March 30, 2016

Notification of public acquisition of
farmland.

USACE

March 2016

Site visit to verify previous Jurisdictional
Determination.

SHPO

April 20, 2016

SHPO concurred with finding of adverse
effects on historic properties

CCC and California Coastal
Conservancy

April 29, 2016

Project update and Section 4(f) de
minimis determination review.
Concurrence on Section 4(f) received
from the California Coastal Conservancy
on May 16, 2016.
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Table 4-1
Organization
SHPO

Agency Coordination Meetings and Contacts
Date
May 25, 2016

Topic
Entered into National Historic
Preservation Act Section 106 and
California Register of Historical
Resources PRC Section 5024
Memorandum of Agreement with
Caltrans

4.2.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
A Section 404 permit is necessary when a project will result in fill to waters of the
U.S. under USACE jurisdiction. The proposed project would result in permanent and
temporary impacts to wetland and water features within the project area as discussed
in Section 2.3, Biological Environment. Therefore, a Section 404 permit would be
required for the proposed project. Caltrans will obtain a Section 404 Nationwide
Permit pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA for the proposed project.
Caltrans began coordination with USACE in 2009. In September 2009 the USACE
conducted a wetland delineation for the biological study area. USACE issued a
jurisdictional determination on August 4, 2010. Caltrans coordination with USACE
has included site visits to the proposed project area, discussion of project plan and
alternatives, and updates regarding project alternatives and considerations.
Caltrans initiated correspondence with USACE to request a wetland delineation
verification based on the previous jurisdictional delineation (File Number 201000280N). Caltrans coordination with USACE has included providing GPS-mapped
wetland delineation boundaries, which were based in part on the original 2010
delineation and the result of a site visit in March 2016 at the proposed project location
to verify mapped wetland areas. Table 4-1 provides a list of meetings conducted thus
far with USACE.
4.2.2 North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
A Section 401 Water Quality Certification is necessary when a project requires a
Section 404 permit from USACE, a federal agency. Because the proposed project will
require a 404 permit, a 401 Water Quality Certification from the North Coast
RWQCB will also be required. Caltrans will apply for this certification.
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Caltrans coordination with the North Coast RWQCB has included discussions on
project alternatives, the Coastal Erosion Study (Caltrans 2014g), and right-of-way
issues (December 6, 2011). Table 4-1 provides a list of meetings conducted with the
RWQCB.
4.2.3 National Marine Fisheries Service
Caltrans initiates consultation with the NMFS when a project has the potential to
affect a federally listed anadromous fish species or adversely affect designated critical
habitat. The project has the potential to affect steelhead and coho salmon. These
effects will be covered under a Programmatic Biological Opinion between NMFS and
Caltrans (NMFS 2013).
Caltrans coordination with NMFS has included an initial site visit and assessment;
discussions regarding mitigation, project alternatives, and updates regarding project
alternatives; and a species list request. Table 4-1 provides a list of meetings
conducted thus far.
4.2.4 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Caltrans initiates consultation with the USFWS when a project has the potential to
affect a federally listed species, as discussed in Section 2.3, Biological Environment.
Caltrans conducted formal consultation with USFWS under the federal Endangered
Species Act to cover the effects of the preliminary project investigations on the
Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly and the California red-legged and obtained a Biological
Opinion (USFWS 2013). Formal consultation with USFWS was re-initiated to cover
the full project (Caltrans 2016) and an Amended Biological Opinion and Incidental
Take Permit were obtained for the proposed project (USFWS 2016b).
Caltrans coordination with USFWS has included species list requests, discussion and
correspondence regarding the proposed project and alternatives, technical assistance
regarding species to consider in the analysis, mitigation for project impacts, fish
passage requirements for Scotty Creek, updates on project alternatives and
considerations, and initiation and reinitiation of Section 7 consultation for the
proposed project. Table 4-1 provides a list of meetings conducted with USFWS.
4.2.5 California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Sections 1600 to 1607 of the California Fish and Game Code require any agency that
proposes a project that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of or
substantially change the bed or bank of a river, stream, or lake to notify the CDFW
before beginning construction. If CDFW determines that the project may substantially
State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project
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and adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement would be required.
As discussed in Section 2.3, Biological Environment, Caltrans will coordinate with
CDFW to evaluate potential effects on coho salmon. A2081(b) Incidental Take
Permit may be obtained. Caltrans will obtain a Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement pursuant to Section 1602 of California’s Fish and Game Code.
Caltrans has held several coordination meetings with CDFW to discuss the proposed
project, project alternatives, fish passage assessment requirements, and updates on
project alternatives and considerations. Table 4-1 provides a list of meetings
conducted thus far with CDFW.
4.2.6 California Coastal Commission, California Coastal Conservancy,
and California Department of Parks and Recreation
Caltrans has held coordination meetings with the California Coastal Commission,
California Coastal Conservancy, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation to discuss plans for the proposed project, the alternatives analysis process,
permitting issues, and to receive updates on project alternatives and considerations.
Caltrans sent a letter to the California Coastal Conservancy and California
Department of Parks and Recreation on March 9, 2016 to request concurrence with
Caltrans de minimis impact determination pursuant to Section 4(f). Table 4-1 provides
a list of meetings conducted thus far and concurrence dates.
Caltrans has held several coordination meetings with Sonoma County regarding Local
Coastal Plan policies and project consistency with those policies, and to obtain input
on project features, including public access and public outreach. Table 4-1 provides a
list of meetings conducted thus far. Caltrans will obtain several environmental
permits, including a coastal development permit from Sonoma County.
4.2.7 State Historic Preservation Officer
Caltrans sent a letter to the SHPO on August 2, 2012 to initiate consultation regarding
the proposed project. The letter transmitted the Historic Properties Survey Report,
Historic Resource Evaluation Report, and an Archaeological Survey Report for the
proposed undertaking and requested concurrence on eligibility determinations for
historic and archaeological properties to be considered eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The SHPO concurred with the NRHP findings
on September 18, 2012 (see Appendix G).
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Caltrans sent a letter to the SHPO on June 5, 2013, regarding a change in eligibility
and modification of the Area of Potential Effects for the proposed project. The SHPO
concurred with the findings on August 7, 2013 (see Appendix G).
SHPO consultation continued with a letter sent by Caltrans on October 23, 2014
regarding eligibility for five archaeological sites for the proposed project. The SHPO
concurred with the findings on November 4, 2014 (see Appendix G).
Caltrans further consulted with SHPO, through a letter sent on March 30, 2016,
regarding the Preferred Build Alternative's adverse effects to historic properties.
SHPO concurred with the finding of adverse effect on April 20, 2016. To resolve the
adverse effects to historic properties, Caltrans and SHPO entered into a Memorandum
of Agreement on May 25, 2016, which requires the preparation and execution of a
Historic Property Treatment Plan to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to
historic properties (see Appendix G).
4.2.8 Native American Consultation
Caltrans submitted a request to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
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. NAHC responded with two letters dated May 13 and May 25,
2011, stating that their files showed no recorded resources within the project APE
(see Section 2.1.7, Cultural Resources). The letters also included the names and
addresses of interested parties. Caltrans prepared and sent letters to the named
individuals and groups on July 8, 2011.
Two federally recognized tribes are culturally affiliated with the 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 project by
Caltrans has been ongoing. Caltrans regularly updates the Tribes on the 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. 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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4.2.9 Local Historical Societies/Historic Preservation Groups
Caltrans sent letters to local historical societies and historic preservation groups that
may have concerns about the proposed project area and/or knowledge 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 (see Appendix G). No responses
have been received to date.
4.2.10 California Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Conservation Service
Caltrans sent a letter dated March 30, 2016 to the California Department of
Conservation pursuant to Government Code §51290 to provide notification of its
intent to locate the project on a parcel of Williamson Act land and to pursue the
acquisition of land during the permitting and design phase of project development.
Caltrans completed the Natural Resources Conservation Service Farmland Impact
Conversion Rating form AD-1006 and sent it to the NRCS on March 30, 2016.

4.3

Public Participation

4.3.1 Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Document
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 which requires a lead agency to
provide public notice of the availability of a draft EIR at the same time it sends a
notice of completion to the Office of Planning and Research, Caltrans mailed the
Notice of Availability (NOA) to the State Clearinghouse on July 10, 2015. The NOA
was published in the Santa Rosa Press Democrat newspaper (see Figure 4-2). The
NOA was circulated via mailings to post office routes in Bodega Bay, Occidental,
Monte Rio, Jenner, Duncans Mills, and Bodega on July 10, 2015. The project mailing
list and the various parties in receipt of the NOA are listed on the distribution list (see
Chapter 6.0, Distribution List). The notice provided information on the project,
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Figure 4-2

Proof of Publication
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including a summary of the proposed improvements, locations where the
environmental document can be reviewed including a project website, the address to
where comments can be sent, and the close of the comment period (August 24, 2015).
The NOA also announced the date and location of the public meeting on the
Draft EIR/EA.
4.3.2 Public Meetings
SCOPING MEETING

Section 4.1.2 describes the public scoping meeting that was held for the proposed
project on March 26, 2014.
PUBLIC MEETING ON THE DRAFT EIR/EA

An informational flier was mailed to all post office boxes within the in Bodega Bay,
Occidental, Monte Rio, Jenner, Duncans Mills, and Bodega communities in July
2015. The informational flier provided information on the project, including a
summary of the proposed improvements (see Figure 4-3). The flier also announced
the following Public Question/Answer Panel and Open House/Map Display meeting:
Wednesday, July 29, 2015
6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
The Grange Hall
1370 Bodega Avenue
Bodega Bay, CA 94923, at the corner with SR 1
The Public Question/Answer Panel and Open House/Map Display meeting solicited
comments and received input from the public and agencies on the environmental
analyses and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR/EA document. Comments were
taken into consideration for preparation of this Final EIR/EA with FONSI document.
The public open house was organized with informational stations displaying exhibit
boards staffed by representatives from Caltrans. Comment sheets were distributed at
the meeting and the public was given the opportunity to submit comment cards at the
meeting, fill them out later and mail to the address listed on the card, or to submit via
email.
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Figure 4-3

Informational Flier for Public Meeting on the Draft EIR/EA
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Approximately 25 comments were submitted at the meeting, by mail, or by email.
The following is a list of the key comments received during and after the public open
house:
•

Visual impact and design of the roadway, bridge and public access improvements

•

Restoration of Scotty Creek and recovery of coho salmon and steelhead trout

•

Public access to Gleason Beach and design of the public access boardwalk and
stairs, parking and access roads

•

Lack of adequate notification for the public open house

•

Impacts to plant and animal species, specifically Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly,
California red-legged frog and salmonids

•

Consistency with the Coastal Act and Sonoma County Local Coastal Program
(LCP)

•

Coastal erosion

•

California Coastal Trail connection

PUBLIC MEETING ON THE PROJECT UPDATE

To provide the public with a project update since the release of the Draft EIR/EA and
identification of the Preferred Build Alternative, another informational flier was
mailed to all post office boxes within the Bodega Bay, Occidental, Monte Rio,
Jenner, Duncans Mills, and Bodega communities in March 2016 (see Figure 4-4). The
flier provided information on the project, including a summary of the proposed
improvements, and announced the following informational meeting on April 12, 2016
in Bodega Bay:
Tuesday, April 12, 2016
6:00 pm to 8:00 pm
The Grange Hall
1370 Bodega Avenue
Bodega Bay, CA 94923, at the corner with SR 1
The informational meeting consisted of information stations displaying exhibit boards
and staffed by representatives from Caltrans. Caltrans also conducted a presentation
and responded to questions and comments from the public.
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Figure 4-4

Informational Flier for the Project Update Meeting
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Approximately 22 questions and comments were addressed during the informational
meeting. The following is a list of the key questions and comments received during
the meeting:
•

Status of the existing SR 1 roadway and the need for immediate repairs

•

Safety concerns and status of plans to limit heavy trucks from traveling on SR 1

•

Establishment of one-way traffic controls during road repairs

•

Public access, including parking

•

Delineation of private property, Caltrans property and State Parks property, and
management thereof

•

Public access and street parking configurations and parking signage

•

Parties responsible for ongoing maintenance and clean-up of beach boardwalk
and stairs

•

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility of beach boardwalk and
stairs

•

Drainage that will be sufficient to protect the remaining structures

•

Permitting for geotechnical surveys

•

Construction hours, seasonality, and contractor oversight during investigations
and construction

•

Post-project responsibility for the abandoned section of SR 1

4.3.3 Public Comments and Responses to Comments
This section provides responses to comments received during the public review
period for the Draft EIR/EA. Included are copies of all comment letters received up to
the end of the public review period, along with the associated responses. Comments
received after the comment period are not part of this environmental document.
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Comment Letter Legend
FA = Federal Agency
SA = State Agency
LJ = Local Jurisdiction
LC = Local Community Group
I = Individual
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Letter SA1
Stateof California• Natural Resources Agency
Departmert of Conservation

Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

Division of Land Resource Protection

John M. Lowrie

Assistant Director

801 K Street • MS 18-01
Sacramento,CA 95814
(916) 324-0850 • FAX (916) 327-3430

August 3, 2015

VIA EMAIL: gleasonrealignment@dot.ca.gov
Mr. Oliver Iberian, Branch Chief
Department of Transportation, District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Oliver lberien:
STATE ROUTE 1 GLEASON BEACH ROADWAY REALIGNMENT PROJECT; DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT; SCH
#2011022002
The Department of Conservation's (Department) Division of Land Resource Protection (Division)
has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EIA)
submitted by the Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The Division monitors farmland
conversion on a statewide basis and administers the California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act
and other agricultural land conservation programs. The Department offers the following comments
and recommendations with respect to the proposed project.
Project Description
The proposed project consists of constructing a two-lane roadway, replacing the current alignment
and its capacity. The new alignment would have one 12-foot lane and 8-foot shoulder in each
direction. The existing box culvert and grade-separation structure at Scotty Creek would be
removed along with portions of the existing adjacent roadway, and the creek would be returned to
a more natural open channel. Where the new alignment crosses the Scotty Creek channel, a new
bridge and abutments would be constructed. The bridge structure would be 900 feet long for
Alternatives 19A and 19B and 750 feet long for Alternative 20.
The project is approximately 5 miles north of Bodega Bay, in unincorporated Sonoma County;
more specifically, the project site is located between post miles 15.1 and 15. 7 immediately
southeast of Gleason Beach. The proposed project area is currently used for grazing and is
classified as Grazing Land, in the 2012 Important Farmland Map produced by the Department of
Conservation's Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Currently the southern-most parcel in
the project area (Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch) is enrolled in a Williamson Act contract. "All build
alternatives would result in the conversion of land under a Williamson Act contract" 1•
Public Acquisition Notification Process

SA1-1

The Williamson Act statute states that public agencies shall notify the Director of the Department,
before making a decision to acquire property located in an agricultural preserve (Government
Code(GC) §51291 (b)). On April 2, 2014, the Department commented on the Notice of Preparation
State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project, Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment, 040A0200, page 2-39.
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for this project, but to date, the Department has not received the required notice. The effect of GC
§51291(b) is to enable the acquiring public agency to evaluate the ramifications of purchasing land
(or land interests, such as an easement) located in an agricultural preserve. The manner in which
property acquisition is followed is important as purchase by a public agency does not, by itself,
nullify a Williamson Act contract. If the acquisition is not made in compliance with§ 51295, the
contract will stay on the land and the acquiring agency may incur additional costs and time delays
if the contract must be removed via a different mechanism. The Department will be in a better
position to assist Caltrans in accomplishing its goal, if the Department is provided the preacquisition and post-acquisition notices required by§ 51291.

SA1-1

(cont’d)

It is important that the notice come to the Department before Caltrans begins negotiating with
landowners. In order for Caltrans to meet the notice requirements and facilitate the project, it
should directly notify the Director of the Department of Conservation of its intent to acquire land
located within an agricultural preserve for the above mentioned project.
Enclosed for your benefit is a copy of the Public Acquisition Notification Provisions of the
Williamson Act, which we offer as a guide for the public process. Notice is required in the following
instances:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Notice before making a decision to acquire property located in an agricultural preserve;
Notice within 1O days when the property is actually acquired;
Notice if the public entity proposes any significant changes to the acquisition; and
Notice after acquisition if the acquiring public agency decides not to acquire the
property for the intended purpose.

As part of the notice process (GC § 51292(a)), Caltrans will provide findings and support
information to the Department that the location of the project is not based primarily on the lower
cost of acquiring agricultural land and that there is no other land within or outside of the preserve
on which it is reasonably feasible to locate the public improvement.
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway
Realignment Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment. Please
provide this Department with notices of any future hearing da:tes as well as any staff reports
pertaining to this project. If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact
Farl Grundy, Environmental Planner at (916) 324-7347 or via email at
Farl.Grundy@conservation.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Molly A. Penberth, Manager
Division of Land Resource Protection
Conservation Support Unit
Enclosure
cc: State Clearinghouse

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

4-21

Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

Mr. Oliver lberien, Branch Chief
August3, 2015
Page 3 ol 3

cc: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
cc: Sonoma County Farm Bureau
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Response to Comment Letter SA1: Division of Land Resource Protection
Response SA1-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Your comments
are addressed below.
Caltrans will fully comply with the public acquisition requirements outlined by the Division of
Land Resource Protection regarding lands under the Williamson Act contract that may be
affected by the proposed project.
A letter from Caltrans to the Division of Land Resource Protection was sent on March 30, 2016
to comply with the notification requirements and to present Caltrans’ findings in support of siting
of the Preferred Build Alternative on agricultural lands.
Caltrans is also in coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service in order to
ensure full compliance with federal public acquisition requirements.

State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project
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Letter SA2
STATE OF California - Nat

ral

RESOURCES agency

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
NORTH Central

COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

4S FREMONT STREET. SU ITE 2000

SAN f'R.ANCISCO. CA 94105
PIIO~E: (-41 S) 90-1,S:?60
FA X: (4\S)904°5-400
\\ 1EB: WW\\/.COASTAL.CA.GOV

August 24, 20 I 5
State of Cali fomia Department of Transportation (Cal trans)
Attn: Oliver Iberian
Office of Environmental Analysis, MS-88
Caltrans District 4
I 11 Grand A venue
Oakland, CA 94612
RE: Comments for Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the
Proposed State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project (P 15.1/15.7)

Dear Mr. Ibetian,

SA2-1

SA2-2

Thank you for your recent ubmittal of the Draft EnvironmentalImpact Report/Environmental
Assessment (Draft EIR/EA) for the proposed State Route I roadway realignment project at
Gleason Beach in Sonoma County. Coastal Commission staff believes the realignment of Route
I in this area can enhance public access along the Coastt, and ha the potential to result in far
fewer coastal resource impacts than continuing to attempt to maintain the roadway in it current
alignment. Coastal Commission staff remains very upportive of Caltrans ' progressive approach
to this project.
Nonetheless,the proposed realignment raises numerous issues to be evaluated related to
conformity with the Coastal Act and the Sonoma County Local Coastal Program (LCP). After
our review of the Draft EIR/EA, we have the following comments regarding is ues that need to
be addre sed o that the County and the Commission can adequately evaluate the proposed
project for consistency with the County's certified LCP and applicable Chapter 3 Coastal Act
policies. The project poses a variety of potential coa ta! resource issues, including protection of
public access and impacts to wetlands, sensitive species, water quality, coastal views, cultural
resources and agricultural lands. These impacts depend largely on the design and location of the
realigned highway and any structures associated with it. As di cussed in more detail below, we
encourage Caltrans to address all identi fied issues and concerns and design project alternatives
that will comport with Coastal Act and LCP policies. As you are aware any ubject coastal
development pennit rev iew will need to address project alternatives for first avoiding, then
minimizing, negative impacts, and, finally, providing required mitigation measures for any
remaining impacts.
We offer the follow ing suggestions and comment .

SA2-3
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SA2-3

(cont’d)

SA2-4

SA2-5

SA2-6

The majority of the proposed realignment project lies within area where the Coa ta l
Commission has delegated coastal development permit (CDP) authority to Sonoma County,
although a portion of the project does occur within the Commission's retained CDP jurisdiction.
Thus, thi project will eventually need CDP(s) from both the County and the Commission, or
alternatively, from just the Commission utilizing a consolidated coastal development pe1mit
application as permitted under Coastal Act Section 30601 .3 .

LCP Amendment
In order to accommodate the proposed project, amendments to the County's certified LCP may
be r quired. Specifically, the Draft EIR/ A state that the proposed project is not con istent with
the certified LCP with respect to view protection, and that no mitigation measures are available
to add re s this in con i tency. Commission staff also notes that there appear to also be LCP
inconsistencie with respect to wetlands, sensitive species, water quality, cultural resources and
agricultural lands. Therefore, it appears that Caltrans will have to request a project-driven LCP
amendment from the County to then be submitted to the Commission for consideration and
certification in order to accommodate the proposed project.
Please note that the County must complete the necessary LCP amendments process prior to
processing a coastal development permit (CDP) for the project, since the County's standard of
review fo r any CDP is consistency with the policies and terms of the certified LCP. Thu , the
necessary CDP review will be dependent on the outcome of the Coastal Commission's review of
the LCP amendment. The standard ofreview for any proposed Land Use Plan (LUP) amendment
is the Coastal Act. In order for the LUP amendments necessary for the project to be approved,
the Commission would need to find that the proposed LUP amendments are consistent with
applicable Coastal Act policies. In summary, the project would require a LCP amendment first,
and then CDP from both the County and the Commission.

Consolidated CDP Application
Alternatively, rather than to pursue an LCP amendment and then two CDP for the project, the
County and Caltrans can request that the Commission's Executive Director agree for the
Commi sion to review the entire project (including the portion within Sonoma County' LCP
jurisdiction) together as one combined and consolidated CDP application as allowed under
Section 30601.3 of the Coastal Act. 1n this case, the standard of review for the entire proposed
project wou ld be the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, with the Sonoma County LCP
providing non-binding guidance.
Long Term Plan

SA2-7

The Commission would like to have a clearer picture for Caltrans' long term plan'for this area.
All alternatives offered involve the construction of2 vertical access roads to the realigned
highway. Are both vertical acce s roads necessary? What are Caltrans' legal obligations to
provide road access to the remaining homes or lots of record along the old highway? What
pecific plans do you have for the rehabi litation of the old Highway I between the two access
roads, pa,ticularly in light of the expected continuation of shoreline erosion in that area? What
happens if addi ti onal homes on the bluff are threatened by, or succumb to, the advancing

2

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

4-25

Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

SA2-7

(cont’d)

erosion? Do any of Cal trans' legal obligations to provide access to parcels change if the parcels
have no developable area? As we have expressed in the past, we will need a full alternatives
analysis for responding to expected changes and impacts over the life of the new highway
faci lity. For example, this analysis should include a comparison of potential impacts and long
tenn costs associated with the installation and maintenance of the two vertical access roads vs.
buying out some or all of the remaining property owners and deleting the two access roads from
the project. Additional infonnation is also needed regarding plans fo r the land located between
the old highway and the new realigned highway, particularly in relation to the siting and longterm maintenance of the California Coastal Trail and the protection of sensitive resources in the
ar a.
Coastal Erosion

SA2-8

SA2-9

SA2-10

Slope Stability Analysis
The Commission generally require a quantitative slope stability analy i how ing how far from
the bluff edge a structure must be located for it to have a factor of safety of 1.5. T hat distance is
then added to the expected bluff retreat over the structure's design life. The goal is to assure a
factor of safety of 1. 5 for the entire design life of the structure. As Conunission staff has
previously stated, the Draft EIR/EA should demonstrate that the proposed aligmnent will have
this level of stability, or why it is not necessary in thi ca e. Such an analysis is not included in
the Draft EIR/EA, but it will be necessary in order to ultimately review a forthcoming CDP
application for the proposed project.
Proposed Rock Slope Protection
Each of the three alternatives considered in the Draft EIR/EA includes the expansion of the
existing rock slope protection (RSP) to the south of Scotty Creek in order to "facilitate stability
of the slope against erosive forces. " The expansion of the existi ng rock slope protection wo uld be
considered construction altering natural shorel ine processes, and would be analyzed under
Coastal Act Section 30235. The Coastal Act provides these limitations because shoreline
structures can have a variety of negative impacts on coastal resources including adverse effects
on coastal resources and overall shoreline beach dynamics. However, Table 2-2 does not
consider the proposed expansion of the RSP in its as essment of the project's consistency with
Section 30235 .
The Draft EIR/EA also incorrectly states that the project would re ult in no effect on public
beaches (e.g. , 2-16), without considering the potential loss of beach caused by the expanded
footprint of the RSP. Section 30235 requires that construction of such a structure be permitted
only when required to serve coastal-dependen t uses or to protect existing structure of public
beaches in danger from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on
local shoreline sand supp ly. T herefore, the Final ElR/EA should explai n the erosive forces of
concern and provide a fu ll alternatives analysis for add ressing those concerns. Any continuing
proposal fo r expanding the RSP to the dimensions, and in the manner proposed, must be fully
justified and compared agai n t the other alternatives studied. The Final EIR/EA should also
consider the impacts of the proposed RSP expansion to the public beach, a well a potentially
less enviromnentally damaging alternatives. Other approaches for addres ing shoreline erosion
concerns might include the use of a retaining wall, which would have smaller footprint on the
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(cont’d)

public beach, as well as potentially rerouting the access road to the ranch, thus eliminating the
need to protect the road as far north as currently required under all proposed altemative project
de igns. Potential mitigation for the adverse impacts on local horeline sand supply and
recreational beach uses from the selected altemative should also be included in the Final
EIR/EA.

SA2-11

Potential Scouring Under SLR Scenarios
The Draft EIR/EA includes an analysis of hazards to the proposed bridge structure resulting from
8.9-foot waves propagating into Scotty Creek in a I 00-year Total Water Level (TWL), high RC
A I F I scenario in the year 2100, and at lower TWL conditions. The analy is indicates that the
conditions re ulting from sea level rise could result in scouring to the foundation of the bridge
columns in the creek. Please clarify the adaptive measures being considered to account for
potential SLR impacts, and if they include design changes (e.g., increasing the depth of the
columns), potential future armoring, or other methods. Please clarify the depth of the scour that
would occur under the scenarios used for the sea level ri e analysis.

SA2-12

Potential Effects of Change in Storm Orientations
Scientists predict an increase in stonns approaching the coast from a so uthern direction. Please
consider the potential hazards and erosive forces that would impact the proposed altematives if
in the future there is an increase in occurrence of st01ms coming from south.

SA2-10

Public Access

SA2-13

SA2-14

California Coastal Trail
The Draft EIR/EA should more clearly identify how public access for pedestrian and bicyclists
will be provided under each of the proposed altematives. The Draft EIR/EA indicates that the
project would reduce the gap in the California Coastal Trail (CCT) by providing 8-foot shoulder
on the realigned road (4 feet of which would be paved and 4 feet graveled) and allowing cycli t
and pedestrians to use that shoulder. The optimal CCT location for lateral pedestrian and
recreational bicycling access is best summarized in the alignment principles stated in the
document Completing the California Coastal Trail (Coastal Conservancy, 2001), i.e. that the
alignment should be within the sight, sound and scent of the sea.
ot only would routing the CCT along the new highway alignment deprive the public of the
desired proximity and access to the ea, it would result in close exposure of pedestrians and
recreational cyclists to motor traffic and its attendant noise, fumes and hazards. The paved
shoulder of the realignment will be adjacent to and not buffered from fast-moving motor vehicle
traffic, and thus is not designed to function as a safe, comfortable or convenient route for
pede trians. And while the paved shoulder would accommodate through-cycli t , it wou ld not be
nearly as attractive for casual recreational bicyclists as wou ld a separated path. Moreover, there
are multiple competing purposes for the proposed shoulder in addition to bicyclist and pedestrian
use, including space for vehicles to stop due to mechanical difficulties, flat tires, or other
emergencies; and space for evasive maneuver to avoid potential crashes or reduce their severity.
Alternative aligmnents, including seaward alignments of the CCT that util ize portions of the
existing Route I and/or the area between the existing and proposed alignment mu t also be
examined. In addition, a full range of options should be examined for pedestrians and cyclists
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SA2-14
(cont’d)

SA2-15

SA2-16

crossing Scotty Creek, includ ing mea ure to eparate bicycle and pedestrian traffic from
motorized traffic on the proposed bridge, a well as a potential secondary bridge structure for
exclusive pedestrian and bicycle u e connecting the portions of Route I that are to remain in
place under each alternative. If any of the e alternatives have been considered and dismissed,
please present the supporting information.
Public Parking
T he proposed project would result in the removal of existing roadway shoulder parking available
near the public beach. To minimize this impact, the proposed project includes construction of a
parking pad north of Scotty Creek. Please clarify how many infonnal spaces are current! y
available to the public, versus those that would be available under the proposed project and
compare the ease of accessing the beach between the current and proposed parking. Please
clarify if any public parking would remain available on the southern end of Scotty Creek.
Beach Access
Under each of the proposed alternatives, an enlarged RSP would be installed on the southern end
of Scotty Creek to address erosive forces threatening the roadway. Please examine the potential
to install a walkway, staircase, or other mechanism to provide for useable public access to the
beach on the south end of Scotty Creek. As part of the examination of potential alternatives to
the enlarged RSP (see Coastal Ero ion section above), please consider the potential impacts to
public access for each alternative and possible measures to provide continued public access to
the beach under each alternative.
Visual Resources

SA2-17

SA2-18

Treatment ofRetaining Wall
Alternative 20 proposes the u e of a retaining wall along the existing roadway to the south of
Scotty Creek. Please consider if the type of wall proposed could be treated with a covering that
wo uld lessen the visual impact of this wall as seen by the public from the public beach.
Reduction in Paved Shoulder Area
Mitigation Measure 3.3. 1 is to reduce paved area of shoulders to 4 feet with an addi tional 4 feet
of gravel or rock on non-bridge portion of the realignment project, where fea ible, in order to
minimize the visual character and quality of the proposed project caused by the increased scale
and dominance of the proposed roadway. Please clarify the parameters under which such a
mitigation measure would be considered feas ible, and those under which it would not be
considered feasible. Also include a discussion of any nece sary or appropriate transiti on or colocations of the California Coastal Trail alongside the roadway.

Biology
SA2-19

Tempora,y Impacts Definition
The definition provided in the Draft EIR/EA for temporary impacts does not match our definition
which requ ire that impacted vegetation be restored to its original state or better (e.g. r stored
vegetation hould have the same age tructure as that removed, and full restoration should occur
within a year of removal). Therefore, unless perennial and/or woody vegetation is restored to its
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SA2-19

pre-project age class, and its community interactions restored within the space of a single year, it
cannot be considered a temporary impact.

SA2-20

Access Roads
Construction of acces roads should be specifically designed to avoid native perennial grasses,
particularly California oatgrass. If possible, Velver grass, Holcus lanatus should be removed in
the locations of any areas that will be disturbed, and methods to eradicate the eedbank deployed .
This gras is aggressively invasive. Opening up areas for invasion will only facilitate it spread.
Moreov r, grazing should be excluded from the restoration area until the coa tal prairie is
considered fully re tored and self-sustaining. Unle native grasses are restored with mature,
well-developed tu socks, they cannot be consid red restored. Moreover, removal and
replacement of native grasses cannot be considered temporary. These grasses must be
e tablished early in the fall sea on, and tracked over at least three years, with concomitant
weeding to be considered re to red. The removal of vegetation from rud ral areas provides an
oppo1tunity for restoration to native coa ta! prairie. Access roads should al o avoid plants
favored by Myrtle's silverspot butterfly, particularly western dog violet, and including Erigeron
glaucus, Grindelia spp., Abron/ latifolia Monardel/a spp., and Cirsium vu/gare. Road travel on
access roads should be limited to 5-10 mph, with appropriate signage, in order to reduce the
. possibility of co llision with wildlife during constrnction.

SA2-21

Night Construction
Because many nocturnal and crepu cular species frequent this area, construction at night or at
any time when lighting would be required should be prohibited. This will reduc the chance of
collision with these species. If construction is to occur at night, a lighting plan with details on
wattag and shielding of lights should be required and approved prior to constrnction.

SA2-22

Noise
Please provide more infonnation on the noi e levels (in decibels and at what distances) that will
occur and how that might affect wildlife.

SA2-23

Myrtle silverspot butterfly
Caltrans proposes to mitigate for the loss of coastal prairie habitat for Myrtle silverspot butterfly
(MSB) by "enhancing" habitat for this species in ar as near to the study site. The Coastal
Commission requires a higher mitigation ratio than l: 1 when "enhancement" is perfonned in lieu
of actual mitigation of areas previously void of a particular habitat. In addition, the suitability of
this area's coastal prairie may be obliterated or severely degraded by fragmentation of the area
for MSB. Many species require habitat of a certain minimum size in order to provide viable
habitat. Therefore, the sum of its contiguou parts that fonn a cohesive foraging/breeding area
may be a more meaningful habitat metric than the um of its total rea, if the area is fragmented
by paved surfaces. Given the e observations, habitat must be re tored/enhanced at an agreed
upon ratio that is much larger than I: I. Moreover, the specific measurable criteria, in addition to
those listed in Mitigation Measure Bio-B, must be provided prior to the start of construction.
Every effo11 should be made to preserve new/enhanced habitat into perpetuity, given the extreme
rarity of this species and its overall vulnerability to stochastic events.

SA2-24

Although not a listed plant species, the wester dog violet, Viola adunca must be accorded special

(cont’d)

6

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

4-29

Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

SA2-24
(cont’d)

status of the most protected species by virtue of its significance as a larval food plant to MSB.
Other plants which provide nectar to MSB must also be given special consideration including
Erigeronglaucus, Grindelia spp. , Abroni latifolia, Monarde/1 spp., and Cirsium vulgare. These
species should be included in plan palettes for restoration of coastal pra irie. Because the western
dog violet is frequent ly fou nd amidst iris and sedge or rush patches, these patches mu t likewise
be protected if the violet is present within them.
Because construction activities are expected to coincide with the adult flight tate ofMSB (late
June through earl y September), the strictest measures mu t be implemented so the species is not
harmed or impaired.

SA2-25

To protect MSB, which are found in regions of low wind, care must be taken to preserve the
existing wind regime. Con !ruction activitie that have the potential to disturb the sheltered wind
environment of the BSA must be carefully undertaken to preserve the current low wind regime.
Unless obvious from casual observation, 3-0 anemometers should be set up on site prior to
construction to detenni ne tbe landscape features that lead to the sheltered wind environment
enabling use by MSB. Such an approach would provide the data necessary to understand
important site features that maintain the low wind environment, and would provide a basis for
ensuring these featu res remain in place during and post construction.

SA2-26

Areas to the north of the study area that also contain large patches of western dog violet should
be considered as mitigation areas for pennanent loss of coastal prairie. Whether or not grazing is
allowed on these lands must be carefull y considered .

SA2-27

All of the alternatives occur in prox imity to or overlap MSB breeding habi tat. Given the extreme
rarity of this species, efforts to re-establish this habitat should be employed before construction
begins. Efforts to enhance or establish MSB foraging habitat should also occur, and be approved
by a qualified entomologist before construction.

SA2-28

The proposed mitigation measures outl ined in B10-8 may or may not be feasible for MSB
dependi ng on the wind regime of the proposed enhancement areas. T he suitability of these areas
for breeding and foraging must be assessed by a qualified entomologist prior to constrnction. If
mitigation is to be at I :1, the area must be fully restored and supporting MSB before construction
begins. If not, a suitable mitigation ratio must be negotiated between the relevant agencies.

SA2-29

Given the lim ited know ledge ofMSB restoration practices, one add itional m ans to mitigate for
butterfly lo s is to fund research into measures most likely to aid in M B recovery in the form of
grants to appropriate entities. T he loss ofMSB breeding and foraging habitat remains the most
problematic of the biological impacts resulting from this project.

SA2-30

California Red Legged Frog
We cannot locate the location of the <lisper al habitat for CRLF that will be destroyed by project
construction. Is th is the area of the bridge itself? If the area of dispersal loss could be added to
Figure 2-25 , or an additional figure provided, that would be helpful.

SA2-31

In addition to funding enhancement efforts of CRLF habitat in other Sonoma County location ,
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SA2-31
(cont’d)

SA2-32

SA2-33

I

can a dispersal corridor be constructed at Scotty Creek to facili tate CRLF dispersal to areas for
migrating frog near the location of lost dispersal habitat?

I

The locations of nhancement area and the mitigation ratio used for the loss of CRLF habitat
must be specified. These area must be agreed upon p1ior to construction.
Onsite mitigation fo r the loss of upland dispersal habitat for CRLF is preferable. If grazing is an
impediment to on-site mitigation, a grazing prohibition for this area should be considered.
Addilional mi1iga1ion ratio needs
Please provide intended mitigation ratios and mitigation location for permanent removal of
Northern coastal scrub and coastal bluff. Becau e the ruderal vegetation that is removed is of a
low habitat value, it should not be restored, but the lost acreage should be mitigated for onsite at
a ratio of 1: 1, replacing any adjacent habitat type. Alternatively, if the ruderal vegetation is in it
current degraded state due to continual di turbance, and this disturbance is likely to continue post
construction, then this land area should not be con idered suitable for mitigation.

SA2-34

Sandy beach loss should also be mitigated fo r at a ratio of I : I and restored as sandy beach or
another habi tat type. Areas where temporary impacts occur must be mo11itored to ensure
disturbance does not result in invasive species colonization (e.g. Ammophila).

SA2-35

Measure Bio-1
It makes sense for the species to be restored on a site specific basis, assuming the criteria for
restoration is ecologically sound and the re tored community is likely to be self-sustaining.
Replacement of the disturbed vegetation community, but to a more pristine state than existed
prior to disturbance, is likely to be the preferred alternative in mo t locations.

SA2-36

Measure Bio-2
ln addition to serving as a marker of E As, the fenci ng must prevent silt and dust from entering
those areas, whenever possible. Silt fencing, etc. is preferred. Bio-2 also mentions the
production of construction plans with mapped ESHA . These map must be provided for review
well in advance of construction to allow time for review of placement of access roads and
staging activities, relative to the location of ESHA.

SA2-37

SA2-38

BI0-8

A biological monitor should be on ite or at least very readi ly contacted at all times during the
con !ruction phase, given the large number of very sen itive species at the site.
Coastal Prairie
Consideration of cumulative im pacts to coastal prairie habitat is important. Huge tracts of intact
native California grassland have been lost, and those tracts that remain are concentrated within
the coastal zone because of the suitable climate along the coast (especially the northern coast). lf
con !ruction in the vicinity will whittle away at what remains, then restoration of coastal prairie
in locations now dominated by non-native grass communities (of which there are numerou
locations) wi thin the coastal zone is appropriate, and would be a good focus of mitigation efforts
for this project. Although it is noted (pg-2-210) that the cumulative lo s of coastal prairie is
small compared to the amount of coastal prai1ie habitat within the RSA, it does not mention the
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SA2-38
(cont’d)

SA2-39

SA2-40

SA2-41

SA2-42

SA2-43

I

quality of the habitat which remain . Much of this coastal prairie habitat is highly invaded by
non-nat ive grass and forb specie . High quality coastal prairie habitat is much less plentiful.
There are good reso urces in the late, spearheaded by the Californ ia ative Grass Association, to
implement native grass restoration, although this is an invo lved and multi-year pro cess.

Additional Comments
It is stated on page 2- 155 that Scotty Creek lacks riparian vegetation. T he report also states that
the creek has "experienced disturbance for over a century from agricultural grazing." T hese are
likely related. Riparian vegetation could establish a buffer for the creek, reducing the impact of
dairy cow/agiicultural inputs. Mitigation measures could include fencing the area adj acent to the
creek to prevent grazing of riparian species. Direct planting of riparian trees could also improve
the situation.

I

ls it part of the biological plan to facilitate the trans ition from sun to shade to lerant and shade to
sun tolerant wetland pecies? Community transition is mentioned in the report (pgs. 2- 160 - 2161 ), however many of the wetland species expect d to naturally transition wi ll be removed or
disturbed during the co nstruction process.
In each of the build alternatives there is mention of temporary and permanent impacts. In order
to be considered a temporary impact, mature plants that are removed mu t be replaced with
mature plants. Moreover, impacts to areas significantly disturbed during the construction
process, in which an existing plant community in equilibrium with its environment is removed
and replaced by a new community that will require significant monito1ing and management,
must be considered a pennanent impact. This is especially true if the biotic and abiotic
environment are significantly altered (e.g. changes in soil substrate, water temperature, light
regime). The threshold for temporary vs. permanent impact is for a community to fu lly restore
within the space of a year.
Penn anent impacts to wetlands must be mitigated at a ratio of 4: 1. 1 : I may be implemented on
site. 3: 1 must be implemented in a nearby location of similar ecosystem type unl ess other
arrangements (e.g. in-lieu fees) are negotiated. Mitigation ratios for enhancement vs. restoration
mu t al o be negoti ated by relevant parties. Please submit the referenced (pg. 2-162) Wetlands
Only Practicable Finding portion of the EIR as soon as possible so that this important element of
the project - wetland mitigation - can be negotiated to the satisfaction of all parties before
construction is scheduled to begin .
Grazing is considered to be a deterrent for ne ting and foragi ng of migratory bird species, and
special statu bi rd pecies, including the Peregrine falcon and tricolored blackbird (both ob erved
in the project area). Grazing may have also restricted the growth of riparian vegetation. T his
area is home to the MSB, a severely restricted species. Given the perceived lack of proper
mitigatio n sites, the stro ng desire of at least some residents for restoration of Scotty Creek, and
the impact of grazing, one mitigation should be an easement prohibiting grazi ng within the BSA
as part of the package of mitigation options. Alternatively, if limited grazing is thought to be
beneficial towards promoting plant that support MSB and other sensitive species, then grazing
should be implemented in a targeted and managed way. The growth of ripari an trees and the
establishment of a r al riparian bufferr would also red uce the level of agricultural/grazing r lated
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SA2-43

I

SA2-44

I

(cont’d)

impacts to Scotty Creek and could result in greater stream complexity. Greater stream
complexity would benefit steelhead trout and potentially Coho salmon.
Buffers for construction set at least 50 feet from bird nests and badger burrows should be
specified. The EIR should also note that badgers do sometimes forage during the day.

Water Quality

SA2-45

SA2-46

SA2-47

SA2-48

The OED defers a significant portion of the water quality analyses to future permitting
requirements. For example Measure Water-5 states that "The 401 Certification will detail
specific permanent impacts to waters of the State, require actio ns to avoid and/or minimize
impacts, as well as mitigation efforts to enhance or re tore these area ." Another example is
"Under all Build Alternative , the proposed project could adversely affect Scotty Creek, due to
temporary fill resulting from installation of a temporary cofferdam for removal of the existing
box culvert. As a result, a 401 Certification would be required." A complete assessment of
specific impacts and required mitigation must be included in the OED and cannot be deferred to
future studies.
The di cus ion of the regulations protecting water quality under the Clean Water Act (OED
2.2.2) hould be amended to include the role of the Coastal Commission. Because the project is
located within the coastal zone it should be recognized that California's onpoint Source
Pollution Control Program addresses federal requirements under both the Clean Water Act and
the Coastal Zone Management Act (Section 621 7 of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization
Amendments of 1990) by implementing California's Coa tal onpoint Pollution Control
Program on a statewide basis. The lead State agencies re ponsible for implementing California'
Program are the SWRCB (designated as the lead water quality agency) along with the nine
Regional Water Boards and the Coastal Commission (designated as the lead coastal zone
management agency) . Through its policie , the California Coastal mandates the protection and
restoration of water resources in the coastal zone, including that of water quality ( ections 30230
and 3023 1 of the Coastal Act).
For purposes of protecting and where feasible restoring coastal water quality, this would mean
treating l 00% of the project nmoff that flows to coastal waters to the highest level pos ible.
Although the D O mentions that biofi ltration will be us d to minimize impacts, the DED should
specifically state how much to1mwater will be treated by these feature and what po1tion of
stonnwater runoff is expected to be infiltrated. The design treatment should include runoff from
all areas included in the project listed as impervious per Table 2-14. The DED should discuss
the project setting and site hydrology to detennine the maximum amount ofrunoffthat can be
infiltrated on the coastal terrace. It would almost certainly be appropriate to expect infiltration of
runoff up to and including the 95th percentile design storm.
A schematic of the biofiltration wales and biofiltration strips should be included in the OED in
order to illustrate how they function to improve water quality in highway runoff. A de cription
should include the nature of the soils, soil amendments to be used and vegetation to be
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SA2-48
(cont’d)

SA2-49

SA2-50

SA2-51

incorporated in each type of treatment. The descriptions should also illustrate how "sideslopes
and existing natural ditches' are expected to be used in constrained areas to treat runoff from the
highway. To complete the de cription of the mitigation mea ure, hort and long term
maintenance of each type of to1mwater treatment feature should be documented o that each
would continue to function effectively in perpetuity.
The DED should include a compa1ison of each alternative's impact on water quality. One
alternative would add 3.5 acres while another would add only 3 acres. T he area that add the
least impervious urface would be the preferred alternative because it would minimize change
increases in the volume of runoff and duration of runoff peaks, in addition to minimizing the
transport of sedim nt and other pollutants in storm water runoff from the completed facility. It
would also be important to consider how much of the old highway surface could be eliminated
within the project boundaries as pa1t of this alternatives analy is.
Minimizing impervious surface is a fundamental site design mea ure that would minimize the
project's impact on site hydrology, and is considered to be a Low Impact Development
technique. LID techniques are to be prioritized in acco rdance with the PDES pennit (Order
o.20 12-0011 -DWQ) which has been referenced as the applicable NPDES pennit in the DED.
Other site designs options to reduce the addition of impervious surface or to break up the
impervious urface area should also be considered in the DED. This may include options to
reduce road and houlder width , incorporate penneable pavements, or provide a permeable
median or gore areas and eliminating or reducing current highway pavement.

It is stated that the proposed paved area is small compared to the whole of the watershed and the
change in runoff is insignificant. The project cros es seasonal wetlands that are highly
u ceptible to impacts from very small changes in runoff The amount ofrunoffthat upplies
each wetland pre-project should remain the same post-project. The drainage patterns should be
preserved, and all highway and bridge runoff should be treated before it enter the wetlands.
Where the road alignment crosses wetlands, the road prism should be as hydrologically invisible
as possible in order to pre erve water supply and circulation within each wetland. Where the
roadway would be elevated on a bridge above a wetland or the Scotty Creek drainage, it wi ll be
important to de ign the bridge so that runoff from the bridge deck can be routed to land-based
BMPs for treatment and infiltration. Untreated runoff from the bridge hould not be allowed to
directly enter Scotty Creek lagoon or other important coastal wetland . Alternative bridge
drai nage and BMP options should be discussed in the DED. The b1idge drainage design and
water quality BMP option should be contemplated early in the project design phase.

SA2-52

In Section 2.2.1 Hydrology and Hydraulics, it is stated that "Because the proposed project i not
wi thi n a I 00-year des ignated floodp lain, the proposed project has no impact to the I 00-year
floodp lain." and "There are no designated 100-year floodp lains within the EIR/EA study area."
The DED should clarify that there are no Federal flood insurance requirements associated with
Scotty Creek or the Scotty Creek floodp lain and also detail the impacts that will occur to Scotty
Creek with each alternative.

SA2-53

Finally, the EIR/EA should clearly identify the water needs of the project con truction activities
and explain the source, quantity and proposed delivery of that water, including any measure to

4-34

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

Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

SA2-53
(cont’d)

minimize the amount of water required.
Thank you for working closely with Commission staff on this project, and for providing us the
opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. We look forward to continuing to collaboratively
work with Caltrans on this important public works project and are available to answer any
questions that you may have regarding these comments.
Sincerely,

Nancy Cave
Dist1ict Manager
North Central Coast District
California Coastal Commission
Cc: Dean Parsons, Sonoma County
Tami Grove, Coastal Commission
Ethan Lavine, Coastal Commission
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Response to Comment Letter SA2: California Coastal Commission
Response SA2-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Your comments
are addressed below. Your support for the project is noted.

Response SA2-2

Caltrans has developed a project that is consistent with environmental policies, including the
Coastal Act, while addressing the underlying purpose and need. See Table 2-2, California
Coastal Act – Public Resources Code Division 20, and Table 2-3, Sonoma County Local
Coastal Program, in this Final EIR/EA with FONSI which outline key provisions of the Coastal
Act and the Sonoma County LCP, respectively. Details of Coastal Act compliance and
consistency will be provided as part of the Coastal Development Permit (CDP) application.

Response SA2-3

Caltrans is coordinating with the Coastal Commission and Sonoma County to determine the
appropriate CDP review process and to ensure consistency with the LCP. During the permitting
phase of this project, the project components discussed in the Final EIR/EA with FONSI will be
finalized and Caltrans will coordinate closely to satisfy the Coastal Commission and Sonoma
County permit requirements.

Response SA2-4

Caltrans appreciates this guidance and will continue to coordinate with the Coastal Commission
and Sonoma County to determine the appropriate CDP review process.

Responses SA2-5 and
SA2-6

Caltrans will determine this process through coordination with the Coastal Commission and
Sonoma County.

Response SA2-7

Caltrans’ long-term plan for this area is to protect SR 1 from coastal erosion and to provide
continued access to the area as it is the only connection between the coastal communities of
Bodega Bay and Jenner.
The proposed access roads would provide access to the remaining property owners and the
coast. Three separate roads are needed because the following three barriers will be created as
a result of the proposed project: 1) the Scotty Creek culverts and roadway would be removed;
2) the section of the existing State Route (SR) 1 near the soldier pile wall is expected to erode
away in the near future; and a contingency measure should be considered, and 3) the northern
section of the existing alignment does not connect to SR 1 to the north because the resulting
small angle formed at the intersection creates safety concerns as it would be difficult for
vehicles to see approaching vehicles/bikes while turning from the existing alignment.
In terms of the existing SR 1 roadway, Caltrans will continue to maintain the alignment until new
agreements are made with other agencies. Caltrans will maintain the existing roadway access
to property owners, irrespective of the presence or absence of a structure on such a property.
The California Coastal Trail (CCT) is coincident with existing SR 1 throughout the project limits.
Project implementation would enhance 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 former alignment or remnant highway could provide additional Coastal Trail alignments in
the future depending on bluff retreat and coastal erosion. Additionally, grinding and overlay of
the existing SR 1 surface, if necessary, is part of the project’s scope of work.
A full alternatives analysis was provided in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR/EA. Based on that
alternatives analysis and input from the public, Alternative 19A was selected as the Preferred
Build Alternative. Caltrans will provide an alternatives analysis under the requirements of the
Coastal Act in the subsequent CDP application.
Lastly, the plan for the remnant land between the existing highway and the new realigned
highway as it relates to coastal access considerations and protection of sensitive resources will
be determined during the permitting process and right-of-way coordination.

Response SA2-8

4-36

Based on slope stability analysis, 20 to 25 feet will be used as the safe distance from a structure
with slope of 1.5 feet high to 1 vertical foot and a safety factor of 1.5. This is estimated based on
the assumption that the bluff near the project site is approximately 70 feet high. Slope stability
depends highly on the height of the bluff, the cut slope angle, the soil/rock properties, and
groundwater seepage. Therefore, the safe distance in question varies depending on the
location. A conservative value of 70 feet high was used for the bluff. Further refinements will be
made to this analysis as the project design is further refined following the environmental review
phase.
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Response SA2-9

There is existing erosion/slipout along existing SR 1 from the Scotty Creek culverts to 145 feet
south, which is undermining the toe of the embankment slope and creating a vertical drop of
about 8 to 12 feet in the southbound direction. Some of the existing rock slope protection (RSP)
around the headwall outlet of Scotty Creek has been buried in sand or washed away. This will
be repaired and replaced as needed with RSP or other feasible shoreline protection. If
addressed by repairing the RSP, this would be done by excavating the loose slide material at
the bottom of the slide, excavating a 5-foot-deep shear key and backfilling with 2-ton and ½-ton
(Method A) RSP over RSP fabric with a side slope of 1.5:1.
The RSP installation will extend south along existing SR 1 to protect the roadway, access to a
private driveway, and public beach access. The proposed RSP (or other feasible shoreline
protection) has been added to Table 2-2, California Coastal Act – Public Resources Code
Division 20, and Caltrans will provide a separate Alternatives Analysis in its CDP application,
per Coastal Act Section 30235.

Response SA2-10

The proposed replacement or repair of RSP (or other feasible shoreline protection) is necessary
to maintain access to the affected properties and to protect the existing roadway. Caltrans will
consider options including RSP or other feasible shoreline protection in an effort to minimize
environmental impacts. The proposed RSP would be located almost entirely on Caltrans rightof-way, with a minor encroachment on private land. The proposed RSP would not encroach
onto the public beach. This information has been included and clarified in the Summary and
Section 1.3, Project Description.
The CDP application will provide a full analysis per Section 30235 of the Coastal Act.

Response SA2-11

A sea level rise (SLR) impact assessment was included in Section 3.2.6, Climate Change, of the
Draft EIR/EA. In this evaluation, the risk assessment consisted of assessing the likelihood of an
event occurring in the future and the magnitude of SLR consequences. From this risk
assessment, the risk of bank erosion and bridge scour hazards were determined to be low, and
the adaptive capacity of the new bridge to these hazards was determined to be high.
The bridge design, including deck height and pier depth, reflects current sea level conditions
and the high sea level rise scenario modeled, which is 4.6 feet in 2100. The maximum scour
depth was estimated as 8.8 feet, and occurs during the present day scenario. This is because
the water surface elevation is lower, yielding a higher flow velocity for the same peak flow rate.
If SLR is greater than current projections, adaptive management to protect the bridge could
include placement of additional RSP or other feasible protection at the piers and abutments (if
SLR is sufficient to reach the abutments). In addition, greater wave elevations could be
managed by adding additional height to the barriers on the seaward side of the bridge.

Response SA2-12

The proposed project is designed within the context of models that provide guidance about
expected coastal erosion and SLR rates over the rest of this century. The project has been
designed to year 2100 based on coastal bluff retreat estimates.

Response SA2-13

Caltrans supports efforts to enhance public access and has worked closely with related
agencies and the public to include pedestrian and bicycle access on the new SR 1 alignment as
well as a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over Scotty Creek, if feasible. The dimensions of the
elevated bridge have been modified from what was described in the Draft EIR/EA to more safely
accommodate multimodal transit. The updated proposed bridge is planned to be 49 feet wide
with a 6- to 8-foot shoulder and 6-foot sidewalk in the southbound direction and a 6- to 8-foot
shoulder in the northbound direction. These shoulder dimensions would be wider than
shoulders along the existing SR 1 alignment and would better allow for multimodal use of the
project corridor compared to existing conditions.
Details relating to the CDP will be determined as part of the permit coordination.

Response SA2-14

Caltrans supports efforts to enhance public access and has worked closely with related
agencies and the public to include pedestrian and bicycle access on the new SR 1 alignment,
and the project would now include construction of a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Scotty
Creek, if feasible. Additional discussion of public access accommodations has been added to
Table 2-2, California Coastal Act – Public Resources Code Division 20. CCT details relating to
the CDP will be determined as part of the permit coordination The CDP Application will provide
a full alternatives analysis of public access accommodations consistent with the Coastal Act.

Response SA2-15

Implementation of Alternative 19A, including removal of the Scotty Creek culverts, would result
in the loss of about 12 informal parking spaces located along existing SR 1. This loss of parking
would be offset by construction of a parking pad north of Scotty Creek that would accommodate
up to 12 vehicles. South of Scotty Creek, the existing SR 1 shoulders and informal parking
areas would remain as-is.
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Response SA2-16

South of Scotty Creek, the parcels are privately owned and therefore beach access cannot be
proposed at these locations. The location of the proposed boardwalk is the only State-owned
parcel that would provide beach access within the project area, and therefore the only feasible
location option for the project to provide beach access. The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the
boardwalk would result in an adverse effect and significant and unavoidable impact relative to
aesthetics and visual quality. The existing topography of the bluff presents design limitations
relative to the type and scale of the structure. The proposed RSP or other feasible shoreline
protection would extend south along existing SR 1 and has been designed to minimize
environmental impacts. This feature will be further refined during the CDP process.

Response SA2-17

As a result of Caltrans’ evaluation of potential environmental impacts associated with the three
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR/EA and public input, Alternative 19A was selected as the
Preferred Build Alternative. Alternative 20, which would have included construction of a retaining
wall south of Scotty Creek is no longer being considered.

Response SA2-18

Implementation of Mitigation Measure VISUAL-1: Reduce Shoulder Widths, which would result
in shoulders with 4 feet of paved surface and 4 feet of unpaved surface, would occur on nonbridge portions of the proposed new SR 1 alignment. On the bridge, a wider shoulder is
warranted as the bridge rail would be a vertical element that would block users' ability to see the
road ahead on curves. A wider shoulder would allow for increased sight distance. In addition, a
wider shoulder would increase safety on the bridge compared to existing conditions as there are
currently no emergency escape areas for bicycles, pedestrians and vehicles on the existing
bridge over Scotty Creek.
Based on Caltrans design standards, due to the horizontal curves at each end of the proposed
new bridge, a 15-foot to 16-foot shoulder is required at the southern end and a 10-foot shoulder
is required at the northern end. The Draft EIR/EA proposed 8-foot shoulders on the bridge.
These have now been further reduced to as little as 6 feet at certain locations on the bridge,
resulting in a decrease of 2 feet compared to the shoulder width identified in the Draft EIR/EA.
The CCT is coincident with existing SR 1 throughout the project limits. Project implementation
would enhance 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.

Response SA2-19

Temporary impacts to vegetation are considered those that will be addressed through reseeding
and monitoring and will not be permanently altered due to development. This is consistent with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
use of the term “temporary.” Coastal Act and LCP definitions of temporary and permanent
impacts will be addressed in the CDP application.

Response SA2-20

Access roads and other project features such as the bridge were designed to avoid as many
sensitive areas as possible, including patches of western dog violet (Viola adunca), while
meeting the purpose and need of the proposed project and addressing all of the existing
constraints on the landscape.
Restoration and grazing management will be determined in coordination with landowners and
as part of the permitting phase of the project. Decisions will factor in the relative impacts to
sensitive species, habitats, and agricultural lands.
Access roads have been designed to provide access to the coast while avoiding sensitive
resources and areas vulnerable to coastal erosion.
Speed limits as well as other measures to avoid impacting wildlife during construction will be
determined as part of the permitting phase of the project.

Response SA2-21

4-38

The project includes best management practices related to noise. Nighttime construction will be
avoided (see Measure NOISE-1 in Appendix F, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation
Measures).
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Response SA2-22

No substantial temporary or periodic increase to ambient noise levels is expected in the project
vicinity. Construction-related noise and human activity levels may temporarily deter wildlife from
the project area. This information has been added to the Final EIR/EA with FONSI in Section
2.3.4, Animal Species.
The most common types of equipment generate maximum noise levels in the range of 80 to 85
A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of 50 feet. Some equipment, such as concrete saws,
jackhammers, and pavement scarifiers, produce louder noise levels of 90 dBA. Louder
equipment including pile drivers, sand blasters, and hoe rams are not anticipated to be used on
this project. For the most part, construction activities (assuming multiple pieces of equipment
operating simultaneously) are anticipated to generate noise levels of 74 to 80 dBA at a
reference distance of 50 feet.[1] Maximum levels might reach 90 dBA at 50 feet.
There is little evidence to assess the stress or physiological effects of man-made sounds on
birds. There is no specific noise criterion to judge temporary construction noise impacts to birds.
No effects to pinnipeds are expected due to the low levels of noise being generated, the
distance to the nearest haul-out location, and the masking noise of ocean waves.
There are no sensitive wildlife receptors within the BSA that would be expected to be affected
by project-related noise.

Response SA2-23

Caltrans has been working with a qualified entomologist (familiar with the Myrtle’s silverspot
butterfly [MSB], its local and regional distribution and natural history) on this project since 2010.
The project is not expected to render the project area unsuitable for the MSB. Habitat and
species surveys of the project area and some adjacent areas have been conducted to provide a
better understanding of the value of the project location to the butterfly (see Section 2.3.5,
Threatened and Endangered Species), to inform project development, to minimize impacts
where feasible, and to appropriate and effective mitigation. The measures listed in the Final
EIR/EA with FONSI have been revised to reflect USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b)
and adequately address the impacts to, and commensurate mitigation for, MSB. Mitigation
locations and timing will be determined during the permitting process of the project phase.
Mitigation specific to MSB will be refined through Section 7 consultation with USFWS and
interagency mitigation discussions.

Response SA2-24

The project includes measures to protect and avoid the western dog violet (Viola adunca) where
feasible as part of Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly avoidance measures, such as with flagging and
fencing during construction activities. Nectar plants are more prolific and cannot be completely
avoided; however, the project activities will be constrained to minimize impacts to native
vegetation as well as other biological resources. The measures listed in the Final EIR/EA with
FONSI have been revised to reflect USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b). Please see
the Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures in Section 2.3.5, Threatened and
Endangered Species.

Response SA2-25

Avoidance measures have been refined to reflect the USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS
2016b) and to limit project impacts to the Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly. The construction activities
have a low probability of resulting in the fatality of adult butterflies because construction vehicles
will be limited to speeds of 5-10 mph in the project area and because of the mobility of adult
butterflies. Pre-construction surveys will be conducted and western dog violet (Viola adunca)
that support larvae will be avoided wherever possible.
The project is not expected to affect the wind regime as no tall structures or trees will be
removed.

Response SA2-26

The potential for conservation easements has been recognized and will be evaluated during the
permitting phase of project development when Caltrans is authorized to actively engage
landowners about potential land agreements. Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation
measures have been refined to reflect the USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b).

Response SA2-27

A qualified entomologist has been involved in developing environmental constraints mapping
and informing the development of project avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures.
These measures have been have been refined to reflect the USFWS’s Biological Opinion
(USFWS 2016b).

Response SA2-28

Site selection will occur through coordination with regulatory/resource agencies including
USFWS. Specific ratios will depend on site availability and resource agency input. Avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures have been refined to reflect the USFWS’s Biological
Opinion (USFWS 2016b). Mitigation details will be determined during the permitting process of
the project phase.

[1] A reference distance is used to model noise from these sources at much greater distances, recognizing that the equipment is spaced apart.
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Response SA2-29

A qualified entomologist has been involved in developing the avoidance, minimization, and/or
mitigation measures, and these measures have been further refined since the Draft EIR/EA to
reflect the USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b) (see Section 2.3.5, Threatened and
Endangered Species).

Response SA2-30

The California red-legged frog (CRLF) may disperse throughout the project area, though it is
most likely to occur within 200 feet of Scotty Creek based on scientific studies along similar
coastal habitats. This is described in Section 2.3.5, Threatened and Endangered Species and is
noted on Figure 2-22, Project Effects on Myrtle’s Silverspot Butterfly Habitat.
Overall, the roadway realignment project is unlikely to reduce the potential for the action area to
support the CRLF. The project is likely to improve the overall environmental baseline for the frog
within the action area. The general project vicinity is also largely undeveloped and will continue
to provide an adequate amount of upland habitat following construction. This is described in
Section 2.3.5 and is noted on Figure 2-22.

Response SA2-31

The project area will remain open to California red-legged frog movement, and no substantial
effect to dispersal is expected because the realignment includes a bridge that spans Scotty
Creek and its floodplain. By elevating the roadway in this area, the project would avoid the area
with the greatest potential for conflict with dispersing frogs. CRLF are most likely to occur along
and within 200 feet of the creek based on scientific studies (e.g., Fellers and Kleeman 2007 and
Bulger et al. 2003). Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures have been updated to
reflect the USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b).

Response SA2-32

Project effects to the California red-legged frog are expected to be minimal as the project is
designed to avoid roadway conflicts with the frog and other species that may use Scotty Creek
and the surrounding floodplain. Avoidance and minimization measures for the frog reflect the
USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b). Mitigation details including enhancement
locations and ratios will be refined in the permitting phase of the project development.

Response SA2-33

The project does not plan to restore the temporarily impacted ruderal habitat to ruderal habitat.
The areas will be planted with locally appropriate native species that have been identified as
having the greatest opportunity to become established and subsist in the given location and
conditions. The potential for continued disturbance is noted and will be accounted for in the
revegetation and monitoring plan that will be developed pre-construction and implemented
during and after construction. Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures reflect the
USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b).

Response SA2-34

The project plans to mitigate any loss to sandy beach and temporarily impacted areas will be
restored to their pre-project condition, to the extent practicable. Mitigation details will be further
refined as part of the CDP coordination.

Response SA2-35

Caltrans is a steward of the environment and the objective of revegetation efforts will be to
establish native vegetation that will support native wildlife. Specific species and criteria will be
developed in concert with the appropriate resource agencies, as needed, during the permitting
phase of the project.

Response SA2-36

The project will incorporate fencing to protect environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) during the
final project design. Fencing will accommodate protection of species as well as compliance with
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. Maps of ESA fencing will be provided to the Coastal
Commission for review prior to construction and will conform to the USFWS Biological Opinion
(USFWS 2016b), CDP, and other applicable permits.

Response SA2-37

Biological monitors will be assigned to the project in accordance with Measures BIO-7: Preconstruction Wildlife Surveys and BIO-8: Biological Monitoring presented in Section 2.3.4,
Animals Species.

Response SA2-38

The project will minimize impacts to coastal prairie by revegetating temporarily disturbed areas
with locally appropriate native plants, as described in Measure BIO-1: Re-vegetation. Suitable
off-site mitigation locations and practices will be reviewed and refined during the permitting
stage of the project.

Response SA2-39

The project has been designed to limit impacts on Scotty Creek by spanning a bridge across
Scotty Creek and its floodplain and most of its adjacent wetlands (see Table 2-20, Temporary
and Permanent Effects on Wetlands and Waters). This design will minimize direct permanent
adverse effects to wetlands and other waters. Planting and grazing management will be
considered and discussed with the appropriate resource agencies and landowners during the
permitting phase of the project.
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Response SA2-40

Project-related removal of and disturbances to wetlands are not expected to affect the wetlands’
ability to tolerate shade and to transition to more shade-tolerant dominant vegetation.
Temporarily disturbed areas will be restored and monitored over an appropriate timeframe
based on applicable project permits.

Response SA2-41

Temporary impacts to vegetation are considered those that will be addressed through reseeding
and monitoring and will not be permanently altered due to development. This is consistent with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
use of the term temporary. Coastal Act and LCP definitions of temporary and permanent
impacts will be addressed in the CDP application.

Response SA2-42

The precise mitigation ratio for permanent impacts to wetlands will be decided as part of
permitting. The wetlands only practicable alternative finding is included in the Final EIR/EA with
FONSI in Section 2.3.2, Wetlands and Other Waters.

Response SA2-43

Thank you for the suggestion relating to grazing management. The project integrates avoidance
measures into the project design and construction plans to limit project impacts to the Myrtle’s
silverspot butterfly commensurate with the proposed projects impacts. Managed grazing may be
a component of maintaining suitable habitat conditions for the Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly host
plant. These elements will be considered and discussed with the appropriate resource agencies
during the permitting phase of the project.

Response SA2-44

The project incorporates buffers around bird nests and badger dens (see Measure BIO-7: Preconstruction Wildlife Surveys in Section 2.3.4, Animal Species). The measure has been
modified to note the daytime foraging patterns of the badger.

Response SA2-45

The Draft EIR/EA includes the full assessment of impacts and discusses mitigation as related to
waters and wetlands of the State. The assessment included in the document describes the
greatest extent of impacts at the current design phase. Further design details are required
before the Section 401 permit can be filed. Further study will not be deferred, but rather refined
as part of the Section 401 permit process. Further development of the design will clarify what
temporary and permanent impacts would result to various environmental resources.

Response SA2-46

Since the Draft EIR/EA circulation, Table 2.2, California Coastal Act – Public Resources Code
Division 20, has been modified to include these regulations protecting water quality under the
Clean Water Act and the role of the Coastal Commission.

Response SA2-47

Permanent stormwater treatment efforts for this project will comply with Caltrans’ National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Statewide Storm Water Permit (Order No. 9906-DWQ). The design treatment measures will treat impervious surface runoff to the maximum
extent practicable with the goal of treating an area equal to the newly created and replaced
impervious surface. These measures will be designed to meet Caltrans’ sizing criteria for
stormwater treatment and, as applicable, local Low Impact Development (LID) sizing criteria.
The amount of impervious surface treated and infiltration achieved will be calculated during the
design phase when the drainage design has been developed and geotechnical investigation
has been performed to evaluate existing infiltration or permeable characteristics of the soil.
(Note: LID is an approach to land development with the goal of mimicking or replicating the preproject hydrologic regime through the use of design techniques to create a functionally
equivalent hydrologic site design.)

Response SA2-48

The use of existing soils or need for amendments will be determined during the design phase
when detailed soil investigation is performed to characterize the native soils. Soil amendments
could include incorporating simple compost or using a specific engineered soil mix to be
specified and approved during the design process. Treatment using side slopes and existing
natural ditches is achieved through the process of natural dispersion, which considers infiltration
provided by the soils in its existing condition. Caltrans has developed guidance for short- and
long-term maintenance of stormwater treatment features, and either Caltrans personnel will
follow this guidance, or operation and maintenance agreements will be accepted and approved
before contract acceptance, to ensure that either Caltrans maintenance or local/countywide
maintenance guidelines are followed.
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Response SA2-49

The amount of added impervious surfaces is one of several environmental factors considered in
the identification of the Preferred Build Alternative. Alternative 20, which had the least
impervious surfaces added (3.0 acres), was eliminated from further consideration due to
additional considerations including the amount of permanent wetland impacts (see Section
2.3.2, Wetlands and Other Waters). Alternative 19A was selected as the Preferred Build
Alternative, and it has less added impervious surfaces compared to Alternative 19B.
Table 2-14, Soil Disturbance and Increased Impervious Area (acres), summarizes the
impervious surfaces that would be removed by the project (e.g., the culvert removal, etc.). An
intent of the project is to ensure that as much of the existing SR 1 as possible remains
accessible for public access after the proposed SR 1 segment is built.

Response SA2-50

Minimizing impervious area was considered during preliminary design to the extent feasible.
During the more detailed design process and permitting phase, after the Final EIR/EA with
FONSI is certified, more refined options and measures will be considered to reduce adding
impervious surface or to break up impervious surface area including design LID measures.

Response SA2-51

The goal of the drainage design will be to maintain existing drainage patterns, including runoff
rates to seasonal wetlands, to the extent practicable. These drainage features will be developed
as part of the drainage design, and could include flow detention or metering, offline systems, or
dual systems to convey flows greater than the existing condition. The drainage design for areas
discharging to wetlands also will be reviewed during the permitting process after the Final
EIR/EA with FONSI is certified, to comply with regulatory agency requirements or conditions.
Early on during the design phase, consideration for placement of stormwater treatment
measures will prioritize areas where runoff will enter wetlands, Scotty Creek, and other sensitive
areas.

Response SA2-52

Since the Draft EIR/EA circulation, Section 2.2.1, Hydrology and Floodplain, has been modified
to clarify that no federal flood insurance requirements are associated with Scotty Creek or the
Scotty Creek floodplain. Scotty Creek is located within the hydrologic study area and the
Environmental Consequences subsection in Section 2.2.1 includes an assessment of the
Preferred Build Alternative’s impacts on Scotty Creek. The section concludes with the
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures subsection that states “Under the Build
Alternative, no adverse effects would result to the floodplain and hydrologic study area;
therefore, no avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are proposed related to flooding
hazards.”

Response SA2-53

Estimated water usage during project construction will be calculated as the project design is
more fully refined and once all construction activities/quantities have been determined. To
ensure that water conservation is properly addressed, specifications and special provisions will
be included in the construction contract during the design refinement phase. Depending on the
water conservation requirements in place at the time of construction, these measures include
restricting the use of potable water, restricting the use of water for compaction and for the
alleviation of dust, and limiting vehicle washings.
Water would be delivered to the site by the contractor, similar to other materials needed for the
project. The source of water would be determined by the contractor, but non-potable water
sources are located in Petaluma, Santa Rosa and Sonoma.

Response SA2-54
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Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process.
Your support for the project is noted.
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Letter SA3
From:

Sent
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Thompson, Brendan@Waterboards < Brendan.Thompson@waterboards.ca.gov>
Friday, August 21, 2015 3:39 PM
Gleason Realignment@DOT
Bergsten, Stephen@Waterboards; Blatt, Fred@Waterboards; Lee, ShinRoei@Waterboards; state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov; Takhar, Hardeep@DOT; Vafai,
Cyrus@DOT; Sandecki, Michael@Coastal; Costa, Holly N SPN; Escaron,
Melissa@Wildlife; lberien, Oliver@DOT
SCH#2011022002 SONl Gleason Beach DEIR Regional Water Board Comment Letter

Dear Mr. Iberien,
Thank you for providing the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board)
with an opportunity to comment on the State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report, dated June 2015 (Draft EIR) (SCH# 2011022002). We offer the following
comments so that Caltrans may address our concerns at this early stage of project development.

Wetland Hydrology
There are two large wetland areas that would be bisected by the new highway alignment. We are pleased
that Caltrans has taken the opportunity to avoid and minimize impacts to these wetlands by designing
the Scotty Creek Bridge to span these wetlands using pier abutments.

SA3-1

SA3-2

SA3-3

SA3-4

Project Alternatives
Project Alternatives 19A, 19B, and 20 would result in approximately 0.93, 0.55, and 1.07 acres,
respectively, of permanent impacts to state waters. While we greatly prefer alternative 19B in terms of
lower permanent wetland impacts, we are concerned that alternative 19B would also result in
approximately 6. 9 acres of permanent impact to Myrtle's silverspot butterfly habitat, whereas alternative
20 would result in approximately 5.7 acres. While protection of the silverspot butterfly is not subject to
our permitting authority, we encourage Caltrans to identify further opportunities to avoid and minimize
permanent impacts to silverspot butterfly habitat within the 19B alternative.
Mitigation for Wetland Impacts
Page 2-162 of the Draft EIR provides only two mitigation options for wetland impacts: in-lieu fees and
mitigation banks. Nate that there are currently not any local mitigation banks or in-lieu fee programs
that may provide mitigation acceptable to the Regional Water Board.
Before we may issue 401 certification for the project, Caltrans must provide a mitigation and monitoring
plan found acceptable to the Regional Water Board that includes, but not limited to, the following:
1) The areal and linear footage extent of proposed mitigation;
2) The exact location of the mitigation;
3) A detailed description of the mitigation proposal with accompanying monitoring protocol and
performance criteria; and
4) A timeline for mitigation implementation.
We encourage Caltrans to identify mitigation opportunities along Scotty Creek. Significant water quality
benefits would be realized by planting riparian vegetation along the creek and restricting grazing access.
Any application for 401 certification must fully evaluate potential mitigation options at Scotty Creek
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SA3-4

before the Regional Water Board may consider mitigation at other locations. The Regional Water Board
will consider accepting out-of-kind mitigation for mitigation at Scotty Creek.

SA3-5

Post-Construction Stormwater Treatment
The DEIR did not provide specific storm water drainage or post-construction storm water treatment
information. The Regional Water Board is concerned that roadway pollutants may be transported in
storm water runoff to the adjacent wetlands and the restored Scotty Creek estuary. Accordingly, Cal trans
must design the project to treat stormwater from all impervious areas draining to Scotty Creek or state
wetlands.

(cont’d)

Thanks again for this opportunity to comment. Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Brendan Thompson, CPESC, QSD
Environmental Scientist
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
5550 Skylane Blvd. Ste. A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403-1072
(707) 5 76-2699
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Response to Comment Letter SA3: North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Response SA3-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Your support for
the project is noted. Your comments are addressed below.
As a result of Caltrans’ evaluation of potential environmental impacts associated with the three
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR/EA as well as public input, Alternative 19A was selected
as the Preferred Build Alternative. Alternative 19A is the least environmentally damaging
alternative for a range of environmental resources. As Alternative 19A is further refined in the
design phase of the project, further reduction of impacts could be possible, which would be
reflected in the Section 401 Water Quality Certification application.

Response SA3-2

As part of the permitting phase of the project, Caltrans will coordinate with all appropriate
resource agencies regarding on- and off-site mitigation options. Caltrans is exploring available
mitigation options, including participation in or funding of mitigation in coordination with local,
state, and/or non-profit organizations.

Response SA3-3

The requested information, including mitigation and monitoring plan, will be provided as part of
the project’s Section 401 Water Quality Certification application.

Response SA3-4

As part of the permitting phase of the project, Caltrans will coordinate with the Regional Water
Quality Control Board and other resource agencies regarding on- and off-site mitigation options.
Caltrans is exploring available mitigation options, including participation in or funding of
mitigation in coordination with local, state, and/or non-profit organizations. Although not a
mitigation requirement commensurate with impacts to this project, Caltrans will be coordinating
with resource agencies as part of the permitting phase of the project to review opportunities for
improving streambed conditions within Scotty Creek.

Response SA3-5

Permanent stormwater treatment efforts for this project will comply with Caltrans’ NPDES
Statewide Storm Water Permit (Order No. 99-06-DWQ). The design of stormwater treatment
measures will meet the sizing criteria stated in the Caltrans Project Planning and Design Guide
(2010), and as applicable, the County’s Storm Water Low Impact Development Technical
Design Manual (2011). The stormwater treatment measures will treat impervious surface runoff
to the maximum extent practicable with the goal of treating an area equal to the newly created
and replaced impervious surface.
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Letter LJ1
COUNTY OF SONOMA

PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
FAX (707} 565-1103
(707) 565-1900

August 24, 2015

CalTrans District 4
Attn: Oliver Iberian
111 Grand Avenue
Oakland , CA 94612
Re:

Draft EIR Comment Letter, State Route 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Proj ect
PM 15.1/15.7
EA 04-0A0200/EFI S 04-0000-0129

Dear Oliver,

LJ1-1

LJ1-2

LJ1-3

LJ1-4

4-46

This letter serves as the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department {PRMD)
comment letter on the Draft EIR (DEIR) dated June 2015 for the Highway 1 realignment project at
Gleason Beach. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important public project. The
comments are organized by the most appropriate topic, although many comments apply to more than
one topic or issue area.
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
1. The DEIR concludes that the project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts in three
areas: Aesthetics, Cultural Resources, and Land Use and Planning. The DEIR should include
more discussion and balancing of the project objectives of applying typical engineering design
standards versus scenic and historic impacts and values . The comments in this letter regarding
the boardwalk beach access and bridge design should be incorporated as appropriate to the
project design and/or mitigation measures to reduce the impacts in these areas.
Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Consistency
2. PRMD agrees with the DEi R's conclusion that the project is inconsistent with LCP Visual
Resources Policy 2 that "prohibit[s] development that will significantly degrade the scenic
qualities of maj or views and vista points." The project would degrade the scenic quality of two
Major Views and one Vista Point Identified on the LCP Open Space Map. The project is
inconsistent with several other LCP policies , identified and discussed in comments 3 through 5,
below.
3. As stated in the DEIR, the LCP Access Plan identifies that Gleason Beach Subdivision Access
is probably prescriptive and recommends prescriptive rights be proved. Specifically, Access
Plan Policy 54 recommends this beach be acquired through prescriptive rights or purchase, a
small parking lot be developed, and restrooms and a boardwalk wheelchair ramp be installed.
The acquisition and development of this public access has a priority number I, the highest
priority for access projects. LCP Figure Vll -8, Beach Parking Lots, identifies a proposed parking
lot in this location. LCP Access Plan General Policies 2 through 8 fully support the acquisition
and development of public access at this location. Therefore, the DEIR should evaluate how
the project will include investigation of prescriptive rights, completion of the recommended
acquisition, and development access to find the project consistent with the LCP Access Plan
and policies referenced in this comment.
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LJ1-5

LJ1-6

LJ1-7

LJ1-8

LJ1-9

LJ1-10

4. While public beach access is essential , the boardwalk and viewing platform are out of scale with
the area. LCP Visual Resource Policies 9 and 10 require development to be designed and
located to be compatible with the natural setting and existing community characteristics.
Existing beach access improvements along the Sonoma Coast are typically less formal and
more harmonious with the natural surroundings, consisting of trails and, where needed, stairs
built into the earth. Visual Resources Policy 20(8)(1) provides specific direction for locating
structures on cliffs and bluffs, and Access Plan Policy 54 specifically identifies a boardwalk
wheelchair ramp to be developed at this site. Therefore, the DEIR should evaluate an alternate
accessible boardwalk that is visually compatible with the surrounding area to find the project
consis ent with these LCP Access Plan and Visual Resources Policies.
5. Bridge width should be reduced to reduce visual impacts and match the existing conditions.
The DEIR notes the existing alignment consists of 11-foot travel lanes and zero to 2-foot
shoulders. The proposed travel lanes should be reduced to match existing widths in the project
area. The LCP requires four-foot wide shoulders to serve as bike lanes on Highway 1(see LCP
Transportation Policies 28 and 29) . Transportation Policy 31 requires four-foot shoulders on
both travel lanes for two identified bridge replacement projects, Bridgehaven and Salmon Creek.
Although the subject project is not specifically identified in the LCP, the intention to balance
visual impacts with bicycle access on bridge projects is clear. Mitigation Measure VISUAL-1
shou ld be amended to lim it the bridge shoulders to four feet to further reduce visual impact,
comply with Transportation Policy 28 , and still provide adequate width for bicyclists. PRMD
agrees with the conclusion that eight-foot paved shoulders will serve as on-street parking. If
any non-bridge sections of the project will have eight-foot paved shoulders, they should be
identified on the plans and recogn ized as beach access parking spaces.
6. The statement that the LCP visual resource policies are geared toward private development and
not generally applicable to the project is incorrect (DEIR section 2.1.1.1 , Sonoma County Local
Coastal Program). Visual resource policies have consistently been applied to CalTrans projects
within the coastal zone in Sonoma County. While many of these policies are aimed at buildings,
the intent of the LCP is to apply these policies to minimize visual impacts from Highway 1 and
other public roadway development projects . This statement should be amended to reflect the
LCP's intent and implementation.
AestheticNisual Impacts
7. The Coastal Visual Resources Map identifies the project area contains Above Average Views
east of and Outstanding Views west of existing Highway 1. The Viewshed Composition Map
identifies the project area contains coastal terraces to the east and cliffs/bluffs and
beaches/dunes to the west of existing Highway 1. This information should be included in the
DEIR discussion of aesthetic impacts andlor regional plans to provide additional regulatory
context and background information.

8. The DEIR states the project will introduce an urban-industrial feature, the bridge, into a natural,
rustic setting. The County agrees that the project will permanently alter the visual character of
the project area and understands that re location options are very limited. But sensitive, high
quality design could change the character of the bridge to a less intrusive feature that better
blends with the surrounding natural environment. Whal specific design elements will be
incorporated into the bridge lo red uce visual impacts to the maximum extent feasible? Colored
concrete, stamped concrete, painted guardrails, etc. should be considered to reduce visual
impacts. Mi igation Measure VISUAL-2 should be strengthened to ensure all available design
and treatment options are utilized to reduce visual impacts.
9. The Draft Marin and Sonoma Highway 1 Repair Guidelines have consistently been applied to
CalTrans projects in Sonoma County to ensure highway projects better blend with the existing
natural setting. A mitigation measure should be included requiring the project to comply with
these guidelines to further minimize significant impacts on scenic views and visual character of
the project area.
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LJ1-11

Farmlands/Timberlands
10. How did CalTrans determine the land under a Land Conservation Contract will still be suitable
for grazing after project construction? Were factors like percentage of land taken vs. land
remaining, number of cattle, carrying capacity of land, etc. considered? While the conclusion is
reasonable, the DEIR should include some analysis or explanation.

LJ1-12

11 . Section 2. 1.3 should be amended to state the Williamson Act allows local governments lo enter
into recorded contracts, not private contracts, with landowners.

LJ1-13

12. The Operation Phase refers to using fee acquisition and easements to acquire land for the
project. Please explain .

LJ1-14

LJ1-15

LJ1-16

LJ1-17

LJ1-18

13. The DEIR states, "The property under a Williamson Act contract would remain under contract.'
The County assumes that for the portion of land taken, the contract will be voided because
acquisition will occur by eminent domain or in lieu of eminent domain, and the remainder of land
after acquisition would remain under contract. This should be clarified in the DEIR. Be advised
that the Department of Conservation must review CalTrans' land acquisition proposal prior to
acquisition.
14. Government Code section 51292 requires certain findings be made when a public improvement
is placed within an agricultural preserve, but section 51293 excuses those findings in certain
circumstances. Explain why CalTrans is excused from making those findings. It seems the
appropriate section that excuses the agency from making findings is section 51293(g), which
pertains to State highways, including Highway 1.
Water Quality
15. The seed mixes and/or plants used for erosion control , biofiltration , and similar functions should
be regionally native and appropriate for the project site. The Water Quality and Stormwater
Runoff mitigation measures should be modified accordingly.
California Coastal Trail
16. The DEIR recognizes there is an existing gap in the Coastal Trail in the project area. The DEIR
concludes this gap would be closed with the project because pedestrians and bicyclists would
use the new section of Highway 1. This conclusion is erroneous. The existing highway is
already used by pedestrians and bicyclists; the realigned section of Highway 1 would simply
make it easier and safer for those users. The project does not include a new Coastal Trail
alignment. Therefore, the project would not close the existing trail gap.

17. The LCP Recreation Chapter acknowledges that State Coastal Plan Policy 145 would establish
a coastal trail system , and that lateral access could be incorporated into the trail system. The
Access Plan shows a trail generally located between Highway 1 and the beach in the project
area. The draft LCP includes seven new policies (C-PA-2a through C-PA-2g) addressing the
Coastal Trail. Notably, these policies dictate the Coastal Trail should be located close to the
ocean, not be located on roadways, utilize existing trails and faci lities, and minimize
environmental im pact. Most importantly, draft LCP pollcy C-PA-2g requ ires construction of
Coastal Trail segments with , "new or major replacement infrastructure, such as realignment of
Highway 1."
Given the existing LCP support for the trail and the draft LCP policies supporting and requiring
trail construction, the proj ect should include construction of the Coastal Trail within the project
area. The DEIR should include a map and description of the existing, proposed, and future
Coastal Trail alignments in and near the project area. Sonoma County Preliminary Draft LCP
Figure C-PA-1 h (Public Access: Pacifi c ViewMlillow Creek) should be used because it reflects
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LJ1-18
(cont’d)

LJ1-19

LJ1-20

the most current information on the Coastal Trail alignment. This map identifies a future Coastal
Trail alignment in the project area. It is shown generally along Highway 1 because the exact
location has not yet been determined.

Biological Resources
18. Impacts to Myrtle's sifverspot butterfly habitat appear to be mitigated by enhancing nearby
habitat and other methods. However, each of the project build alternatives moves the traveling
public further into and bisects Myrtle's silverspot butterfly habitat. Compensatory mitigation is
offered from the loss of grassland habitat at a 1:1 ratio, but no mitigation is offered to reduce the
likely increased seasonal loss of alates moving across Highway 1. This could be rectified by
increasing the mitigation ratio or additional avoidance measures, such as seasonally reducing
speeds through the project area. In addition , the enhancement and compensatory mitigation
should include a three to five year dynamic monitoring plan to ensure the local Myrtle 's
silverspol butterfly population rema ins stable.
19. Impacts to sensitive aquatic organisms (California red-legged frog and salmonids) from the
proposed project build alternatives should be partially mitigated on-site by enhancement of the
local riparian habitat on Scotty Creek. A plan to restore the riparian zone within the proposed
project area should include cattle exclusion, use of locally collected native plant source
materials, and be designed by a qualified plant communities ecologist or landscape architect.
Specifically, th e plan should assess habitat improvements to all sensitive wildlife species,
including tricolored blackbird, the listed anadromous salmonids, and Californ ia red-legged frog .

LJ1-21

20. This project presents an excellent opportunity to restore Scotty Creek. The property owners of
Ballard Ranch (APN 101-110-005) have indicated they are willing and exci ed for creek
restoration on their property. CalTrans should do everything in Its power to incorporate creek
restoration into the project.

LJ1-22

21 . Why are two new access roads proposed to serve the existing houses on Gleason Beach?
Only one access road should be created to minimize impact to coastal terrace prairie and
related biological resources. Eliminating one access road would also reduce visual im pacts.

LJ1-23

LJ1-24

LJ1-25

Cultural Resources
22. PRMD concurs that the project will have a significant adverse impact on the visual setting of the
historic coastal dairy ranch (County Landmark #119, Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch). The site is
a locally designated , historically significant property and is located in the HD (Historic District)
Combining Zone. The size and location of the bridge structure results in a massive new manmade feature in a very rural , scen ic, and historic context. To reduce impact to the historic
coastal dairy ranch, the alternatives analysis should include and discuss the feasibility of an
alignment that is:
a. located farther away from the cluster of ranch buildings;
b. not elevated as much or as high above grade; and
c. narrower in width.
23. Mitigation measure CUL-5 requires interpretive signage pertaining to historic coastal dairy
ranches. PRMD will require the signage be included with the Coastal Development Permit
application so County staff, the County Landmarks Commission, and the public have an
opportunity to review it. Mitigation measure CUL-5 should be amended to include this
requirement.
24. The DEIR should note that the two Sea Ranch style houses will likely be demolished by storm
events or property owners in the near future due to ongoing bluff erosion under the No Build and
Build Alternatives. It would be helpful to include the average bluff erosion rate to provide
context for the reader. This section should re iterate that all previous efforts to preserve
structures on the bluff have fa iled.
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LJ1-26

I

Procedural
25. PRMD will process the Coastal Development Permit for the portion of the project within its
jurisdiction. The County's decision on this permit will be appealable to the Coastal Commission.
26. PRMD would appreciate being able to review and comment on the Administrative Draft of the
Final EIR.

LJ1-27

LJ1-28

Corrections!Typos
27. The following errors should be corrected:
a. Section 2 .1. 1. 1, page 2-15, states that the project com plies with local plans, then states
it does not comply with the LCP. This section should be amended to note the project
does not comply with all local plans.
b. Sections 2.1. 1.1 and 2.1.3 incorrectly identify the General Plan land use designations as
General Industrial and Rural Residential west of Highway 1; the correct designations are
Public-Quasi Public and Rural Residential . Section 2.1.1. 1 incorrectly identifies the
project area as located in the Sea Ranch South map; the correct map is Pacific
View/Willow Creek.
c. The boundaries of Sereno Del Mar and Carmel subdivisions are incorrectly identified on
Figure 2-1 .
d. On Figure 2-2, APN 101 -130-013 is incorrectly identified as under a Williamson Act
contract.
e. Sonoma County General Plan and Zoning designation LEA stands for Land Extensive
Agriculture.
f. The California Coastal Trail is sometimes identified as the California Coastal Train.
g. It would help the reader to consistently refer to the bridge as "bridge" and not "viaduct."

Please contact me at Misti.Harris@sonoma-county.org or 707-565-1352 if you have any questions.
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. We appreciate CalTrans' commitment lo local, high
quality public outreach and look forward to continuing to work with you on this project.

~~
Misti Harris
Planner lll

c:

Efren Carrillo, 5th District Supervisor
Tennis Wick, A ICP, Director
Jennifer Barrett, Deputy Director
Dean Parsons, Project Review Manager
Sandi Potter, Environmental Review and Comprehensive Planning
File
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Response to Comment Letter LJ1: Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management
Department
Response LJ1-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Your comments
are addressed below.

Response LJ1-2

As part of the identification of the Preferred Build Alternative, Caltrans has evaluated the public
comments on the Draft EIR/EA, as well as the environmental impacts associated with each
Build Alternative. Alternative 19A was identified as a result of this process. Caltrans recognizes
the scenic qualities of the Gleason Beach area and the Final EIR/EA with FONSI seeks to
balance the project objectives versus the scenic and historic character of the project area. In
reference to the location of the proposed boardwalk, it is the only State-owned parcel that would
provide beach access within the project area, and therefore the only feasible location option for
the project to provide beach access. Caltrans has been receptive to input on the public access
features included in the project and conducted a community meeting in April 2016 to provide
further input on the preliminary design of the proposed SR 1 roadway realignment. Caltrans will
continue to explore further design refinements during the permitting stage of the project.

Response LJ1-3

Caltrans recognizes and disclosed that all three proposed alternatives would be inconsistent
with the adopted 2001 LCP. Caltrans will address the LCP consistency in the CDP application.

Response LJ1-4

Caltrans will address the LCP policies identified in the draft LCP Update dated July 2015 in
coordination with Sonoma County during the CDP application. Parcel acquisitions will be
determined in coordination with landowners and as part of the permitting phase of the project.

Response LJ1-5

The location of the proposed boardwalk is the only State-owned parcel that would provide
beach access within the project area, and therefore the only feasible location for the project to
provide beach access. South of Scotty Creek, there are no public parcels and so beach access
cannot be proposed at these locations. The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the boardwalk would
result in an adverse effect and significant and unavoidable impact relative to aesthetics and
visual quality. The existing topography of the bluff presents design limitations relative to the type
and scale of the structure. This feature will be further refined during the CDP process.

Response LJ1-6

Due to safety considerations and the non-linear alignment of the roadway, 11-foot travel lanes
and 0- to 2-foot shoulders are not feasible. Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA the
dimensions of the roadway and bridge have been modified from what was described in the Draft
EIR/EA to balance pedestrian, bicyclist and motorist safety.
Shoulder widths on non-bridge portions of the new SR 1 alignment would be 4 feet of paved
surface and 4 feet of unpaved surface. On the bridge, a wider shoulder is warranted as the
bridge rail would be a vertical element that would block users’ ability to see the road ahead on
curves. A wider shoulder would allow for increased sight distance. In addition, a wider shoulder
would increase safety on the bridge compared to existing conditions as there are currently no
emergency escape areas for bicycles, pedestrians and vehicles on the existing bridge over
Scotty Creek.
Based on Caltrans design standards, due to the horizontal curves at each end of the proposed
bridge, a 15-foot to 16-foot shoulder is required at the southern end and a 10-foot shoulder is
required at the northern end. In order to minimize the project’s footprint, efforts were made to
minimize these shoulder widths. The Draft EIR/EA proposed 8-foot shoulders on the bridge.
These have now been further reduced to as little as 6 feet at certain locations on the bridge,
resulting in a decrease of 2 feet compared to the shoulder width identified in the Draft EIR/EA.
Pedestrian and bicycle access would be accommodated on the new SR 1 alignment. Since the
circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the dimensions of the elevated bridge have been modified from
what was described in the Draft EIR/EA to more safely accommodate multimodal transit. The
updated proposed bridge is planned to be 49 feet wide with a 6- to 8-foot shoulder and 6-foot
sidewalk in the southbound direction and a 6- to 8-foot shoulder in the northbound direction.
These shoulder dimensions would be wider than shoulders along existing SR 1 and would
better allow for multimodal use of the project corridor compared to existing conditions.
Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, construction of a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over
Scotty Creek in the location of the existing culverts/bridge to be removed from Scotty Creek is
now under consideration, if determined to be feasible.

Response LJ1-7

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, Section 2.1.1.1, Land Use, has been revised to note
that LCP policies related to scenic and visual qualities have been considered in the project
design.
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Response LJ1-8

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the existing setting information presented in
Section 2.1.6, Visual/Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR/EA is augmented in the Final EIR/EA with
FONSI by the following information:
“County of Sonoma Local Coastal Plan: The County of Sonoma LCP identifies the project area
as having Above Average Views east of SR 1 and Outstanding Views west of SR 1.”

Response LJ1-9

One of the goals of the bridge design is to make the structure as visually thin, light and
streamlined as possible, with a curving alignment that blends into the local geography. The
project also calls for the development of such design refinements during the project design
phase, and it is Caltrans’ intent to design the proposed bridge to be compatible with the
landscape as much as possible (see Mitigation Measure VISUAL-2: Bridge Design
Enhancement Measures). The bridge design will be further refined in the design phase of the
project.

Response LJ1-10

Although the Marin Highway 1 Repair Guidelines have been in effect since 2015, the Sonoma
Highway 1 Repair Guidelines are currently under development. These guidelines apply to minor
storm damage repair projects and are not intended for use on replacement projects such as this
proposed project. Caltrans recognizes the scenic and rural character of the project area and is
designing project features that are as compatible as possible with the landscape while also
meeting the purpose and need of the project.

Response LJ1-11

Measures such as cattle crossings can be provided to allow contiguous access for cattle to
continue to use parcels unless the parcels will be taken out of grazing use altogether. These
details will be finalized during the right-of-way phase of the project.

Response LJ1-12

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, Section 2.1.3, Farmlands/Timberlands related to the
Williamson Act has been revised as follows: “The Williamson Act allows local governments to
enter into recorded contracts with landowners.”

Response LJ1-13

The proposed project’s right-of-way requirements are summarized in Table 2-7, Preliminary
Right-of-Way Requirements. The table describes the various temporary and permanent
easements required for project implementation.

Response LJ1-14

Upon completion of the environmental review phase of the project, Caltrans’ Right-of-Way
personnel would begin the process of securing the land that is necessary to implement the
project. This would involve negotiations with applicable landowners to acquire property and/or
secure easements.

Response LJ1-15

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, Section 2.1.4.3, Affected Environment, has been
modified to state that the appropriate section that excuses Caltrans from making findings when
a public improvement is placed within an agricultural preserve is Section 51293(g), which
pertains to state highways, including SR 1.

Response LJ1-16

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, Measure WATER-7: Treatment Measures has been
modified as follows: “Seed mixes and/or plants used for erosion control, biofiltration, and similar
functions would be regionally native and appropriate for the project site.”

Response LJ1-17

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, Section 1.3, Project Description, has been modified to
recognize that there is not an existing gap in the CCT in the project area. This statement has
been modified in this section and in any other parts of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI where it is
mentioned, with the following: “The California Coastal Trail (CCT) is coincident with existing
SR 1 throughout the project limits. The CCT is a network of public trails for walkers, bicyclists,
and others along the 1,200-mile coastline. Near Gleason Beach, pedestrians and bicyclists
share the roadway with vehicles or use the 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 pedestrians and bicyclists 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.”

Response LJ1-18

Caltrans supports efforts to enhance public access and has worked closely with related
agencies and the public to include pedestrian and bicycle access on the new SR 1 alignment,
as well as a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Scotty Creek, if feasible. The existing CCT
alignment can continue to be used for pedestrian and bicycle access along the coast depending
upon future bluff retreat and coastal erosion. Project consistency with the Recreation policies in
the adopted 2001 LCP and draft LCP dated July 2015 will be addressed in the CDP application.

Response LJ1-19

Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures have been refined to reflect the USFWS
Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b). Mitigation details will be further refined during Section 7
consultation with USFWS.
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Response LJ1-20

The project will largely avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic organisms through construction of a
bridge which spans Scotty Creek and limited water diversion/in-water work designed to
minimize potential conflicts with salmonids. Riparian restoration and grazing management will
be determined in coordination with landowners and as part of the permitting phase of the
project. Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures have been refined to reflect the
USFWS Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b).

Response LJ1-21

Caltrans recognizes the potential value in improving Scotty Creek and will continue to explore
restoration of Scotty Creek in the permitting phase of the project development. Currently, the
proposed project would remove the current box culverts at the mouth of Scotty Creek to make
the creek more accessible to salmonids and is expected to have a net benefit on salmonids. In
addition, although not a mitigation requirement commensurate with impacts to this project,
Caltrans will be coordinating with resource agencies as part of the permitting phase of the
project to review opportunities for improving conditions within Scotty Creek and its associated
riparian corridor.

Response LJ1-22

The Draft EIR/EA Section 1.3, Project Description, identified three access roads to provide
access to the remaining property owners and the coast. Three separate roads are needed
because the following three barriers will be created as a result of the proposed project: 1) the
Scotty Creek culverts and roadway would be removed; 2) the section of SR 1 by the soldier pile
wall is expected to erode away in the near future, and a contingency measure for that failure
should be considered; and 3) the northern section of the existing alignment does not connect to
the realigned SR 1 to the north because the resulting small angle formed at the intersection
creates safety concerns as it would be difficult for vehicles to see approaching vehicles/bikes
while turning from the existing alignment.

Response LJ1-23

Three project alternatives were carried forward for further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. None
of these alternatives could avoid impacts to the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch. Design of the
three alignments was a balancing act to avoid architectural, archaeological, biological, visual,
and other sensitive resources, as well as meet highway safety and sight distance curvature
requirements.
Since 2007, Caltrans design engineers and environmental specialists have continually refined
the proposed project in an effort to avoid or reduce impacts as much as possible to many
different environmental resources. In total, Caltrans has evaluated over 20 project design
alternatives/variations as part of the project identification process. The three alternatives
evaluated in the Draft EIR/EA would result in the lowest level of environmental impacts while still
meeting the project purpose and complying with Caltrans design standards and constraints.
As a result of further environmental analysis and public input, Alternative 19A was identified as
the Preferred Build Alternative because it best avoids or minimizes impacts to all sensitive
resources in the project area.

Response LJ1-24

As described in Mitigation Measure CUL-5: CEQA-Specific Mitigation – Interpretive Signage and
Materials, Caltrans is committed to working with stakeholders and further details will be
addressed during the design phase of the project.

Response LJ1-25

Although both of the Sea Ranch style houses are within the architectural history APE,
demolition of these two buildings is not part of the project scope, nor can Caltrans predict when
and if they will be removed. Information regarding the bluff erosion rate and the consistent
failure of past stabilization efforts is provided in Section 1.1.2 and also under the “Adaptation
Strategies for Sea Level Rise” section of Chapter 3.

Response LJ1-26

Caltrans will continue to coordinate with Sonoma County to determine the appropriate CDP
review process.

Response LJ1-27

The Draft EIR/EA was distributed to the public and to public agencies. The comment period
ended on August 23, 2015. Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the public agencies, as
related to completion of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI and permitting, but will not recirculate the
Final EIR/EA with FONSI for additional public comment.

Response LJ1-28

Caltrans has corrected the errors noted in the comment.
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August 22, 2015
Mr. Oliver Iberien, Branch Chief
Office of Environmental Analysis
California Department of Tran sportation Dist. 4
Att: Brian Gassner
111 Grand Avenue, MSSB
Oakland, CA 94612
Fax: 510 286-5600
Email: gleasonrealignmentt @dot.ca.gov

Re: Caltrans' failure to comply with CEQA by not holding a public hearing on the Draft
EIR/EA for the proposed Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project; Failure to
adequately circulate Visual Impacts Study document for public com1nent in timely fashion;
General comments on Draft EIR/EA on the proposed Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment
Project.

Dear Mr. Iberian:
The se comments on the proposed Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project Draft EIR/EA are
intended to document Cal tran s' failure to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) by not holding any public hearings on the Draft EIR/ EA, to verify Caltrans' failure to
circulate in timely fashion the Visual Impacts Study document in order to allow adequate public
review before the comment deadline, and to provide general comments on inadequacie s in the Draft
EIR/ EA.

LC1-2

Although the July 29, 2015 Bodega Bay meeting advertised as an "Open House Public
Question/ Answer Panel for the Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Assessment for
the Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project" was promoted by Caltrans in their outreach
mailer as being held " to solicit comments and question s on the environmental analysis and impacts
evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Assessment (EIR/ EA)
prepared for Cal trans proposed project to realign State Route 1 at Gleason Beach in Sonoma
Coun1y", this meeting instead began with an announcement by the Caltrans repre sentative s pre sent
stating that "no record will be made of this meeting" . This belated announcement by Cal trans to a
room full of interested local citizens, mo st of whom had turned out in anticipation of being able to
speak on the record for this Project, obviously had a dampening effect on the number and content of
any oral presentations by the public and precluded public comment from being documented.

Local Coastal Plan Amendment Required:

LC1-3

The proposed Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project (Propo sed Project) will clearly require
an amendment to the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan. For this and other reasons, a full public
hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Assessment for the Propo sed
Project, to comply with CEQA, will be essential. We hereby reque st that Caltrans hold one or more
public hearings in which a written record of the proceedings is formally collected.
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Failure to Mitigate Project's Significant Adverse Impacts on Visual Character of the Sonoma
Coast:

Virtually every one of the Proposed Project Alternatives that remain under consideration by Caltrans
for the proposed Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project, except for the "No Project''
alternative, will result in major adverse impacts to the County of Sonoma Designated Scenic
Resource Area SubArea 8/Pacific View /Willow Creek map segment shown in Figure C-OSRC-lh of
the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan.

LC1-4

Although Caltrans commissioned a separate document called the "Visual Impacts Study'', Caltrans'
failure to circulate and solicit comments on this Visual Impacts Study, and the agency's failure to
make this document readily available to the public in timely fashion, contribute to a flawed disclosure
of the impacts of the Proposed Project to the delicate ecosystem and visual ambience of the Scotty
Creek watershed, a favorite attraction with visitors to the Sonoma Coast often found in tourism
guides. Formal requests to Caltrans' staff and consultants at the July 29, 2015 meeting held at the
Bodega Bay Grange Hall were met with statements by the consultants to the effect that hardcopies or
CD-ROMs of the Visual Impacts Study are not available, that the Visual Impacts Study is not
accessible online, and that any member of the public with an interest in this document would need to
fill out a specific written request for a copy of it on one of the Caltrans "Comments" cards provided
at the meeting. Duly completing such a request in writing, providing a mailing address, and handing
the request card in person to the designated Caltrans staff at the meeting, did not result in the
availability of an emailed .pdf file of the Visual Impacts Study from Caltrans consultants CH2M Hill
for public review until August 19, 2015, nearly the close of comments on the Proposed Project.

LC1-5

Section 30251, Scenic and Visual Qualities of the California Coastal Act, states that "(T)he scenic and
visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance.
Permitted development shall 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, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in
visually degraded areas."

LC1-6

The loss to the public of the picturesque Scotty Creek scenic landscape unit beneath an industrialscale concrete bridge more appropriate to an urban cityscape freeway overpass does not comply with
the abovementioned provision of the California Coastal Act and should not be taken lightly by
Project planners. A more graceful structure should be designed, at a lower and less-intrusive
elevation, and a more visually-transparent highway railing design should be incorporated in any final
design.
The scale of the Proposed Project in the context of this sensitive site and setting is, quite simply,
engineering overkill. To introduce such a substantial level of diverse adverse impacts in this unique
environment absent a full public hearing process, absent an unbiased reconsideration of earlier lessimpactful options not fully evaluated, and absent a redesign of the Proposed Project to minimize and
mitigate the full range of anticipated impacts is not compliant with the California Coastal Act and
with CEQA and CEQA guidelines.

LC1-7

Project Not About Adaptation to Sea Level Rise:

LC1-8

Many of Caltrans' underlying rationalizations on which the agency bases its' claimed need for this
Proposed Project are predicated on fallacies about climate-based sea level rise. First, the false
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justification that sea level rise is responsible for the rapid decomposition of cliff geology in this area
has been convincingly debunked by both Caltrans' consultants and by longterm local residents.
Clearly, a very narrow cliffside agricultural property was unwisely allowed to be subdivided for homes
years ago, contrary to compelling evidence at the time the subdivision was approved that the
geologically-unstable residential lots thus created could be expected to quickly erode due to the rapid
flow of a perched water table that exits the cliff face part of the way between the elevation of the
highway and the present mean high tide sea level. It is primarily the flow of water from these springs
on the cliffside, combined with surface runoff, that provides the major contribution to cliff erosion
now threatening adjacent homes and limited linear segments of the highway itself. The Proposed
Project as designed, therefore, cannot logically be characterized as necessary due to sea level rise. The
draft EIR/EA, in addition, makes no mention of the probable contribution of new stormwater
runoff from the extensive additional impervious surfaces of, and drainage from, the Proposed
Project, which are expected to be added to the present runoff from existing highway surfaces in this
region.

LC1-8

(cont’d)

The total north/south extent of the Proposed Project (between 3000 feet and 3700 feet) clearly has
become much longer than would otherwise have been necessary, due in large part to the
neighborhood septic leach field that was allowed to be constructed on the east side of Highway One.
An additional alternative in Caltrans' Proposed Project EIR/EA should be proposed and fully
evaluated that would enable a shorter and less invasive bypass route that could result from relocating
this interim leach field, particularly since this leach field now serves a much smaller number of
remaining houses due to the subsequent removal of some of the destabilized residences it was
installed to serve.

LC1-9

Amplified Traffic Hazards from Increased Highway Speeds Associated with the Proposed
Project:

Traffic hazards associated with the minimal straight sections of Highway One along the Sonoma
Coast focus on hurried and anxious drivers who commonly disregard, and cross over, double yellow
line striping in order to try to overtake slower drivers by unsafe passing. The slope gradient of the
proposed large bridge, its width, and the straightened lines-of-sight will inevitably embolden drivers
to speed up and attempt to pass on the elevated bridge associated with the Proposed Project, as now
commonly occurs on similar straight sections of Highway One elsewhere along the Sonoma County
Cos.st, even where no-passing zones are in clear evidence. The Draft EIR/EA also fails to address
the physical reconfiguration of this section of highway and its implications for accelerated speeds in
areas of existing Highway One located to the north and south of the Proposed Project.

LC1-10

Protecting Domestic Water Sources and Sensitive Wetlands:

LC1-11

LC1-12

The draft EIR/EA for the Proposed Project fails to delineate how Caltrans' scenarios for planning
the proposed construction will protect existing domestic and agricultural water sources in this
seasonally water-short valley. Some of the residential users now dependent on fragile developed
wells and springs have no other alternative source of water supply. The excuse, oft-repeated by
Caltrans, that "these issues will be resolved later in the process" does not adequately mitigate this and
related hydrologic problems.
Sensitive wetlands, which provide critical habitat for unique species and that are subject to the
provisions of the federal Clean Water Act, are not addressed adequately in the EIR/EA for the
Proposed Project, and prior efforts by affected landowners to pursue restoration of salmonid habitat
in Scotty Creek appear to have fallen by the wayside. Gleason Beach and the surrounding wetlands
area upstream clearly comprise what the Sonoma County Local Coastal Program (LCP) refers to as
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(cont’d)

Environmentally-Sensitive-Habitat (ESHA) as defined by the California Coastal Commission (CCC).
The Proposed Project will impose permanent adverse impacts to the Coastal Prairie ESHA at this
location. The wetlands that would be impacted by the proposed realignment project at Gleason's
Beach represent some of the only remaining native habitat in that category on the Sonoma Coast,
thus the requisite Corps of Engineers wetland permitting protocols involving full compliance with
the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) should be observed by Caltrans. The remaining historic ranch
house has been well maintained and the associated agricultural accoutrements along Scotty Creek
represent a culturally important landmark on the Sonoma Coast, one which should not be casually
sacrificed to simply disappearing below an overbuilt bridge project. The loss of this agricultural
heritage site would then hypothetically be "mitigated" by a future Caltrans brochure as has been
proposed by the Agency. This is inadequate mitigation for such a significant loss.

LC1-13

Likewise, tentative mitigations discussed by Caltrans for permanent loss of the Myrtle's Silverspot
butterfly habitat (of which only four populations are known to remain in California) and for damage
by the Proposed Project to the California red-legged frog and its habitats are inadequate and need to
be more fully delineated in the FEIR.

LC1-12

Public Safety Hazards Associated with Vestigial Sections of Old Highway One Remaining
After the Project:

LC1-14

LC1-15

The draft EIR/EA does not suggest how Cal trans and local residents are expected to cope with the
"attractive nuisance" configuration of the proposed off-highway parking and other appurtenances
that would be incidentally created as an indirect result of the Proposed Project's abandonment of
sections of the old highway alignment. The two dead-end road "spurs" that would be left remaining
that will then terminate at the north and south banks of Scotty Creek after the existing Highway One
culvert is demolished can reasonably be anticipated to become a haven for late-night mischief by
members of the public seeking a place to congregate, party, or discharge firearms. A review of
reported law enforcement incidents at night along the unincorporated parts of the Sonoma Coast
between The Jenner Grade and Bodega Bay between 1980 and the present will confirm this concern.
In spite of the best efforts of responsible authorities in the face oflimited budgets, inadequate patrols
at night by state park personnel or county law enforcement inevitably leave any parking area,
abandoned roadway, or beach that is vehicle-accessible and not visible directly from Highway One
vulnerable as an attractive nuisance. The proposed Caltrans construction of a small parking lot for
several automobiles at Scotty Creek only exacerbates this problem unless said parking lot is gated and
managed so as to be securely closed to public access at night.
During the day, in the summer, an excessive number of inbound vehicles attempting to enter the
much-larger upper parking lot at Goat Rock Beach find themselves backed up from entering by
earlier-arriving drivers trying to exit on the same narrow roadway after finding the parking lot there
full to capacity. At nearby Duncans Landing, a unit of the Sonoma Coast State Park, the closure of
longstanding park restrooms due to budget constraints has resulted in public use of the beach area
itself as a restroom, and subsequent removal of park trash receptacles to save the cost of refuse
pickup has left visitors with no disposal options for garbage or pet waste in recent years.

Proposed Stairs Limiting Public Access to Gleason Beach:
LC1-16

The Proposed Project proposes to construct a boardwalk to provide public access to the beach just
north of Scotty Creek. This boardwalk, as designed, would not be wheelchair accessible, which the
EIR/EA claims is due to the steep slope and the necessity for a constrained footprint resulting from
water levels, sensitive habitat, and private property impact concerns. This access point is being

···················-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------······························-,
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LC1-16
(cont’d)

proposed for passive recreational uses associated with beaches (e.g., walking, sunbathing, picnicking,
and nature study), but the EIR/EA fails to explain how this diminished level of access mitigates for
the loss of the present pre-existing level of access. No ADA considerations are in evidence in the
plans for this proposed stairway structure.
Noncompliant Section 4(t) De Minimis Determination for the Project:

LC1-17

A flawed Section 4(f) Evaluation document has been prepared in tandem with the Gleason
Beach State Route (SR) 1 Roadway Realignment Project Draft Environmental Document (DED).
This document purports to provide, but fails to submit, documentation necessary to support
determinations required to comply with the provision of 23 United States Code
(U.S.C.) 138 and 49 U.S.C. 303, commonly referred to as Section 4(f).
The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with applicable
federal laws for this project is claimed to have been carried out by Cal trans under its assumption of
responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327. This documentation has not been prepared in accordance
with legislation established under the United States Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49
u.s.c. 303; 23 u.s.c. 138).
Inadequate Cultural Resources Identification Efforts for the Proposed Project:

LC1-18

Cultural resource studies within the Project Area are claimed by Caltrans to have included
completion of an archaeological inventory (Caltrans 2012d), an inventory of the built-environment
(Caltrans 2012e), and a subsurface testing/NRHP eligibility study (Caltrans 2014h).
These documents were not adequately circulated for public review, and even though 2012d was likely
not circulated in order to better protect archeological sites from illegal pothunters and vandals, some
degree of appropriate professional peer-review should have been conducted. Caltrans also claims to
have prepared a summary document providing an overview of methods and findings regarding
cultural resources for this project (Caltrans 2014e). A draft report, ''Historic Resources Inventory
and Evaluation Report, Scotty Creek Restoration, Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District
Sonoma County California," was apparently prepared by JRP Historical Consulting in April 2011,
and was supposed to have included the initial NRHP evaluation of the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch
that was used in the inventory of built environment resources for this Proposed Project. No final
version of this report has been made available to the public. This document and the protocols for
this research have not been circulated for public review.

LC1-19

A records search was purportedly 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. The records search is claimed to have included a review of
all known cultural resources records and reports within 0.5 mile of the Project Area, and although the
Scotty Creek area was obviously a place of reverence and habitation for native peoples, not all of
these uses are necessarily documented within the Northwest Information Center of the California
Historical Resources Information System database. Even though results of the records search
indicated that some site-specific archaeological studies have been conducted in the Proposed Project
area, the Draft EIR/EA for the Proposed Project fails to verify the document's claim of an adequate
and representative inventory. In light of the nature of the sheltered valley along Scotty Creek, it
seems improbable that only 4-5 archeological properties were located there, as claimed by Caltrans.
There were likely a greater number of sites along Scotty Creek than those documented thus far.

LC1-20

Although Caltrans asserts, in the Draft EIR.EA, that a reasonable and good faith effort has been

···················-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~······························-,

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

4-59

Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

made to identify any members of the local Native American community who may attach religious or
cultural significance to the Proposed Project area, more onsite research should be done now that the
preferred alternative routes have been more narrowly identified.

LC1-20
(cont’d)

Conclusions:

Unfortunately, the scale of the proposed 750-900 foot elevated concrete bridge, bypass approaches,
and abutments and engineered concrete supports currently being contemplated by Caltrans would
appear to be a case of serious institutional overkill. Unless this set of problems are approached with
more sensitivity to the unique values of the site in question, Caltrans' Proposed Project could
unintentionally destroy an important vestige of Sonoma County's agricultural and cultural history,
obscure spectacular coastal viewsheds, unnecessarily complicate an important beach access point not
presently requiring transit of a cliff face trail, and irrevocably wipe out ecological and habitat values
of significance to the State of California and the public.

LC1-21

LC1-22

It is clear that whatever decision Caltrans may make about how best the Agency should proceed
with any type of repair or realignment project at Gleason's Beach will need to be fully informed and
guided by the environmental sensitivity, historical significance, archeological resources, riparian
setting, wildlife values, and other unique site-specific factors that pertain to this particular location.
The Draft EIR/EA, unfortunately fails to accomplish this balancing act.

LC1-23

We are pleased to provide these written comments on the Proposed Project, but written comments
are no legal substitute for timely public hearings, thus we look forward to a public hearing pursuant
to CEQA, as delineated above.
Sincerely,

Richard Charter
Senior Fellow, The Ocean Foundation
694 7 Cliff A venue
Bodega Bay, CA 94923
707 875-2345
707 875-3482
email : waterway@monitor.net

cc:
Congressman Jared Huffman
Senator Barbara Boxer
Sonoma County Supervisor Efren Carrillo
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Response to Comment Letter LC1: The Ocean Foundation
Response LC1-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Your comments
are addressed below. A copy the Visual Impact Assessment was provided to the commenter via
email on August 18, 2015.

Response LC1-2

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15802 and NEPA (42 USC 4321), a project
scoping meeting was held in Sonoma County within the county of the proposed project in 2014.
A public open house was held on July 29, 2015 to provide the public an opportunity to obtain
information about the project, review project details, ask questions of Caltrans staff, and provide
written comments on the Draft EIR/EA. The meeting was announced in the Notice of Availability
(NOA) that was mailed to the State Clearinghouse on July 10, 2015. The NOA was published in
the Santa Rosa Press Democrat newspaper.
An announcement was made at that meeting that only written comments, such as on comment
cards provided at the meeting, via email, or via regular mail, would be recorded and responded
to. As required under CEQA, Caltrans collected all comments received via those written
mediums and has provided written responses to them in the Final EIR/EA with FONSI
document.
The Visual Impact Assessment is a technical report used as the basis for the visual resources
analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EA. As such, public circulation of the Visual Impact
Assessment is not required under CEQA/NEPA. However, that report and other technical
reports prepared for the Draft EIR/EA were made available to the public upon request at
Caltrans’ Oakland office. Given that the commenter could not visit the Caltrans office in person,
a digital copy was made available by email on August 18, 2015.

Response LC1-3

The July 29, 2015 public open house provided the public an opportunity to provide written
comments on the Draft EIR/EA. As required under CEQA, Caltrans collected all comments
received via those written mediums and has provided written responses to them in the Final
EIR/EA with FONSI document. Caltrans is committed to outreach to inform the public of its
plans and an informational meeting was conducted in April 2016 to provide the community with
an update of the project’s plans and preliminary roadway and bridge design. A hearing will likely
be held as part of the Coastal Development Permit and/or Local Coastal Plan amendment
review as deemed necessary by the reviewing agency.

Response LC1-4

The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the scale and location of the proposed project would result in
adverse effects and significant and unavoidable impacts to visual resources within the project
area. Various environmental considerations, including visual resources impacts, were evaluated
in order to achieve a balance between multiple environmental resources. As a result of
environmental analysis and public input, Alternative 19A was identified as the Preferred Build
Alternative that best balances potential impacts to multiple environmental resources.

Response LC1-5

The Visual Impact Assessment is a technical report used as the basis for the visual resources
analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EA. As such, public circulation of the Visual Impact
Assessment is not required under CEQA/NEPA. However, that report and all other final
technical reports prepared for the Draft EIR/EA are made available to the public. A digital copy
was made available to the commenter by email on August 18, 2015.

Response LC1-6

One of the goals of the bridge design is to make the structure as visually thin, light and
streamlined as possible, with a curving alignment that blends into the local geography. Design
modifications and enhancements such as those proposed by the commenter are called for in
Mitigation Measure VISUAL-2: Bridge Design Enhancement Measures, and it is the intent of
that measure to facilitate the development of such enhancements during the project design
phase. It is Caltrans’ intent to design the proposed bridge to be compatible with the landscape
as much as possible.
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Response LC1-7

The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the scale and location of the proposed project would result in
adverse effects and significant and unavoidable impacts to visual resources within the project
area. As the project design moves forward for Preferred Build Alternative 19A, efforts will be
made to address concerns related to the size and design of the proposed structure.
In addition to constraints associated with visual quality, other environmental constraints related
to the project design included the need to: 1) avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along
the coastal bluffs; 2) minimize impacts to the Scotty Creek floodplain; 3) continue to provide
access to existing property owners; and 4) avoid floodplain areas where future storms could
inundate the roadway, and ensure that the bridge soffit elevation is sufficient to keep the bridge
deck above water during such storms. Over 20 project design alternatives/variations were
evaluated as part of the project identification process. The three alternatives evaluated in the
Draft EIR/EA would result in the lowest level of environmental impacts while still complying with
Caltrans design standards and constraints.

Response LC1-8

The Draft EIR/EA does not state that sea level rise is the primary cause of bluff erosion (see
Section 3.2.6, Climate Change). The analysis of the bluff retreat included other contributing
factors in addition to wave action, such as groundwater and earthquakes. In addition, the project
design would avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along the coastal bluff. The bluff retreat
analysis also incorporated an increase in the wave action component due to future sea level
rise.

Response LC1-9

One of the goals of the project design is to avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along the
coastal bluff. This constraint requires placement of the proposed SR 1 alignment further inland,
preventing a shorter bypass route through the leach field. The leach field falls within the 2100
coastal erosion line and thus the realigned roadway cannot be built over it.

Response LC1-10

Vehicles speeding and passing illegally is a concern for the entirety of SR 1 and cannot be
addressed by the proposed project alone. On the proposed new SR 1 bridge, the horizontal and
vertical curvature of the roadway is designed for a maximum design speed of 50 miles per hour
(mph), with the bridge and southern portion of the alignment designed for a speed of 40 mph.
This curvature would help reduce overall travel speeds on the bridge, but ultimately cannot
completely prevent high speed driving. However, as the project’s design is further refined, traffic
calming techniques such as the installation of bumps, warning signage, flashers and/or striping
can be explored in order to reduce travel speeds.

Response LC1-11

As part of the environmental review process, Caltrans evaluated the project’s potential impacts
to water resources in the project area. In part due to potential impacts to water wells under
Alternative 20, that alternative was eliminated from further consideration in order to avoid those
impacts. Moving forward, these wells will be protected from project activities by ensuring that
the project design avoids them.

Response LC1-12

The proposed project would remove the current box culverts at the mouth of Scotty Creek to
make the creek more accessible to salmonids. The proposed project has been designed to
avoid impacts to wetlands as much as possible by designing an elevated structure over much of
the wetland area. Caltrans is working to minimize project-related impacts to sensitive
environmental resources. Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures will be further
refined in the permitting stage of the project. Caltrans will comply with the Clean Water Act and
other relevant environmental permits.
Three project alternatives were carried forward for further evaluation in the Draft EIR/EA. None
of these alternatives could avoid impacts to the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch. Design of the
three alignments was a balancing act to avoid architectural, archaeological, biological, visual,
and other sensitive resources, as well as meet highway safety and sight distance curvature
requirements. As a result of environmental analysis and public input, Alternative 19A was
identified as the Preferred Build Alternative because it best avoids or minimizes impacts to
sensitive resources in the project area.
The Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch house and other buildings would remain after project
construction, although a portion of the ranch’s open land would be acquired for the proposed
project. As indicated by Mitigation Measure CUL-5: CEQA-Specific Mitigation –Interpretive
Signage in the Draft EIR/EA, documentation or recordation of the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch
will be determined in consultation with stakeholders.

Response LC1-13

A qualified entomologist has been involved in developing the avoidance, minimization, and/or
mitigation measures for MSB. The measures listed in the Final EIR/EA with FONSI have been
revised to reflect USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b) and adequately address the
impacts to and commensurate mitigation for MSB and CRLF. Details will be further refined
during the permitting phase of project development.

Responses LC1-14 and
LC1-15

Caltrans appreciates receiving this type of information, which can be helpful and will be carefully
considered during the project design phase.
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Response LC1-16

The location of the proposed boardwalk is the only State-owned parcel that would provide
beach access within the project area, and therefore the only feasible location for the project to
provide beach access. South of Scotty Creek, there are no public parcels and so beach access
cannot be proposed at these locations. The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the boardwalk would
result in an adverse effect and significant and unavoidable impact relative to aesthetics and
visual quality. The existing topography of the bluff presents design limitations relative to the type
and scale of the structure. Caltrans will continue to refine its public access features to include
ADA accessibility and this will be further refined during the Coastal Development Permit
process.

Response LC1-17

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with
applicable federal laws for this project was carried out by Caltrans under its assumption of
responsibility pursuant to 23 United States Code (USC) 327. Documentation has been prepared
in accordance with legislation established under the United States Department of Transportation
Act of 1966 (49 USC 303; 23 USC 138). Coordination with applicable agencies regarding this
process is ongoing, and Caltrans will continue to engage in this process as required by law.
Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, Section 4.2.1 of the Section 4(f) De Minimis
Determination in Appendix B has been modified to note that no part of the historic property is
being incorporated into a transportation facility, and as the primary facades of the historic
properties face the ocean, there are no indirect visual impacts and therefore no use.

Response LC1-18

All cultural technical studies and summary documents received peer reviews from cultural
resource professionals who meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards and are certified as
Professionally Qualified Staff under the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. Identification
and evaluation efforts received concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO).
Archaeological information and technical studies are not released for public review due to the
confidential nature of archaeological data and per California Government Code sections
6254.10 and 6254(r); California Code of Regulations Section 15120(d); and Section 304 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
The draft report, “Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report, Scotty Creek
Restoration, Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District Sonoma County California,” is not a
Caltrans document. It was provided to Caltrans as a professional courtesy when Caltrans was
conducting research for its report. Caltrans is not responsible for circulating another agency’s
draft report, nor is it its policy to do so.

Response LC1-19

While a number of archaeological sites were identified within a half mile of the project area,
Caltrans analysis focused on the six sites identified within the project’s Area of Potential Effect
(APE).

Response LC1-20

Caltrans’ Native American consultation with the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria and the
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians of Stewarts Point Rancheria is ongoing. Caltrans regularly
updates Tribes on the status of the project and provides draft copies of all archaeological
technical studies for review and comment.

Response LC1-21

The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the scale and location of the proposed project would result in
adverse effects and significant and unavoidable impacts to visual and architectural resources
within the project area. Various environmental considerations, including visual resources
impacts and impacts to architectural resources, were evaluated in order to achieve a balance
between multiple environmental resources. The Preferred Build Alternative, Alternative 19A,
best balances potential impacts to multiple environmental resources.
Since 2007, Caltrans design engineers and environmental specialists have continually refined
the project design in an effort to avoid or reduce impacts as much as possible to many different
environmental resources. In addition to constraints associated with visual quality and cultural
resources, other environmental constraints related to the project design included the need to:
1) avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along the coastal bluffs; 2) minimize impacts to the
Scotty Creek floodplain; 3) continue to provide access to existing property owners; and 4) avoid
future storm event flood elevations. Over 20 project design alternatives/variations were
evaluated as part of the project selection process. The three alternatives evaluated in the Draft
EIR/EA would result in the lowest level of environmental impacts while still complying with
Caltrans design standards and constraints.
As a result of further environmental analysis and public input, Alternative 19A was identified as
the Preferred Build Alternative because it best avoids or minimizes impacts to all sensitive
resources in the project area.

Response LC1-22

The Draft EIR/EA evaluated various environmental resources and impacts in order to achieve a
balance between these multiple environmental resources. The Preferred Build Alternative,
Alternative 19A, best balances potential impacts to multiple environmental resources.
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Response LC1-23
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In the preparation of the Draft EIR/EA and notification of public availability and public open
house, Caltrans followed the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.
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Letter LC2

Trout
U N LI M IT ED

POB 3237
Santa Rosa, CA 95402
redwoodempiretu.org

August 23, 2015
Mr. Oliver Iberian, Branch Chief
Office of Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation Dist. 4
Att: Brian Gassner
111 Grand A venue, MS8B
Oakland, CA 95612

Via Email: gleasonrealignrnent@dot.ca.gov
Comments on Gleason Beach Highway One Realignment
Dear Mr. Oliver:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Gleason Beach Highway One
Realighment and its impact on Scotty Creek. The Redwood Empire Chapter of Trout
Unlimited (redwoodempiretu.org) represents 600 angler conservationists in Northern
Calilomia. Our Nationa l Organization has 150,000 members nationwide (tu.org). Our
membership is particularly interested in the recovery of our Coho Salmon (Silver Sa lmon)
and Steelhead Trout fisheries in our region from Salmon Creek to the Eel River.
We note that the Calilornia Department of Fish and Wildlife identified 2 miles of
Coho Salmon habitat in the Scotty Creek in a stream inventory report from 1965.
http:/ /.vww.krisweb.com/biblio/ southsonoma cdfg jones 1965 scottv.pdf

LC2

"The silver sa lmon were also found to range in two class groups. The smaller sized class ranged in
size from approximately 3/4 of an inch to one and a half inches with another class size of
approximately 3 to 5 inches. Their abundance was approximately 65 per 100 feet of stream. The
abundance of the larger class size was approximately 5 per 100 feet of stream. Success and
condition was good. •
"Overall the Silver Salmon appeared to outnumber the steelhead and/or rainbow trour .

It is habitat such as this that must be restored if we are to see a recoverv of the Coho
Salmon from its Endangered status and the Steelhead Trout from its Threatened status. The
Coho salmon's endangered status requires that the State take all possible measures to
improve its habitat when the opportunity arises such as it does with this Highway 1 project.
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Mr. Oliver Iberian, Branch Chief
Augus t 23, 2015
Page 2

Improvement of fish passage by removal of the box culvert is an excellent firs t step
to facilitate easier migration. Bu t the channel above the box culver t is in serious need of
restoration which the landowners, the Ballards have been pursuing for a number of years.
Riparian cattle fencing was been installed in the stream-way using public funds as a start on
th e restoration. This restoration requires the stream to have a healthy riparian vegetation
zone along the stream such as willows to shade the water and provide suitable pool riffle
s tream elements typical of a salmonid stream in this region.

LC2

We agree with the comments below from the landown er rega rding the wisdom of
planning the restoration FIRST and then the roadway as was done on Scott Creek in Santa
Cruz County. The Scott Creek approach was a welcome change in Caltrans policy and
should become the new standard. It should be app lied to Scotty Creek. The Ballard's
comments included the following:
"1.

LC2

Restoration of Scotty Creek. The creek habitat is currently unsuitable for supporting salmon
yearlings due to the lack of year-round pools and shading vegetation in the first ~400 yards
upstream from the roadway. This area was flooded and denuded in the storms of 1984 and has
never recovered. An engineering plan has been developed to restore Scotty Creek but
implementation has been delayed due to both funding issues and uncertainty about the impact of the
highway realignment project. Whereas removal of the culvert under the existing highway, as
proposed, will improve the flow of Scotty Creek at the beach and facilitate salmon migration,
additional restoration is needed to support the successful spawning and survival of salmonid. The
Caltrans Environmental Impact Report does not address this issue as part of their mitigation for
distu rbance of the wetlands. We propose that Caltrans proceed to restore Scotty Creek ahead of the
roadway and bridge construction as was done for Scott Creek in Santa Cruz County. Creek restoration
will provide a high ly visible improvement to the wetlands in support of the mitigation obligation of
Caltrans as well as improving salmon habitat."

Thank you for considering this critical habitat for Coho Salmon in your plans for the
bridge over Scotty Creek and the res toration of the stream below into healthy habi ta t once
again.
During the riparian fence project we had an opportunity to make a short vi deo of a
juvenile Steelhead in Scotty Creek above the projec t area that you might enjoy:
https:// www.youtube.com / watch ?v= JBDzfr5[Kk
Sincerely,
REDWOOD EMPIRE CHAPTER
TROUT UNLIMITED

R. Brian Hines, Board member RETU Board of Directors
California TU National Leadership Council (NLC) representative

2
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Response to Comment Letter LC2: Redwood Empire Chapter, Trout Unlimited
Response LC2

Thank you for your comments. The proposed project would remove the current box culverts at
the mouth of Scotty Creek to make the creek more accessible to salmonids and is expected to
have a net benefit on salmonids. Caltrans recognizes the potential value in improving
streambed conditions for salmonids. In addition, although not a mitigation requirement
commensurate with impacts to this project, Caltrans will be coordinating with resource agencies
as part of the permitting phase of the project to review opportunities for improving conditions
within Scotty Creek and its associated riparian corridor.
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From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

son omacoastsurfrider@com ca st.net

Letter LC3

Saturday, Auqu st 22, 2015 3:39 PM
Gleason Realign ment@DOT
re : DEIR Comment
Scotty Creek DEIR Comm ents.doa

SURFRIDER

FOUNDATION

SONOMA COAST CHAPTER

sonomacoast.surfrider.org
The SurfriderF Foundationis a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and enjoyment
of our world's oceans, waves and beaches. The SurfriderFoundation now maintains over 100,000 members
and 90 chapters worldwide.

Dear Oliver Therien,
Please continue t o include the Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfri der Organizati on as an interested party t o
receive n otices and information for the scoping meeting (s) ass ociated with the Draft Envir onmental Impact
Rep ort released for the State R oute 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project. Our organizati on is
reque sting to be a stakeholder in thi s process.
We are interested in all aspects of the project and particularly concerned ab out impacts to coastal res ources,
public access, and public recreati on.

Public Notice:
These comments on the pr oposed Gleas on Beach Roadway Realignment ProjectDraft EIR/EA are intended t o
document Caltrans' failure to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by not holding
any public hearings on the Draft EIR/EA t o verify Caltrans' failure to circulate in timely fashi on the Visual
Impacts Study document in order t o allow adequ ate publi c review before the comment deadline, and to provide
general comments on inadequacies in the Draft EIR/EA .

LC3-1

While the displays at the July 29, 2015 B odega Bay meeting were plentiful , not a single pictorial image
included the seal e of each alternative when measuring fr om the mean high ti de line to the border of the Bal lard
Ranch (East to West) and appeared t o be "off scale" . Unfortunately, the Caltrans "Visual Impacts Study" was
al so n ot made avail able to the publi c in a timely manner whi ch w ould have all owed for a more critic al public
comment opportunity
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LC3-1

(cont’d)

In addition, although the July 29, 2015 Bodega Bay meeting advertised as an "Open House Public
Question/ Answer Panel for the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Gleason
Beach Roadway Realignment Project" was promoted by Caltrans in their outreach mailer as being held "to
solicit comments and questions on the environmental analysis and impacts evaluated in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) prepared for Caltrans proposed project to realign State
Route 1 at Gleason Beach in Sonoma County", this meeting instead began with an announcement by the
Caltrans representatives present stating that "no record will be made of this meeting". This belated
announcement by Caltrans to a room full of interested local citizens, most of whom had turned out in
anticipation of being able to speak on the record for this Project, obviously had a dampening effect on the
number and content of any oral presentations by the public and precluded public comment from being
documented.

Local Coastal Plan Amendment Required:

LC3-2

The proposed Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project (Proposed Project) will clearly require an
amendment to the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan. For this and the reasons aforementioned, a full public
hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Project, to
comply with CEQA, will be essential. We hereby request that Caltrans hold one or more public hearings in
which a WRITTEN record of the proceedings is formally collected and in which the "Visual Impact Study" is
made available to stakeholders and the public prior to that meeting.
Please ensure that all additional scoping meetings, particularly in regards to the design process, take place in
Bodega Bay and that public notice should at a minimum be posted at the Bodega Bay Post Office on Smith
Ranch Road in Bodega Bay. A majority of Bodega Bay residents receive mail by PO Box; it is a central place
with an inside and outside posting location to maximize informing local residents and interested parties.

LC3-3

We also request that Caltrans increase the number of mailings to include all resident PO Boxes in Bodega Bay
as well as Jenner (the bordering communities to the North and South of the project) so that the public most
familiar with this area and whose commute will be most impacted will be adequately notified of upcoming
meetings. It would also be helpful if notices were displayed in a timely fashion at Jenner Community Center,
Jenner Post Office, and Pelican Plaza in Bodega Bay, as well as in local publications such as the Sonoma
County Gazette in addition to the Santa Rosa Press Democrat.
Impacts to Wildlife and Plant life:

LC3-4

LC3-5

It is disconcerting that several species of concern, including Myrtle's Silverspot Butterfly, California RedLegged Frog, and two salmonid species, are not given clearly formulated recovery plans for this project.
Measures should be taken to ensure the least amount of interference with these species on the construction site.
The Draft EIR includes many vague statements about minimizing effects, such as "except where critical",
"smallest amount feasible", and "avoided where possible". These statements will not uphold high mitigation
standards and we request that more specific planning and wording is used in the Final EIR.

Of particular concern is the compensatory mitigation effort for Myrtle's Silverspot Butterfly. Funding habitat
enhancements elsewhere along the Sonoma Coast is not proficient mitigation for potentially devastating habitat
damage at the construction site. The Sonoma Coast State Park covers a large swath of land and more detailed
information about the specific enhancement location, as well as reasons for being chosen, should be included in
the Final EIR. At the very least, the Myrtle's Silverspot Butterfly habitat enhancement should be completed
before the start of construction and alteration of the current environment in order to provide adequate habitat for
this endangered species.
2
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LC3-6

There is additional concern about the construction itself, not just the conversion of habitat, affecting the
Myrtle's Silverspot Butterfly. The flight season of this rare butterfly is from June-September and heavy
construction during these months in an area the species have habitually visited could be detrimental to the
population. We encourage the life cycle of this species to be taken into consideration for the construction
schedule in addition to the pre-construction surveys for larvae on Western Dog Violet. Western Dog Violet was
not listed as a special-status plant, but should be treated as such due to its importance to the endangered Myrtle
Silverspot Butterfly.

LC3-7

We are also concerned that the utmost care is taken with re-vegetation in the construction zone. The Draft EIR
discusses the use of native species, in addition to typical erosion control species and locally typical trees. It is
extremely important that biologists familiar with the local ecosystem are consulted and approve the selection of
species and design of plantings used for re-vegetation and that a specific list which includes the scientific and
common name for each plant.
Consideration of Alternatives:
With any project, there exists a range of possibilities to meet the needs of the project goals. While
understanding the need to move the roadway safely inland and protect it from the retreating coastline it is
equally imperative to develop a construction plan that accounts for and significantly attempts to reduce the
impacts of the project. This includes choosing an alternative which provides the least impact and developing a
construction plan that accounts for the protection and breeding patterns of resident and migratory species
whether listed or not.

LC3-8

Sensitive wetlands, which provide critical habitat for unique species and that are subject to the provisions of the
federal Clean Water Act, are not addressed adequately in the EIR/EA for the Proposed Project, and prior efforts
by affected landowners to pursue restoration of salmonid habitat in Scotty Creek appear to have fallen by the
wayside. Gleason Beach and the surrounding wetlands area upstream clearly comprise what the Sonoma
County Local Coastal Program (LCP) refers to as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESHA) as defined by the
California Coastal Commission (CCC). The Proposed Project will impose permanent adverse impacts to the
Coastal Prairie ESHA at this location. The wetlands that would be impacted by the proposed realignment
project at Gleason's Beach represent some of the only remaining native habitat in that category on the Sonoma
Coast, thus the requisite Corps of Engineers wetland permitting protocols involving full compliance with the
federal Clean Water Act (CWA) should be observed by Caltrans. The remaining historic ranch house has been
well maintained and the associated agricultural accoutrements along Scotty Creek represent a culturally
important landmark on the Sonoma Coast, one which should not be casually sacrificed to simply disappearing
below an overbuilt bridge project. The loss of this agricultural heritage site would then hypothetically be
"mitigated" by a future Caltrans brochure as has been proposed by the Agency. This is inadequate mitigation
for such a significant loss

LC3-9

Bridge Design Enhancement Measures:

LC3-10

We request that the public is informed and involved in the design process of the bridge. The Sonoma Coast
stretch of Highway 1 is unique and rugged, and anything other than a simple bridge would appear obtrusive.
Impacts to water quality and recreation:

LC3-11

The Surfing Community of Sonoma County requests that the impact on the wave and water quality in the Scotty
Creek Floodplain and ocean environment be considered in the Final EIR for the Gleason Beach State Route 1
Realignment Project.
3
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Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: " Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are
preferred."

LC3-12

Surfing locations are a prime example of low cost visitor and recreational opportunities

LC3-13

LC3-14

LC3-15

I

I
I

Section 30220 of the Coastal Act further states: "Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities
that cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses."

Surfing in Sonoma County can only be practiced in the ocean and never at inland areas. The Surfrider
organization and suppo11ers are particularly protective of surfing locations on the Sonoma Coast, especially the
high quality ones, as they are available to the public in very limited supply.
We are concerned by the lack of details regarding the temporary creek diversion. Creek diversions can
adversely affect species of concern and alter flow course. The sediment outflow from Scotty Creek into the
ocean creates a wave that has been historically surfed on the Sonoma Coast and any change in the creek flow
could affect this wave. Surfing is a recreational activity that is protected by the Coastal Act.

LC3-16

Export of excess sediment, particularly from disturbed and possibly harmful soil, has the potential to degrade
the water quality in both Scotty Creek and the inshore connecting portion of the Pacific Ocean. Creek diversion
may not adequately minimize the export of disturbed sediment and we are interested in additional or alternative
prevention methods.

LC3-17

In addition ocean water quality studies should be conducted prior to construction to establish a baseline and
throughout the project to measure any impacts to the creek and nearshore waters.
Impacts to Public Access:

LC3-18

Scotty Creek Beach provide a.fe acce · to the ocean which is a rarity along the Sonoma Coast. Thepublic can
easily access the sandy beach without . caling a steep bluff. Any project considered by Callrans should ensure
continued and safe access to this beach.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment further and be infonned of all relevant infonnation regarding this
proj ect.
Thank you,
Cea Higgins
Policy & Volunteer Coordinator
cea@sonomacoast.ssurfrider.org
Sonoma Coast Chapter of Sur.frider

Sarah Lecu.
Sonoma Coast Secretary
secretary@sonomacoast.surfrider.org
PO Box 2280 S bastopol C 95473
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Response to Comment Letter LC3: Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider
Response LC3-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Caltrans will
include the Sonoma Coasts Chapter of the Surfrider Organization in all future correspondence
related to this project.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15802 and NEPA (42 USC 4321), a project
scoping meeting was held in Sonoma County within the county of the proposed project in 2014.
A public open house was held on July 29, 2015 to provide the public an opportunity to obtain
information about the project, review project details, ask questions of Caltrans staff, and provide
written comments on the Draft EIR/EA. The meeting was announced in the Notice of Availability
(NOA) that was mailed to the State Clearinghouse on July 10, 2015. The NOA was also
published in the Santa Rosa Press Democrat newspaper.
The July 29, 2015 public open house provided the public an opportunity to provide written
comments on the Draft EIR/EA. An announcement was made at that meeting that only written
comments, such as on comment cards provided at the meeting, via email, or via regular mail,
would be recorded and responded to. As required under CEQA, Caltrans collected all
comments received via those written mediums and has provided written responses to them in
the Final EIR/EA with FONSI document. Caltrans will provide additional public outreach to
provide informational updates regarding the project.
The Visual Impact Assessment is a technical report used as the basis for the visual resources
analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EA. As such, public circulation of the Visual Impact
Assessment is not required under CEQA/NEPA. However, that report and other final technical
reports prepared for the Draft EIR/EA were made available to the public upon request.

Response LC3-2

Caltrans has complied with CEQA. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15802 and
NEPA (42 USC 4321), a project scoping meeting was held in Sonoma County within the county
of the proposed project in 2014. A hearing will likely be held as part of the Coastal Development
Permit and/or Local Coastal Plan amendment review as deemed necessary by the reviewing
agency. Caltrans has and will continue to provide additional public outreach to provide
informational updates regarding the project.

Response LC3-3

Caltrans is committed to public outreach and has made a concerted effort to reach residents
through various methods, including posting the open house notice at post offices, sending the
open house notice via mail, and posting the information on Caltrans’ website. Caltrans
personnel visited various community locations in advance of the public meeting and distributed
hard copies of the Draft EIR/EA at U.S. Post Offices in Occidental, Bodega Bay and Jenner.
The Draft EIR/EA was also distributed at the Occidental Public Library, Central Santa Rosa
Library, and Guerneville Regional Library. The Draft EIR/EA was also available online at
Caltrans’ website. Caltrans used the U.S. Post Office’s Every Door Direct Mail program to mail
approximately 3,544 notices to post office boxes and rural routes within a 5-mile radius of
Bodega Bay, in Bodega Bay, Bodega, Duncans Mills, Jenner, and Occidental, and post office
boxes in Monte Rio. The intention was to inform all residents and businesses in the selected
areas; an elected official with an office or residence in the selected area would also receive
notice. Also, the public open house was publicized via a notice published in the Santa Rosa
Press Democrat and online at bodegabay.com.

Response LC3-4

Pursuant to CEQA, Caltrans is required to mitigate for significant impacts. The three alternatives
analyzed as part of the Draft EIR/EA evaluated potentially significant impacts and proposed
mitigation and avoidance measures where appropriate. Caltrans is not required to provide a
recovery plan for the species listed. Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures have
been revised to reflect USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b) and adequately address
the impacts to and commensurate mitigation for MSB and CRLF and will be further refined in
the permitting stage of the project in collaboration with the relevant regulatory agencies.

Response LC3-5

Based on information provided by a qualified entomologist providing surveys and habitat
analysis of the project area and some surrounding areas, the project area is likely supporting
transient or dispersing Myrtle silverspot butterflies from population centers north of the project.
Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures have been revised to reflect USFWS’s
Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b). Measures will include revegetation for temporarily impacted
areas to include the larval host plant and nectar food sources. Mitigation locations and timing
will be determined during the permitting process of the project phase.
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Response LC3-6

Caltrans has been working with a qualified entomologist (familiar with the Myrtle’s silverspot
butterfly, its local and regional distribution and natural history) on this project since 2010. Habitat
and species surveys of the project area and some adjacent areas have been conducted to
understand the value of the project to the butterfly during all of its lifecycle (see Section 2.3.5,
Threatened and Endangered Species). This has informed project development and helped to
minimize impacts and to develop appropriate and effective mitigation.
Caltrans construction activities are not expected to affect butterfly adults due to their mobility
and because construction vehicles will be limited to speeds of 5-10 mph in the project area. Preconstruction surveys will be conducted and western dog violet (Viola adunca) that support
larvae will be avoided wherever possible.

Response LC3-7

Measure BIO-1: Revegetation in Section 2.3.1, Natural Communities, states that all areas
temporarily affected during construction will be revegetated with an assemblage of native
species appropriate for the local area. Invasive, exotic plants will be controlled within the
biological study area (BSA) to the maximum extent practicable pursuant to Executive Order
(EO) 13112.
A revegetation and monitoring plan will be approved by relevant permitting agencies which will
outline the revegetation and monitoring. This will include success criteria and will optimize plant
establishment.

Response LC3-8

Since 2007, Caltrans design engineers and environmental specialists have continually refined
the project design in an effort to avoid or reduce impacts as much as possible to many different
environmental resources. In addition to constraints associated with visual quality and cultural
resources, other environmental constraints related to the project design included the need to:
1) avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along the coastal bluffs; 2) minimize impacts to the
Scotty Creek floodplain; 3) continue to provide access to existing property owners; and 4) avoid
floodplain areas where future storms could inundate the roadway and ensure that the bridge
soffit elevation is sufficient to keep the bridge deck above water during such storms. Over 20
project design alternatives/variations were evaluated as part of the project identification process.
The three alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/EA would result in the lowest level of
environmental impacts while still complying with Caltrans design standards and constraints. As
a result of environmental analysis and public input, Alternative 19A was identified as the
Preferred Build Alternative because it best avoids or minimizes impacts to sensitive resources in
the project area.

Response LC3-9

Wetlands habitat and impacts are discussed in Section 2.3.2, Wetlands and Other Waters, in
this Final EIR/EA with FONSI and in greater detail in the project’s Natural Environment Study
(Caltrans 2015d) and Wetlands Delineation Report (Caltrans 2013d). These detailed technical
documents are available to the public upon request.
The proposed project would remove the current box culverts at the mouth of Scotty Creek to
make the creek more accessible to salmonids and is expected to have a net benefit on
salmonids. The proposed project has been designed to avoid impacts to wetlands as much as
possible by designing an elevated structure over much of the wetland area. Caltrans is working
to minimize project-related impacts to sensitive environmental resources. Avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures will be further refined in the permitting stage of the
project. Caltrans would comply with the Clean Water Act and other relevant environmental
permits.
The Draft EIR/EA and cultural resources technical documents concluded that the project would
result in a substantial adverse change to the Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch, and in doing so,
states that mitigation will not bring these impacts to below a level of less than significant.
The Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch house and other buildings would remain after project
construction, although a portion of the ranch’s open land would be acquired for the proposed
project.

Response LC3-10

Caltrans is committed to keeping the public informed of its plans and an informational meeting
was conducted in April 2016 to provide the community with an update of the project’s plans and
roadway and bridge design. One of the goals of the bridge design is to make the structure as
visually thin, light and streamlined as possible, with a curving alignment that blends into the
local geography. Design modifications and enhancements are called for in Mitigation Measure
VISUAL-2: Bridge Design Enhancement Measures, and it is the intent of that measure to
facilitate the development of such enhancements during the project design phase. It is Caltrans’
intent to design the proposed bridge to be compatible with the landscape as much as possible.

Response LC3-11

The proposed project improvements will enhance water quality and the environment setting by
removing the existing Scotty Creek box culverts and allowing for an open channel. This does
have the potential to alter the wave impacts. However, the beach at Scotty Creek is not a
significant surfing destination, and swimming there is discouraged.

Response LC3-12

The project would have no impact on surfing accessibility within the project area.
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Response LC3-13

The project would not hinder or prevent recreational activities along the coast.

Response LC3-14

The project would have no impact on surfing accessibility within the project area.

Response LC3-15

The Scotty Creek diversion plans and specifications will be developed during the design phase
and submitted to the appropriate regulatory agencies for review and approval before the start of
construction.

Response LC3-16

Caltrans requires the construction contractor to submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
for Caltrans and regulatory agency review before the start of construction. The plan will include
the measures to be implemented, in addition to temporary creek diversion, to protect water
quality during construction.

Response LC3-17

Caltrans will perform preconstruction and construction monitoring in compliance with all
regulatory requirements and permits.

Response LC3-18

Currently, the public has beach access via private property. The proposed location of the
boardwalk would ensure safe public access to the beach via a State-owned access point.

4-74

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

Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

Letter I1
I1-1

I1-2
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Response to Comment Letter I1: Dennis McAllister
Response I1-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. As part of the
environmental review process, three project alternatives were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EA. In
part, due to a potential impact to wells associated with implementation of Alterative 20, that
alternative has been eliminated from further consideration. Moving forward, design refinements
to the Preferred Build Alternative, Alternative 19A, will be made to ensure the project would not
negatively affect wells in the project area.

Response I1-2

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the Final EIR/EA with FONSI has been modified to
note that the beach where Scotty Creek empties into the ocean that is sometimes locally
referred to as “Gleason Beach” is in fact an unnamed beach that is not a part of the Sonoma
Coast State Park (State Parks 2014), and that a portion of the beach on the southern side of
Scotty Creek is privately owned and another portion is publicly owned.
The project design and implementation phases will involve identifying the existing utilities in the
project area that would be potentially affected by the project. Some utility relocations may be
required, but all existing utility services will be maintained. Caltrans would coordinate with the
relevant utility companies, and utilities would be avoided or relocated as needed.
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Response to Comment Letter I2: Perry Marker
Response I2-1

4-78

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Since the
circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the Final EIR/EA with FONSI has been modified to address
pedestrian and bicycle access which would be accommodated on the new SR 1 alignment.
Caltrans would also provide a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Scotty Creek, if feasible. The
dimensions of the elevated bridge have been modified from what was described in the Draft
EIR/EA to more safely accommodate multimodal transit. The updated proposed bridge is
planned to be 49 feet wide with a 6- to 8-foot shoulder and 6-foot sidewalk in the southbound
direction and a 6- to 8-foot shoulder in the northbound direction. These shoulder dimensions
would be wider than shoulders along existing SR 1 and would better allow for multimodal use of
the project corridor compared to existing conditions.
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Response to Comment Letter I3: David Carey
Response I3-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Portions of the
roadway are vulnerable to coastal erosion due to ocean wave action along the coastline
(Caltrans 2014g). In addition to coastal erosion, SR 1 through the community of Gleason Beach
is being undermined by sources such as groundwater seepage and surface water runoff
(Caltrans 2015f), which have eroded the coastal bluffs and portions of the roadway within the
project limits. Drainage and erosion issues within the limits of the project area will be considered
and addressed as part of the project design.

Response I3-2

The location of the proposed boardwalk is the only State-owned parcel that would provide
beach access within the project area, and therefore the only feasible location for the project to
provide beach access. South of Scotty Creek, there are no public parcels, therefore an
easement on private property would not be considered and so beach access cannot be
proposed at these locations. The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the boardwalk would result in an
adverse effect and significant and unavoidable impact relative to aesthetics and visual quality.
The existing topography of the bluff presents design limitations relative to the type and scale of
the structure. This feature will be further refined during the Coastal Development Permit
process.

Response I3-3

Erosion issues and concerns within the limits of the project area are being considered and will
be addressed as part of the project design.
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Letter I4

July 2015
Comments on Gleason Beach Highway One Realignment Project: Caltrans Draft
Environmental Impact Reporl/Environmental Assessment, June, 2015-copy available at
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/envdocs.htm)
Prepared by Philip and Roberta Ballard, 6000 Highway One: ballardp@peds.ucsf.edu;
roberta.ballard@ucsf.edu

I4-1

I4-2

I4-3

4-82

I. Restoration of Scotty Creek. The creek habitat is currently unsuitable for supporting Coho
salmon and steelhead yearlings due to the lack of year-round pools and shading vegetation
in the first ~400 yards upstream from the roadway. This area was flooded and denuded in
the stonns of 1984, in part because of debris blockage of the culvert, and has never
recovered. An engineering plan has been developed to restore Scotty Creek but
implementation has been delayed due to both funding issues and uncertainty about the
impact of the highway realignment project. Whereas removal of the culvert under the
existing highway, as proposed, will improve the flow of Scotty Creek at the beach and
facilitate salmon migration, additional restoration is needed to support the successful
spawning and survival of juvenile salmon. The Caltrans Environmental Impact Report does
not address this issue as part of their mitigation for disturbance of the wetlands and the longterm effects of the culvert on salmon migration and habitat in the creek. We propose that
Cal trans contribute lo restoration of Scotty Creek, which could occur in concert with
construction of the new highway. Creek restoration will provide a highly visible
improvement to the wetlands in support of the mitigation obligation ofCaltrans as well as
improving salmon habitat.
2. Access to Gleason Beach. Both local residents and visitors to the area will require
continued safe access to Gleason Beach at the mouth of Scotty Creek. The current proposal
for the realignment provides beach access via a wooden walkway and stairs from the
existing highway just north of the creek over the bluff adjacent to the property of Peggy
Vaughan. This is not a desirable option because I) the entrance to the beach will be under
water at high tide, 2) the route is directly adjacent to the Vaughan property and at the same
elevation, which raises major privacy and security issues for the occupants, 3) the route will
encourage climbing on the bluff that will promote erosion, and 4) there will be no easy
access for beach-goers approaching from the south side of the creek with the culvert and
highway removed at the creek, encouraging some to climb down the creek-side to enter the
beach along the creek, again promoting erosion. Instead of the walkway, we propose
stone/concrete steps to the beach from the existing roadway down the roadside incline on the
south side of Scotty Creek (rip-rap rock slope protection area). Also, we propose that
Caltrans build a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over the creek connecting the old roadway,
providing beach access from north of the creek. This option also allows an easy and safe
walking route for walkers on the Coastal Trail and residents on both sides of Scotty Creek.
3. Alternative designs. All three current highway designs (19NB, 20) obviously will impact
cultural and natural resources as well as the quality of the viewshed and property values, and
the goal of all interested parties is to minimize these effects. In our opinion, option 20 is the
least desirable route of the 3 alternatives because of I) includes two, separate curves on the
bridge and a retaining wall at the beach, 2) the bridge is the furthest inland of the 3
alternatives with greatest impact on wetlands and views, 3) the bridge is closest to the spring
and tank for ranch domestic water and likely obliterates the roadside box spring owned by
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I4-3

(cont’d)

I4-4

I4-5

Dennis McAllister. Of the 3 current options, we favor Route 19A, which is further from
both springs, avoids the spring archeological site, and provides a safer design for bridge
curves and the south access road between the old and new roadways.
4. Access to Highway One and beach parking. The roadway realignment will substantially
impact ingress and egress for occupants, visitors and emergency vehicles to the
Gleason/Scotty Creek beach area, in particular 5773, 5550 and 6000 Highway One
properties. The Environmental Impact Report does not address traffic issues on the old
roadway on both sides of Scotty Creek after realignment. Traffic will be very congested on
weekends and holidays as visitors look for parking, which currently is served by only one
proposed parking area north of the creek. This will likely lead to visitor parking on the edge
of the old roadway and in the driveways of adjacent properties both south and north of
Scotty Creek, restricting access by occupants as well as access for first responders reacting
to incidents at the beach or on adjacent properties. We disagree wilh the assessment of No
Impact for traffic patterns and emergency access as stated in the CEQA Environmental
Checklist on page 364 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report. We believe that the
traffic issue deserves further study by Caltrans and a solution acceptable to property owners,
Bodega Bay Fire Department, Sonoma County Sheriff's Department, California Highway
Patrol, California Park Rangers and any other interested parties.
A preferable alternative is to designate the old highway south of Scotty Creek as a
driveway and install a restricted, password-required entrance gate for use by local residents,
first responders and delivery vehicles. This will eliminate traffic congestion and parking
issues in this area. For the north section of the old highway, traffic can be reduced by
elimination of the proposed parking area and walkway to the beach. In this case, access to
the McAllister (Gleason) Beach would be via Portuguese Beach and the existing parking
area there . The 2 beaches are contiguous (except at very high tide) and thus access to the
McAllister Beach is provided as required by the California Coastal Commission. Additional
advantages of this plan are the cost savings for the proj ect and that beach visitors will no
longer need to trespass on the McAllister property to reach the beach.
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BRIEF HISTORY OF SCOTTY CREEK AND SALMONID
August 22, 2015
Prepared by Philip and Roberta Ballard, 6000 Highway One: ballardp@peds.ucsf.edu;
roberta. ballard@ucsf.edu
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

I4-6

Scotty Creek is the largest watershed between Salmon Creek and the Russian River and lies
near the border of Coast Miwok and Pomo tribal areas. The numerous middens along the creek
indicate that the area was a seasonal site for Native American food gathering activity related to
shellfish, surf smelt and migrating salmonid. Historically, according to CDFG in 1965, Scotty
Creek supported both steelhead and Coho salmon.
Highway SR 1 crosses Scotty Creek on a constructed berm through the wetlands near the
beach. In 1952 a culvert was installed for the highway, and this was widened in 1959. During
the storms of 1984, blockage of the culvert by debris caused flooding throughout the wetlands
with water levels up to 2 feet deep within the house and barns in the valley. The vegetation
along lower Scotty Creek was denuded and many natural pools, riffle crests and curves in the
lower 400 yards of the creek were obliterated.
The riparian corridor along Scotty Creek has never recovered. Although some salmonoid have
been observed in pools of lower Scotty Creek in recent years, indicating some continued fish
migration, these pools dry up in late summer and no surviving fish have been reported.
The current state of Scotty Creek as a unsuitable habitat for salmonid is clearly multi-factorial:
the culvert impedes migration of salmon upstream; the culvert historically has contributed to
loss of riparian cover/shading and changes in stream character and flow; erosion of stream
banks and degradation of water quality by cattle that graze the ranch.
An effort to restore Scotty Creek by the current owners at 6000 SR 1 began in 2004 with
support and funding from Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District to install fencing along
the north side of the creek and to design engineering plans for improving water flow,
development of riflle crests and pools, and planting of creek-side vegetation.
In 2007, an EQIP application to Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) of the
Department of Agriculture was approved to partially fund the restoration. A new spring and
storage/watering facility was developed on the north side of the creek to provide an alternative
water source for the cattle. However, stream restoration did not proceed because the NRCS
was concerned about the unknown impact of the Caltrans realignment project on the proposed
restoration plan. In 2013, NRCS funding was withdrawn.
We propose that full restoration of Scotty Creek occur as part of the highway realignment
project, and that Caltrans increase their contribution to the restoration as mitigation for the
impact of the culvert over the past 60 years. In the current draft EIP, Caltrans proposes to
remove the existing culvert and widen the outflow channel as mitigation. While these
measures will improve salmonid access to Scotty Creek, they will not allow for survival of
salmonoid---this will require reestablishment of year-round pools with riparian cover.
Full restoration will require grading and shaping banks of the creek, development ofriffie
crests and pools including rock and log placement, planting of stream-side vegetation, seeding,
development of a temporary watering system for new plantings, and repair and extension of
fencing to exclude cattle from the creek. Engineering plans for this project are available and
only need updating to include any changes in creek topography, the proposed removal of the
culvert, widening of the outlet and potential impact of the bridge columns adjacent to the creek.
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Response to Comment Letter I4: Philip and Roberta Ballard
Response I4-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. The proposed
project would remove the current box culverts at the mouth of Scotty Creek to make the creek
more accessible to salmonids and is expected to have a net benefit on salmonids. Caltrans
recognizes the potential value in improving streambed conditions for salmonids, and although
not a mitigation requirement commensurate with impacts to this project, Caltrans will be
coordinating with resource agencies as part of the permitting phase of the project to review
opportunities for improving conditions within Scotty Creek and its associated riparian corridor.

Response I4-2

The location of the proposed boardwalk is the only State-owned parcel that would provide
beach access within the project area, and therefore the only feasible location option for the
project to provide beach access. South of Scotty Creek, there are no public parcels and so
beach access cannot be proposed at these locations. The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the
boardwalk would result in an adverse effect and significant and unavoidable impact relative to
aesthetics and visual quality. The existing topography of the bluff presents design limitations
relative to the type and scale of the structure. Caltrans will continue to refine this feature to take
into consideration privacy and security of the nearby residents and to ensure the bluff stability,
during the Coastal Development Permit process.
Regarding the comment to build a bridge over Scotty Creek connecting the old SR 1 roadway,
Caltrans is now proposing to include a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over Scotty Creek at this
location, if feasible. Caltrans supports efforts to enhance public access and has worked closely
with related agencies and the public to include pedestrian and bicycle access on the new SR 1
alignment.

Response I4-3

As a result of Caltrans’ evaluation of potential environmental impacts associated with the three
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR/EA and public input, Alternative 19A was selected as the
Preferred Build Alternative. Your support of Alternative 19A is noted.

Response I4-4

Implementation of Alternative 19A, including removal of the Scotty Creek culverts, would result
in the loss of about 12 informal parking spaces located along existing SR 1. This loss of parking
would be offset by construction of a parking pad north of Scotty Creek that would accommodate
up to 12 vehicles.
South of Scotty Creek, the existing shoulders and informal parking areas would remain as-is. To
address existing (and future) parking/traffic concerns, coordination between Caltrans and the
Sonoma County Sheriff’s Department, California State Parks and California Highway Patrol will
be required.

Response I4-5

For any alternative, Caltrans is required to maintain access to the realigned SR 1 for all property
owners/parcels. In addition, Caltrans must adhere to the California Coastal Act (which is
administered by Sonoma County and the California Coastal Commission) and maintain existing
beach access. The current Preferred Build Alternative satisfies these requirements. However,
during the permitting process, Caltrans will further develop and refine the beach access plan to
address these policies and any other possible alternatives.

Response I4-6

The proposed project would remove the current box culverts at the mouth of Scotty Creek to
make the creek more accessible to salmonids and is expected to have a net benefit on
salmonids. Caltrans recognizes the potential value in improving streambed conditions for
salmonids, and although not a mitigation requirement commensurate with impacts to this
project, Caltrans will be coordinating with resource agencies as part of the permitting phase of
the project to review opportunities for improving streambed conditions riparian corridor within
and adjacent to Scotty Creek.
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Letter I5

I5-1

I5-2

I5-3

I5-4
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Response to Comment Letter I5: Bill Magee
Response I5-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County.
The use of a French drain with rock slope protection or alternate drainage options would be
determined during the design phase and will consider and address potential impacts to areas
downstream of the drainage outfall.
Drainage options during the design phase will investigate this repair area and will design
drainage to either avoid this area or not undermine existing repairs.

Response I5-2

Though a portion of the beach is privately owned, a State-owned parcel immediately north of the
privately owned beach parcel would be used for public beach access. To address existing (and
future) parking/traffic concerns, coordination between Caltrans and the Sonoma County Sheriff’s
Department, California State Parks and California Highway Patrol will be required.

Response I5-3

Upon project implementation, the existing (abandoned) section of SR 1 would continue to be
maintained by Caltrans until an agreement is made with another entity that would then assume
maintenance responsibilities. Therefore, existing provisions related to what uses and activities
are currently allowed on that right-of-way would continue to apply for the time being.

Response I5-4

To address existing (and future) parking/traffic concerns, coordination between Caltrans and the
Sonoma County Sheriff’s Department, California State Parks, and California Highway Patrol will
be required. The use of a French drain with rock slope protection or other feasible alternative, or
alternate drainage options, would be determined as the project design is further refined and
after geotechnical drilling is completed. Caltrans will consider and address potential causes of
the slides.
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Letter I6

Gleason Beach Highway 1 Realignment Project Comment Form
August 14, 2015
Peggy Vaughan, Owner of 5877 Highway One
3 Herrera Drive
Fairfax, CA 94930

415-453-5820

Peggy.Vaughan@ucsf.edu
Walkway/Beach Access
1. The wooden walkway to the beach at the north side of Scotty Creek is not a

viable option for many reasons.

I6-1

I6-2

a. The walkway is level with my yard and deck. It seems clear that whoever
planned it did not know my house was there. My house does not show up
on many of your photos because it is small (only 600 sq. ft. but with a large
yard) and is hidden by trees that I planted for privacy. People seem to
think it is an out-building for the large house next door, but it is not. For
years I have had to deal with people parking across my driveway and
coming up from the beach and using my yard and deck. Also, one-half cord
of firewood has been stolen during the last several months, probably to
make fires on the beach, and this is an expensive loss. I have put a fence
around the property, put up trees, and have moved the woodpile away from
the yard perimeter so that it is not visible from the beach. With the
proposed walkway the entire yard will be visible and fairly accessible. My
privacy, safety, view, and property value will be significantly impacted.
b. The pictures and plans available at the public workshop on July 29 th, 2015,
did not show Scotty Creek flowing. That flow is significant. When the creek
is flowing, as it usually does much of the year, even with a small amount of
rain, there is no access to the beach south of the proposed walkway because
it is not possible to cross the creek and is dangerous if tried. People will
definitely try to cross (including children) and safety will be a major issue.
The usable part of the beach is to the south and is heavily used by families,
children, many surfers, runners, dogs, picnickers, etc. There is almost no
walkable beach to the north. As planned, the walkway is'essentially a
walkway to nowhere.
Parking and Access to Homes and Properties

I6-3

4-88

2. Plans for parking and access after the road is re-aligned seem completely
inadequate.
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I6-3

(cont’d)

I6-4

I6-5

I6-6

a. There are usually 15 to 25 vehicles parked along both sides of Highway
One at Gleason Beach, especially on weekends and vacation times. It
seems that there is no plan (or at least it isn't evident) to accommodate
that many vehicles. This needs a great deal of attention, because without
planning for many, many spaces, our driveways and access will be
blocked. This will also lead to safety issues on both the north and south
sides of Scotty Creek. For years l have posted "No Parking" signs at my
driveway and people still park across it.
b. It appears that the roadway to the north of Scotty Creek, just south of my
driveway, will be completely removed. My driveway has to be entered from
the south so that anyone coming from the north has to go past the entrance
and turn around in the ranch driveway (at 6000 Highway One) in order to
approach my entrance from the south. This a major problem because as it
is planned; I will no longer have access to the ranch driveway or any
appreciable area in which to turn around and enter my driveway from the
south. This is also a major safety issue for the Fire Department and other
First Responders as well as large trucks used for delivering gravel for my
driveway and pumping out the septic tank, etc.
Note:
I strongly agree with the comments you have received from Dr. Phil Ballard, who
lives at 6000 Highway One, regarding his proposal of installing stone/concrete steps
to the beach from the existing roadway. It appears these steps could be constructed
to the beach from the road south of Scotty Creek using the roadside right of way that
Caltrans must own. Thus these steps would not be on private property. It would
certainly be !ess costly than the disastrous walkway proposed close to my property.
Dr. Ballard also suggested in his comments that there could be a
pedestrian/bicycle bridge constructed over the creek connecting the north and
south parts of the old roadway. This will provide access to the steps to the beach for
visitors arriving from the north side of the creek. This will also provide a safe route
for walkers on the proposed Coastal Trail and residents on both sides of Scotty
Creek. Without this those of us to the north will not have beach access without
driving and parking on the south side.

In conclusion, it seems that there has not been adequate public input and discussion
for such a huge project. The entire situation deserves much more study and more
collaboration with the property owners who will be greatly affected. There are so
many very important issues that have not been adequately considered by the
planners and designers.
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Response to Comment Letter I6: Peggy Vaughan
Response I6-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Caltrans
appreciates the information provided by the commenter. This type of information will be useful
as the project design is further refined. The final project design will reflect feedback provided by
the public, as well as existing site limitations. The location where the boardwalk would be built is
the only State-owned parcel of land that can be used to provide public beach access.

Response I6-2

The location where the boardwalk would be built is the only State-owned parcel in the project
area that would provide public beach access. Caltrans will continue to address safety
considerations to reduce potential for incidents such as described in the comment during the
design phase of the project.

Response I6-3

Caltrans’ long-term plan for this area is to protect SR 1 from coastal erosion and to provide
continued access to the area. Implementation of Alternative 19A, including removal of the Scotty
Creek culverts, would result in the loss of about 12 informal parking spaces located along
existing SR 1. This loss of parking would be offset by construction of a parking pad north of
Scotty Creek that would have space for up 12 vehicles. South of Scotty Creek, the existing
shoulders and informal parking areas would remain as-is.

Response I6-4

The project includes a turnaround located just north of Scotty Creek that would allow vehicles to
turn around and access the driveway. The turnaround would be sized to allow trucks the ability
to turn around. It is possible that as the project design is further refined, the existing driveway
can be modified to allow vehicles to enter from the southbound side.

Response I6-5

The location of the proposed boardwalk is the only State-owned parcel that would provide
beach access within the project area, and therefore the only feasible location option for the
project to provide beach access. South of Scotty Creek, there are no public parcels and so
beach access cannot be proposed at these locations. The current beach access is through
private property. The project would provide beach access via a publicly owned access point.
The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the boardwalk would result in an adverse effect and significant
and unavoidable impact relative to aesthetics and visual quality. The existing topography of the
bluff presents design limitations relative to the type and scale of the structure. This feature,
including building materials, will be further refined during the Coastal Development Permit
process.
Caltrans supports efforts to enhance public access and has worked closely with related
agencies and the public to include pedestrian and bicycle access on the new SR 1 alignment,
as well as a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Scotty Creek, if feasible. Regarding the
California Coastal Trail, under the preferred Build Alternative 19A, bicyclists and pedestrians
would retain through access in the project area via the use of the proposed new SR 1 roadway
shoulders. Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the dimensions of the elevated bridge as
described in the Draft EIR/EA for Alternative 19A have been modified in the Final EIR/EA with
FONSI to be planned as 49 feet wide with a 6- to 8-foot shoulder and 6-foot sidewalk in the
southbound direction to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access, and a 6- to 8-foot
shoulder in the northbound direction. These shoulder dimensions would be much wider than
shoulders along existing SR 1 and would better allow for multimodal use of the project corridor
compared to existing conditions.

Response I6-6
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Caltrans held a public scoping meeting to receive comments from local residents as well as to
receive comments on the publicly circulated Draft EIR/EA. Other meetings at the site with
property owners have informed Caltrans’ design of the proposed SR 1 realignment to minimize
impacts to local residents. Caltrans is committed to keeping the public informed of its plans and
an informational meeting was conducted in April 2016 to provide the community with an update
of the project’s plans and roadway and bridge design. Outreach to local property owners will
continue during the design and right-of-way phases of the project.
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Letter I7

GodieGale
4981 Conch Ave
Bodega Bay, CA 94923
August 15, 2015
Oliver Iberien Branch Chief
Office of Environmental Analysis
CA Department of Transportation District 4
Attn: Brian Gassner
111 Grand Avenue, MS8B
Oakland, CA 94612
RE: Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project.
I attended the Public Open House on Wed, July 29, 2015, at the Grange Hall in Bodega
Bay.

I7-1

I appreciate the opportunity to learn about the project, see what you have accomplished
so far, and peruse the EIR draft.
I have lived in Cannet (just south of Serena Del Mar) for five years. Carmet shares our
water (spring water) with Serena Del Mar, and Serena Del Mar shares its water (well
water) with us. Our neighborhoods practice very strict conservation measures because of
the drought and because we do not have public water to hook into ifwe run out. We do
not irrigate, wash our cars, etc.

I7-2

Questions: 1. How much water do you estimate using to build this project?

I7-3

2. What is the source of your water supply?

I7-4

3. How will you protect Scotty Creek and Serena Del Mars wells?

I7-5

I strongly request that you not use potable water in building this project.

I7-6

In the five years I have lived in Carmet, I have noticed significant erosion on the ocean
side shoulder of State Route 1 in four or five places between Carmet Drive and North
Salmon Creek Beach. There are less than two feet of earth between the asphalt and the
cliff down to the beach. There are no houses to fall off as occurred in the section of your
realignment project. However, hundreds of vehicles park on those underminded edges
every week. There is, also, tremendous amount of pedestrian traffic on those precarious
edges/pathways to the beaches.

I7-7

Questions: I. Do you have plans to reinforce those hazardous areas before you begin this
Gleason Beach Project?
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2. What will be your route to the project site? From the north through
Guemeville, Monte Rio and Duncans Mills? Or from the South through Bodega Bay?
The highway through Bodega Bay is extremely narrow. There is literally no shoulder
between private driveways and businesses. Visitors stroll in the highway enjoying the
scenic views, taking pictures and generally believing they are in an outdoor mall. It is a
popular route for bicyclists.

I7-8

Because of the narrow streets and the tremendous bicycle and pedestrian traffic, I
strongly recommend you not bring your earth moving equipment, cement trucks,
equipment trucks and other heavy machinery through the town of Bodega Bay.
My third concern is rust. Every metal except copper and stainless steel rusts in this
environment. In five years, I have lost many possessions due to rust. Wall plugs, chair
legs, barbecues, wheelbarrows, shovels, etc. etc.

I7-9

I strongly advise you use copper and stainless steel nails, screws, supports, etc., or your
new bridge will fall down.
Thank you for th.is opportunity to share my concerns.
Godie J. Gale (formerly LaFlamme)
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Response to Comment Letter I7: Godie Gale
Response I7-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. Your comments
are addressed below.

Response I7-2

Estimated water usage during project construction will be calculated as the project design is
more fully refined and once all construction activities/quantities have been determined. Water
would be delivered to the site by the contractor, similar to other materials needed for the project.
The source of water would be determined by the contractor, but non-potable water sources are
located in Petaluma, Santa Rosa and Sonoma.

Response I7-3

Water would be delivered to the site by the contractor, similar to other materials needed for the
project. The source of water would be determined by the contractor, but non-potable water
sources are located in Petaluma, Santa Rosa and Sonoma.

Response I7-4

One of the factors that led to the decision to select Alternative 19A as the Preferred Build
Alternative was that in contrast to Alternative 20, Alternative 19A would not negatively affect
wells in the project area.

Response I7-5

Water would be delivered to the site by the contractor, similar to other materials needed for the
project. The source of water would be determined by the contractor, but non-potable water
sources are located in Petaluma, Santa Rosa and Sonoma.

Response I7-6

Caltrans’ long-term plan for this area is to protect SR 1 from coastal erosion and to provide
continued access between the coastal communities in the area. At this time, Caltrans is not
studying the area south of the project site.

Response I7-7

The Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project would address the project need identified in
the Draft EIR/EA, within the limits of the project area identified in that document.

Response I7-8

The construction vehicle route to the project site would depend on the location where the
contractor would source materials and supplies. Any oversize or overweight trucks would
require CHP escort and/or advance and trailing vehicles for safety. Final determination about
construction staging will be addressed as the project design is further refined.

Response I7-9

The type of metal and other materials to be used for the project will be determined as the design
is further refined. Rust is one of the many factors that will be considered.
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Letter I8
Impacts of the Highway 1 project on two coastal harbor
seal haulouts in Southern Sonoma County
Joseph Mortenson, Ph. D.
A num.ber of coastal harbor seal haulouts in Sonoma County have been monitored for
years. The first systematic counts were made in the State Harbor Seal Census, which began
with a trial count in 1981. In 1982 and afterward through 1995 annual counts of California
harbor seals were made at the time of molt, when the maximum number of seals are expected to
be ashore. Later in the 1980s data were collected outside year round by myself in preparation
for a book Starting in 1998 a census during the breeding and later during the molting peak has
been conducted by the Point Reyes National Seashore for the central California coast. Data for
these haulouts is now also collected year round in a monitoring program by the Stewards of the
Coast and Redwoods and the Sonoma County Water Agency.
Two of these Sonoma coast haulouts will be impacted by the Highway 1 construction
project. They are called the Rock Point (Figure 1) and Chalanchawi (Figure 2). Rock Point is
closest to the center of construction activity. Chalanchawi lies to the north near where the
realigned Highway 1 will join the original road. Both of these haulouts have close by pullouts
which serve Highway visitors to the coast. Usually few if any cars stop and only sometimes are
the harbor seals even noticed, although the haulouts are very close to shore. Most visitors do
not disturb the seals, but sometimes alerts or movements by the seals may be seen in response
to people. However, loud noises by visitors or sudden appearances made right at the edge of
the cliffs can completely flush all seals off some or all of the occupied haulout rocks.
Both haulouts are covered under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. The haulout rocks
are included in the California Coastal National Monument and in the Farallones National
Marine Sanctuary, and are subject to their regulations. Sites where marine mammals are born
receive special consideration by the Office of Protected Resources of NOAA. Nearby work may
be suspended when neonatal harbor seals are present, such as at Jenner.
Newborn seals have been seen at both Rock Point and Chalanchawi (e. g. Figure 3).
Chalanchawi is in the lee of a west facing sea bluff which moderates wind waves and swell.
Because of this Chalanchawi serves in as a nursery area where mothers and pups can be seen in
pairs, the pups seeming to ride on their mothers backs (Figure 4).
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Figure 1. Rock Point Haulout Rocks Within Red Line

Figure 2. Chalanchawi Haulout Rocks Within Red Line

Figure 3. Newborn pup at Chalanchawi.
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Figure 4. Mother and pup swimming in the protected nursery atChalanchawi.

Recommendation
Both Rock Point and Chalanchawi are sensitive and long studied natural areas. Though
the harbors eals at these sites are accustomed to ordinary traffic sounds they will be disturbed if
the two neatby parking areas serve as staging sites for equipment for the Highway 1
construction. Therefore I recommend not using the parking areas in this project.

I8-1
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Response to Comment Letter I8: Joseph Mortenson
Response I8-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County.
The closest harbor seal haul-out site is Rock Point haul-out, as identified by Sonoma County
Water Agency and Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods and peripheral monitoring results
(2014). Rock Point is approximately 500 feet northwest of the project and offshore. This is well
away from the project site, which lies to the south and inland. The Chalanchawi haul-out is
located in the Russian River estuary and is not within the Gleason Beach biological study area.
Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, noise analysis has been added to Final EIR/EA with
FONSI in Section 2.3.4, Animal Species. No substantial temporary or periodic increase to
ambient noise levels is expected in the project vicinity. Construction-related noise and human
activity levels may temporarily deter wildlife from the project area but are not expected to affect
marine mammals at offshore haul-outs due to their distance from project activities. No
permanent increase in visitor usage or visitor related noise is expected to result from the project.
A statement has been added in the Final EIR/EA with FONSI in the Affected Environment
subsection of Section 2.3.4, Animals, to explain why marine mammals will not be affected by the
project.
The majority of project work will be conducted east of existing SR 1 and away from the
shoreline. Staging is limited to the project area and does not include the referenced turnout. The
haul-outs are outside of the project area and are not expected to be affected by the project.
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Letter I9

Tom Roth, 22475 Fort Ross Road, Cazadero 1 CA 95421
August 22, 2015
Mr. Oliver lberien, Branch Chief
Office of Environmental Analysis
California Department of Trru1sportation Dist. 4
Attn: Brian Gassner
111 Grand Avenue, MS8B
Oakland, CA 946 12
Fax : 510 286-5600
Email: gleasonrealignment@dot.ca. gov
Re: Comments on Gleason Beach Roadway Realigmnent Project
Dear Mr. lb.;rien:
A longtime resident of Sonoma County's coastal hills, I am a frequent traveler on Highway 1 and
have long enj oyed its views and coastal ambience. I am very famili ar with Glea on Beach and
its cliff erosion problems and the ne essity to relocate a se tion of the highway in that area. Long
l nn highway saf ty on Highway I near GI ason B ach warrants Caltrans' examination of
possible realigmnent of the highway. Unfortunately th "build" alternati ves proposed for the
project are far out of scale for the area.

I9-1

First, brief comments about the proposed project EIS/EA:
•
I9-2

•

I9-3

•

I9-4

•
I9-5

•
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A 750-900 foot bridge constructed parallel to Gleason Beach will destroy one of Sonoma
County's most scenic views and will actually decrease access at what is currently one of
the most accessible beaches in the area. Gleason Beach is delightfully small and projects
an image and the fact of easy accessible recreation for families and children. Even just
driving by on the current Highway 1 presents a tableau of fun and relaxation.
Constructing concrete bridge of the scale proposed by Caltrans will destroy forever a
scenic pleasure that belongs to all ofus.
Caltrans proposes a boardwalk to Gleason Beach, but it will neither be as inviting as the
present roadside access, nor will it be accessible (because of its steepness) to many
people with ambulatory disabilities.
The parking pad proposed for the "build" alternatives will be desigued to accommodate
five cars; only one-half to a third of the current roadside parking that will no longer be
available.
The highway alignment and bridge appears by its size and alignment to be constructed to
accommodate large commercial trucks used on interstate routes. This segment of
Highway 1 is not intended for large commercial vehicles.
Speeding on Highway I continues to be a significant issue. The straightening out and
widening of most of the project segn1ent will only encourage speeders, who will quickly
encounter curves and dips in either direction.
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I9-6

•
•

I9-7
•

Daylighting of Scotty Creek is a positive environmental outcome of the "build"
alternatives and should be retained no matter what project is selected.
The draft EIR/EA does not adequately address mitigation the project's effects on fragile
local water supplies or on sensitive wetlands, coastal prairies or rare habitat for the
federally listed Myrtle's silverspot butterfly or the red legged frog. For the most part,
mitigation measures are left to the preparation of future reports or adherence to Caltrans
guidelines. Such "mitigation" cannot be determined by the informed reader to be
adequate or inadequate. Additionally, funding for wetland enhancement to make up for
loss of wetlands is speculative and relies on the good will and availability of funds from
private sources and/or California State Parks. The EIR/EA contains no commitment from
Caltrans to fund habitat replacement and enhancement.
Mitigation for loss of habitat for the Myrtle's silverspot butterfly is woefully inadequate
with a "minimum" replacement ratio of 1: 1. Given the uncertainty of successfully
enhancing habitat, especially in a fragile coastal zone, replacing established breeding and
foraging habitat for an endangered species should be much higher.

Secondly, Caltrans has unfortunately not provided the public with the input it is entitled to
by:
•

I9-8

•

•

I9-9

Substituting an informational meeting for a proper hearing for the draft EIR/EA.
Public input at the meeting was not recorded by Caltrans. This is especially disturbing
since the draft EIR/EA clearly states that input at the meeting would be considered in
the preparation of the final EIR/EA.
Not adequately addressing Sonoma County's Local Coastal Plan, which has
designated the project area as within a scenic resource area. While the LCP focuses
mainly on development effects on scenic resources, it is obvious that highway
projects affect scenic resources. Caltrans admits that the "build" alternatives do not
conform to the LCP. Caltrans' inattention to the LCP process needs to be redressed.
An outdated and incorrect mailing list for public officials limits the comments of
many of the area's representatives. The mailing list in the draft EIR/EA contained
two officials who do not represent the area, one who no longer holds state office, and
another who is no longer a county supervisor. Additionally, the list does not include
either the former or current state Senator who represents the area.

I find it entirely possible that Caltrans could construct a properly scaled project that would
preserve the scenic, agricultural, archeological, recreational and natural values of the area. But
first, Caltrans must take a step back and conduct an adequate public process. Thank you for your
attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Tom Roth

···················-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~······························-,
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Response to Comment Letter I9: Tom Roth
Response I9-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County. The Draft
EIR/EA disclosed that the scale and location of the proposed project would result in adverse
effects and significant and unavoidable impacts to visual resources within the project area.
Various environmental considerations, including visual resources impacts, were evaluated to
achieve a balance between multiple environmental resources. As a result of environmental
analysis and public input, Alternative 19A was identified as the Preferred Build Alternative that
best balances potential impacts to multiple environmental resources.

Response I9-2

In addition to constraints associated with visual quality, other environmental constraints related
to the project design included the need to: 1) avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along
the coastal bluffs; 2) minimize impacts to the Scotty Creek floodplain; 3) continue to provide
access to existing property owners; and 4) withstand storm surges and increased flooding at
elevation. Over 20 project design alternatives/variations were evaluated as part of the project
identification process. The three alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/EA would result in the
lowest level of environmental impacts while still complying with Caltrans design standards and
constraints.

Response I9-3

The location of the proposed boardwalk is the only State-owned parcel that would provide
beach access within the project area, and therefore the only feasible location option for the
project to provide beach access. South of Scotty Creek, there are no public parcels and so
beach access cannot be proposed at these locations. The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the
boardwalk would result in an adverse effect and significant and unavoidable impact relative to
aesthetics and visual quality. The existing topography of the bluff presents design limitations
relative to the type and scale of the structure. This feature will be further refined during the CDP
process.

Response I9-4

Implementation of Alternative 19A, including removal of the Scotty Creek culverts, would result
in the loss of about 12 informal parking spaces located along existing SR 1. This loss of parking
would be offset by construction of a parking pad north of Scotty Creek that would accommodate
12 vehicles.
South of Scotty Creek, the existing shoulders and informal parking areas would remain as-is. To
address existing (and future) parking/traffic concerns, coordination between Caltrans and the
Sonoma County Sheriff’s Department, California State Parks and California Highway Patrol will
be required.

Response I9-5

The design focus of the proposed SR 1 alignment is not intended for vehicular access of large
commercial vehicles. In addition to providing access to motor vehicles, the dimensions of the
new SR 1 would provide improved access to bicyclists and pedestrians in the project area via
the use of the proposed new SR 1 roadway shoulders. Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA,
the dimensions of the elevated bridge as described in the Draft EIR/EA for Alternative 19A have
been modified in the Final EIR/EA with FONSI to be planned as 49 feet wide with a 6- to 8-foot
shoulder and 6-foot sidewalk in the southbound direction and a 6- to 8-foot shoulder in the
northbound direction. These shoulder dimensions would be much wider than shoulders along
existing SR 1 and would better allow for multimodal use of the project corridor compared to
existing conditions.
In terms of vehicle speeding and passing illegally, this is a concern for the entirety of SR 1 and
cannot be addressed by the proposed project alone. On the proposed new SR 1 bridge, the
horizontal and vertical curvature of the roadway is designed for a maximum design speed of
50 mph, with the bridge and southern portion of the alignment designed for a speed of 40 mph.
This curvature would help reduce overall travel speeds on the bridge, but ultimately cannot
completely prevent high speed driving. However, as the project’s design is further refined, traffic
calming techniques such as the installation of bumps, warning signage, flashers and/or striping
can be explored in order to reduce travel speeds.

Response I9-6

Caltrans recognizes the potential value in improving streambed conditions for salmonids and is
considering opportunities to improve Scotty Creek as part of project-related mitigation or
enhancement activities. This opportunity will be evaluated further as part of the project
permitting phase that follows the environmental document.

Response I9-7

The proposed project has been designed to avoid impacts to wetlands as much as possible by
designing an elevated structure over much of the wetland area. Caltrans is working to minimize
project-related impacts to sensitive environmental resources. Avoidance, minimization, and/or
mitigation measures will be further refined in the permitting stage of the project. Caltrans would
comply with the Clean Water Act and other relevant environmental permits.
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Response I9-8

The July 29, 2015 public open house provided the public an opportunity to obtain information
about the project, review project details, ask questions of Caltrans staff, and provide written
comments on the Draft EIR/EA. An announcement was made at that meeting that only written
comments, such as on comment cards provided at the meeting, via email, or via regular mail,
would be recorded and responded to. As required under CEQA, Caltrans collected all
comments received via those written mediums and has providing written responses to them in
this Final EIR/EA with FONSI document.
The Draft EIR/EA acknowledges that the proposed project would be inconsistent with the
Sonoma County LCP, including as related to the project’s expected impact on visual resources
in the project area.
Caltrans used the U.S. Post Office’s Every Door Direct Mail program to mail approximately
3,544 notices within a 5-mile radius of Bodega Bay, to post office boxes and rural routes in
Bodega, Bodega Bay, Duncans Mills, Jenner, and Occidental, and post office boxes in Monte
Rio. The intention was to reach all residents and businesses in the selected areas; an elected
official with an office or residence in the selected area would also receive notice.

Response I9-9

Caltrans is committed to public outreach and throughout the environmental review process,
Caltrans has adhered to all CEQA/NEPA requirements pertaining to facilitation of public
participation. In addition to holding a scoping meeting at the outset of the environmental review
process, Caltrans also conducted a public open house during the Draft EIR/EA’s 45-day public
review period. The public open house was publicized via a notice published in the Santa Rosa
Press Democrat, online at bodegabay.com, and a mailer sent through the U.S. Post Office to
approximately 3,544 residents and businesses for post offices and rural routes within a 5-mile
radius of Bodega Bay, in Bodega Bay, Bodega, Duncans Mills, Jenner, Monte Rio, and
Occidental. Caltrans personnel visited various community locations in advance of the public
meeting and left hard copies of the Draft EIR/EA at U.S. Post Offices in Occidental, Bodega Bay
and Jenner. The Draft EIR/EA was also left at the Occidental Public Library, Central Santa Rosa
Library, and Guerneville Regional Library.
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Letter I10

NORMA LJELLISON
♦♦♦

P OBOX 1636 ♦ BODEGA BAY, CA94923
Home Phone/Fax (707) 875-3799
NORMALJ@SONIC.NET

August 22, 2015
Mr. Oliver Therien, Branch Chief
Office of Environmental Analysis
California Department of transportation District 4
111 Grand Avenue MS8B
Oakland CA 94612
BY EMAIL:gleasomealignment@dot.ca.gov
RE: Comments on Draft EIR/EA on proposed Gleason Beach Road Realignment Project
Highway 1, Sonoma County
Dear Mr Therien:
I must first note my objection to the lack of a Public Hearing on the Draft EIR/EA in
compliance with both CEQA and NEPA.

I10-1

The July 29, 2015 "Open House Public Question/Answer Panel for the Draft EIR/EA"
was appreciated as the SOLE opportunity for local residents and interested parties to see
project elements portrayed on large display boards and ask questions and provide
comments. However, I was taken aback by introductory comments that public comments
made and questions raised at that open house were not being recorded, nor would they
constitute comments on the draft EIR/EA and that only written comments received by
Caltrans would be considered part and responded to as part of the public record. I do not
find this in keeping with the spirit or letter of CEQA and NEPA Guidelines.
This was a well attended meeting. The citizens who turned out that evening fully
expected to be able to express and have their comments recorded, become part of the
public record, and taken into account as part of the process of review and comment on the
Draft EIR/EA and addressed in any subsequent Response to Comments on the Draft
EIR/EA. To be denied that opportunity and told that the only way their comments would
be considered was by writing and sending them to Caltrans by US Mail, fax or EM
shocked the attendees. It gave the impression that public comments were a waste of time
and breath, as nothing that was said that night mattered in the environmental process,
since no record was being made of the comments. In my opinion, this is counter to the
purpose and intent of the CEQA/NEPA process which calls for full public participation
and opportunities for public comment.
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Local Coastal Plan Amendment Required

I10-2

This Project will require an Amendment to the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan to
proceed. This in and of itself requires a Public Hearing. This requirement and for the
reasons to follow and those cited above - that the July 29, 2015 meeting did not constitute
a Public Hearing, that the lack of recording of the public comments made that night was
an affront to the citizens of Bodega Bay and environs who took their time (unpaid as
Caltrans staff and multiple consultants in attendance were) to attend - lead to the request
that Caltrans revise and re-circulate the Draft EIR/EA and hold the requisite Public
Hearing and record public comments made.

Significant Adverse Unmitigated Visual Impacts to the Sonoma Coast

I10-3

The Proposed Project will result in major adverse impacts to the County of Sonoma
Designated Scenic Resource Area Sub Area 8/Pacific View/Willow Creek map segment
shown in Fignre C-OSRC-lh of the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan.
Virtually every one of the Proposed Project Alternatives that remain under consideration
by Caltrans for the proposed Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project, save the "No
Project" alternative, will result in major adverse unmitigatable impacts.
Caltrans' "Visual Impacts Study" was not provided to the public nor noted as to
availability in the public meeting notice. Caltrans failure to circulate and solicit
comments on the Visual Impacts Study, and the agency's failure to make this document
readily available to the public in timely fashion, contribute to a flawed disclosure of the
impacts of the Proposed Project to the delicate ecosystem and visual ambience of the
Scotty Creek watershed, a favorite attraction with visitors to the Sonoma Coast often
found in tourism guides.

I10-4

Only because one local resident requested and received the study was it circulated among
interested citizens in the Project area. Locals who constantly travel this highway as their
main access to services and/or employment will be most impacted by the deteriorated
visual character of this stretch of the iconic scenic Route One through Sonoma County.
It is unacceptable that the Visual Impacts Study was only available to interested parties
living on the Sonoma Coast as of receipt by the local citizen on August 19, 2015,just
four days before close of comments on the Proposed Project. The fact that hardcopies or
CD-ROMs of the Visual Impacts Study were not available, that the Visual Impacts Study
was not accessible online, and that members of the public with an interest in this
document had to fill out a specific written request for a copy of it on one of the Caltrans
"Comments" cards provided at the public meeting on July 29 at the Bodega Bay Grange
Hall is not compliant with ease of public access and full availability of information
needed to fully evaluate impacts of the Proposed Project. This demand for written request
is essentially making a request under FOIA, something that should not be a condition of
public access to information associated with the preparation of an environmental analysis.

···················-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~······························-,

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

4-103

Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

····················································································································------------------~-------------···················

Section 30251, Scenic and Visual Qualities of the California Coastal Act, states that
"(1)he scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 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,
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas."
The display boards at the open house public meeting did not include any images of scale
measuring from mean high tide line to the border of the Gleason/Mann/Ballard Ranch
(East to West). Those who could not attend the meeting to see the display boards or did
not have an opportunity to review or the time to do so, given the untimely receipt and
lack of public distribution of the Visual Impacts Study are at a loss to understand the
extent of impacts that will occur to the scenic qualities of Route One in the project area.

I10-4

(cont’d)

The loss to the public of the picturesque Scotty Creek scenic landscape unit beneath an
industrial-scale concrete bridge more appropriate to an urban cityscape freeway overpass
does not comply with the cited provision of the California Coastal Act. This loss is a
major adverse unmitigatable impact of the Proposed Project and should not be taken
lightly by Project proponents. A more graceful structure should be designed, at a lower
and less-intrusive elevation, and a more visually-transparent highway railing design
should be incorporated in any final design that goes forward.
The scale of the Proposed Project in the context of this sensitive site and setting is
engineering overkill. To introduce such a substantial level of adverse impact in this
unique scenic coastal environment, is not compliant with the California Coastal Act, with
CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. Nor is it in keeping with NEPA compliance and
environmental impact assessment guidelines. An unbiased reconsideration of earlier lessimpactful options not fully evaluated, and a redesign of the Proposed Project that might
potentially minimize and mitigate the full range of anticipated impacts is mandatory and
contributory to the statement that this EIR/EA needs to be re-circulated.
Adverse Impacts to California Coastal National Monument Sites Not Addressed

I10-5

The EIR/EA is deficient in that it does not identify nor address the existence or potential
adverse impacts ofthe Proposed Project on the California Coastal National Monument as
it exists along the Sonoma Coast and specifically in the Project Area.
The California Coastal National Monument (CCNM) is located along the entire 1100
mile coastline of California. Created in 2000 by Presidential proclamation under the
Antiquities Act and expanded in 2014, the CCNM protects over 20,000 rocks, islands,
islets, pinnacles and reefs above mean high tide within 12 nautical miles of the shoreline.
The CCNM Planning Area encompasses the Coastal Zone boundary, as defined by the
CA Coastal Commission.
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I10-5

(cont’d)

One of the Gateways to the CCNM, under the Bureau of Land Management ofthe
Department of the Interior, is the Sonoma Coast (Bodega Bay to Gualala). These
Gateways serve as focal points and visitor contact information for the Monument. The
focus is on principles of geotourism: "tourism that sustains or enhances the geographical
character of a place, including its environment, culture, aesthetics, heritage and the wellbeing of its residents." The CCNM supports organized local stewardship for coastline
regions.
BLM has partnered with the Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods, a cooperating
association of the CA State Parks Sonoma Coast Russian River Division, along with the
Seabird Protection Network and Madrone Audubon. One of the partnership activities
involves a citizen science program, monitoring several rocks along the southerly Sonoma
Coast (another program is in place at Sea Ranch on the northern Sonoma Coast).

I10-6

This monitoring is associated with pelagic birds/seabirds and marine mammals on
offshore rock islands of the Sonoma Coast. One of the seabird monitoring locations is the
rocks off the Gleason Beach area - the Proposed Project area. Using protocol
documentation Stewards citizen scientists have monitored these rocks, part ofCCNM
Units 14 and 15, since 2013 as seabird rookeries and resting areas. These rocks are also
monitored as Harbor Seal haul outs. These rocks have been monitored as a Harbor Seal
haul out for over twenty years as part of the Sonoma Coast Harbor Seal population study
coordinated by the Pt Reyes National Seashore (National Park Service, DOI).

I10-7

Both pelagic birds and marine mammals are sensitive to noise and human disturbance.
While such disturbances are acute during nesting and chick rearing for seabirds, they
routinely impact colonies that use offshore rocks for resting and haul out purposes. Noise
and human disturbances have significant impacts on reproduction of these species and on
their needs for daily metabolic functions.

I10-8

Clearly, construction activity adjacent to these rocks, use of turnouts for parking and turn
around of construction equipment particularly, although not exclusively, at the northern
terminus of the re-alignment and its connection back to the existing road alignment, and
the adjustments to beach activity promoted by realignment and reconstruction all will
likely have significant negative adverse impacts on the CCNM inhabitants.

I10-9

I believe the deficiency of the EIR/EA in assessing impacts on the CCNM requires the
document to be revised and re-circulated. Further the impacts on the visual character of
the CCNM add to the deficiency of the assessment of visual impacts ofthe Proposed
Project.
Purpose of the Project Deficiency

I10-10

Caltrans' bases the need for this Proposed Project on impacts of climate based sea level
rise and road failures so associated. First, the project need cannot be justified based on an
assertion that sea level rise is responsible for the rapid decomposition of cliff geology in
this area. This assertion has been convincingly debunked by both Caltrans' consultants
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and by observations oflong time local residents, some of whom are geologists and/or
knowledgeable professionals.

I10-10

(cont’d)

It is obvious that a very narrow cliff side agricultural property was unwisely allowed to
be subdivided for homes years ago. This occurred despite compelling evidence, at the
time that the subdivision was approved, that the geologically-unstable area where the
residential lots would be created could be expected to quickly erode. This erosion is
associated with the flow of a perched water table that exits on the cliff face and adjacency
part of the way between the elevation of the highway and the current mean high tide sea
level. It is primarily the flow of water from these springs on the cliff side, combined with
surface sheet flow/runoff, that provides the major contribution to cliff erosion that has
threatened these homes literally from inception of construction and now threatens those
remaining adjacent homes and limited linear segments of the highway itself.

I10-11

The Proposed Project as designed, therefore, cannot logically be characterized as
necessary due to sea level rise. The draft EIR/EA, in addition, makes no mention of the
probable contribution of new stormwater runoff from the extensive additional impervious
surfaces of, and drainage from, the Proposed Project, which are expected to be added to
the present runoff from existing highway surfaces in this region.

I10-12

A main contributory to the north/south extent of the Proposed Project (between 3000 feet
and 3700 feet) in large part is the neighborhood septic leach field that was allowed to be
constructed on the east side of Highway One. Clearly, the over engineered Proposed
Project has become much longer and moved much further in land than would otherwise
have been necessary.

I10-13

I10-14

An additional alternative in Caltrans' Proposed Project EIR/EA should be proposed and
fully evaluated that would enable a shorter and less invasive bypass route. Rather than
have a leach field substantially drive the re-alignment of the highway so far inland with
so many significant adverse unmitigatable impacts, relocate the leach field inland! It is
noted that the leach field now serves a much smaller number of houses (and could be
downsized as well), due to the subsequent removal of some of the destabilized residences
it was installed to serve.
The aforementioned facts are further reasons that the EIR/EA should be revised and recirculated. Simply put, a Proposed Project is not adequately identified and assessed to
support a selection of a Preferred Alternative.

Wetlands, Sensitive Habitant and Species of Concern Inadequately Assessed

I10-15

Other comments address these topics in greater detail. I add my comments that the Scotty
Creek watershed comprises an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESRA) under the
definition of the CA Coastal Act and the Coastal Commission.
Sensitive wetlands, which provide critical habitat for unique species and that are subject
to the provisions of the federal Clean Water Act, are not addressed adequately in the
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(cont’d)

EIR/EA for the Proposed Project, and prior efforts by affected landowners and local
environmental and science groups who pursued restoration of salmonid habitat in Scotty
Creek appears to have been overlooked. Scotty Creek was the site of a Salmon Habitat
Restoration Project, under the auspices of UC Sea Grant Cooperative Extension Program
and in coordination with Fish and Game (now Wildlife) and Bodega Marine Lab,
whereby fencing was installed for the specific purpose of managing access an restoring
salmonid habitat. Clearly Scotty Creek possesses salmonid habitat.

I10-16

In addition to the above example, statements that no salmonid habitat exists nearby also
ignore the 2006 Cheney Gulch Stream Inventory Report prepared by the CA Department
of Fish and Game (Wildlife) establishing that Cheney Gulch Watershed constitutes
salmonid habitat.

I10-17

Gleason Beach and the surrounding wetlands area upstream clearly comprise what the
Sonoma County Local Coastal Program (LCP) refers to as Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Area (ESRA) for other species. The Proposed Project will impose permanent
adverse impacts to the Coastal Prairie ESRA at this location. The wetlands that would be
impacted by the proposed realignment project at Gleason's Beach represent some of the
only remaining native habitat in that category on the Sonoma Coast, thus the requisite
Corps of Engineers wetland permitting protocols involving full compliance with the
federal Clean Water Act (CWA) should be observed by Caltrans.

I10-15

I10-18

I10-19

I10-20

The remaining historic ranch house has been well maintained and the associated
agricultural accoutrements along Scotty Creek represent a culturally important landmark
on the Sonoma Coast, one which should not be casually sacrificed to simply disappearing
below an overbuilt bridge project. The loss of this agricultural heritage site would then
hypothetically be "mitigated" by a future Caltrans brochure as has been proposed by the
Agency. This is inadequate mitigation for such a significant loss.
Likewise, tentative mitigations discussed by Caltrans for permanent loss of the Myrtle's
Silverspot butterfly habitat (of which only four populations are known to remain in
California) and for damage by the Proposed Project to the California red-legged frog and
its habitats are inadequate and need to be more fully delineated.
Measures should be taken to ensure the least adverse impact and interference from
construction on these species. Of particular concern is the impact of conversion of
habita impacting the Myrtle's Silverspot Butterfly. The flight season of this rare butterfly
is June-September, coinciding with peak construction periods. The life cycle of this
species must be taken into consideration, including pre-construction surveys for larvae
on Western Dog Violet host plants. Western Dog Violet is not listed as a special-status
plant although its importance as the host plant to the endangered Myrtle Silverspot
Butterfly argues that it should be given more focus and a higher importance in the
EIR/EA. Further, merely committing to fund habitat enhancements elsewhere along the
Sonoma Coast is inadequate to compensate for taking habitat of an endangered species
when only 4 populations are known to remain in California. This argues for much more
robust analysis and mitigation measures.
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I10-21

Adding to this list of inadequately addressed species and habitat, many of the seabirds
that use the previously described CCNM rocks are protected under the Migratory Bird
Act and some are rare, threatened or endangered species, thus are an important part of the
sensitive and biologically rich coastal environment which is likely to be adversely
impacted by this project and have not adequately assessed.
The above are more examples of the assertion that the EIR/EA is deficient and should be
revised and re-circulated.

Inadequate Cultural Resources Analysis
Caltrans indicated Cultural resource studies within the Project Area include completion
ofan archaeological inventory (Caltrans 2012d), an inventory of the built-environment
(Caltrans 2012e), and a subsurface testing/NRHP eligibility study (Caltrans 2014h).
These documents were not adequately circulated for public review. It is acknowledged
that Caltrans 2012d was likely not circulated in order to better protect archeological sites
from illegal pothunters and vandals, some degree of appropriate professional peer-review
should have been conducted. Caltrans also claims to have prepared a summary document
providing an overview of methods and findings regarding cultural resources for this
project (Caltrans 2014e). A draft report, "Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation
Report, Scotty Creek Restoration, Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District Sonoma
County California," was apparently prepared by JRP Historical Consulting in April 2011,
and was supposed to have included the initial NRHP evaluation of the Gleason-MannBallard Ranch that was used in the inventory of built environment resources for this
Proposed Project. No final version of this report has been made available to the public.
This document and the protocols for this research have not been circulated for public
review.

I10-22

A records search was reported to have been 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. The records search is
claimed to have included a review of all known cultural resources records and reports
within 0.5 mile of the Project Area, and although the Scotty Creek area was obviously a
place of reverence and habitation for native peoples, not all of these uses are necessarily
documented within the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical
Resources Information System database.
While results of the records search indicated that some site-specific archaeological
studies have been conducted in the Proposed Project area, the Draft EIR/EA for the
Proposed Project fails to verify the document's claim of an adequate and representative
inventory. In light of the nature of the sheltered valley along Scotty Creek, it seems
improbable that only 4-5 archeological properties were located there, as claimed by
Caltrans. There were likely a greater number of sites along Scotty Creek than those
documented thus far.
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I10-22

(cont’d)

Although Caltrans asserts, in the Draft EIR.EA, that a reasonable and good faith effort
has been made to identify any members of the local Native American community who
may attach religious or cultural significance to the Proposed Project area, more onsite
research should be done now that the preferred alternative routes have been more
narrowly identified.
A representative of the Native American community at the public meeting indicated a
lack of contact. A separate consultation is required with Native American cultures and it
is incumbent on Caltrans to proceed timely to consult and coordinate and protect cultural
resources as required by law.

Noncompliant Section 4(t) De Minimis Determination for the Project:

I10-23

A flawed Section 4(f) Evaluation document has been prepared in tandem with the
Gleason Beach State Route (SR) 1 Roadway Realignment Project Draft Environmental
Document (DED). This document purports to provide, but fails to submit, documentation
necessary to support determinations required to comply with the provision of 23 United
States Code (U.S.C.) 138 and 49 U.S.C. 303, commonly referred to as Section 4(f).
The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with
applicable federal laws for this project is claimed to have been carried out by Caltrans
under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327. This documentation has
not been prepared in accordance with legislation established under the United States
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. 303; 23 U.S.C. 138).

Summary Conclusion

I10-24

I10-25

I10-26

The proposed 750-900 foot elevated concrete bridge, bypass approaches, and abutments
and engineered concrete supports currently being contemplated by Caltrans are of a scale
that is unnecessary and seriously out of character with the Sonoma Coast. The analysis of
the EIR/EA is deficient in many respects as outlined in comments above.
This proposed project needs to be approached with more sensitivity to the unique values
of the site. As argued above, the EIR/EA needs to be revised and re-circulated, including
conducting a more robust public participation process. Without this, Caltrans' Proposed
Project would unintentionally destroy an important vestige of Sonoma County's
agricultural and cultural history, obscure spectacular coastal viewsheds, unnecessarily
complicate an important beach access point not presently requiring transit of a cliff face
trail, and irrevocably wipe out ecological and habitat values of significance to the State of
California and the public.
It is clear that whatever decision Caltrans may make about how best the Agency should
proceed with any type of repair or realignment project at Gleason's Beach will need to be
fully informed and guided by the environmental sensitivity, historical significance,
archeological resources, riparian setting, wildlife values, and other unique site-specific
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I10-26

(cont’d)

factors that pertain to this particular location. The Draft EIR/EA, unfortunately fails to
accomplish this balancing act. I again submit that nothing short of a revision and recirculation of the EIR/EA will begin to accomplish that.
Sincerely,

NO"YW\.a., J ~
Norma Jellison
Resident of Bodega Bay
c: Supervisor Efren Carrillo, Fifth District Sonoma County
Senator Mike McGuire Attn: Jason Liles, Chief of Staff
Congressman Jared Huffman
Sonoma Coast Chapter Surfrider Foundation
Madrone Audubon Conservation Chair
The Ocean Foundation
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Response to Comment Letter I10: Norma Jellison
Response I10-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15802 and NEPA (42 USC 4321), a project
scoping meeting was held in Sonoma County within the county of the proposed project in 2014.
A public open house was held on July 29, 2015 to provide the public an opportunity to obtain
information about the project, review project details, ask questions of Caltrans staff, and provide
written comments on the Draft EIR/EA. The meeting was announced in the Notice of Availability
(NOA) that was mailed to the State Clearinghouse on July 10, 2015. The NOA was also
published in the Santa Rosa Press Democrat newspaper.
The July 29, 2015 public open house provided the public an opportunity to provide written
comments on the Draft EIR/EA. An announcement was made at that meeting that only written
comments, such as on comment cards provided at the meeting, via email, or via regular mail,
would be recorded and responded to. As required under CEQA, Caltrans collected all
comments received via those written mediums and has provided written responses to them in
the Final EIR/EA with FONSI document. Caltrans will continue to provide additional public
outreach for the project and conducted a meeting on April 12, 2016 to provide the community
with a project update.

Response I10-2

Caltrans is coordinating with the Coastal Commission and Sonoma County to determine the
appropriate Coastal Development Permit review and what steps are needed to be consistent
with the Local Coastal Plan. A hearing will likely be held as part of the CDP and LCP
amendment review as deemed necessary by the reviewing agency. The July 29, 2015 public
open house provided the public an opportunity to provide written comments on the Draft
EIR/EA. As required under CEQA, Caltrans collected all comments received via those written
mediums and has provided written responses to them in the Final EIR/EA with FONSI
document. Caltrans will provide additional public outreach for the project to provide an update
on the project.

Response I10-3

The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the scale and location of the proposed project would result in
adverse effects and significant and unavoidable impacts to visual resources within the project
area. Various environmental considerations, including visual resources impacts, were evaluated
to achieve a balance between multiple environmental resources. As a result of environmental
analysis and public input, Alternative 19A was identified as the Preferred Build Alternative that
best balances potential impacts to multiple environmental resources.

Response I10-4

The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the scale and location of the proposed project would result in
adverse effects and significant and unavoidable impacts to visual resources within the project
area. Various environmental considerations, including visual resources impacts, were evaluated
to achieve a balance between multiple environmental resources. The Preferred Build
Alternative, Alternative 19A, best balances potential impacts to multiple environmental
resources. As the project design moves forward for preferred Build Alternative 19A, efforts will
be made to address concerns related to the size and design of the proposed structure.
The Visual Impact Assessment is a technical report used as the basis for the visual resources
analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EA. As such, public circulation of the Visual Impact
Assessment is not required under CEQA/NEPA. However, that report and other technical
reports prepared for the Draft EIR/EA were made available to the public upon request at
Caltrans’ Oakland office.
One of the goals of the bridge design is to make the structure as visually thin, light and
streamlined as possible, with a curving alignment that blends into the local geography. The
project also calls for the development of such design refinements during the project design
phase, and it is Caltrans’ intent to design the proposed bridge to be compatible with the
landscape as much as possible (see Mitigation Measure VISUAL-2: Bridge Design
Enhancement Measures). The bridge design will be further refined in the design phase of the
project.
In addition to constraints associated with visual quality, other environmental constraints related
to the project design included the need to: 1) avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along
the coastal bluffs; 2) minimize impacts to the Scotty Creek floodplain; 3) continue to provide
access to existing property owners; and 4) avoid future storm event flood elevations. Over 20
project design alternatives/variations were evaluated as part of the project identification process.
The three alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/EA would result in the lowest level of
environmental impacts while still complying with Caltrans design standards and constraints.
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Response I10-5

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the Final EIR/EA with FONSI has been revised to
identify the California Coastal National Monument (CCNM), which is located along the entire
1,100-mile coastline of California. The CCNM is located off the coast from the project area.
Since the project will not have activities located within the coastal waters westward of the SR 1
realignment area, no significant/adverse impacts are anticipated to the CCNM. In terms of
affecting the relationship between the CCNM and the project area, the project would not result
in a significant impact, but would instead preserve the opportunity for visitors to reach the
CCNM. In the event that the project isn’t implemented and the existing SR 1 roadway erodes
and limits access, it would be more difficult for visitors to enjoy the CCNM due to inadequate
connectivity of SR 1.

Response I10-6

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the Final EIR/EA with FONSI has been revised to
address offshore bird and marine mammal resources which fall outside of the project area and
anticipated impact area. This discussion is covered in Section 2.3.4.

Response I10-7

No impacts are expected to marine mammals and pelagic birds, as there will be no offshore
work and minimal construction near or along the coast. Staging will be located along the
proposed realignment.
A bioacoustics assessment was conducted to provide more accurate noise estimates and to
compare that with noise thresholds for these species. Marine mammals and pelagic birds or
seabirds utilize some of the offshore rocks along portions of the Gleason Beach Roadway
Realignment Project. Although relatively close to the highway, these rocks are subject mostly to
noise from the ocean waves. Construction activities would not cause noise that would affect
these animals. The operation of the roadway would continue to have no acoustic effect on these
animals (Illingworth and Rodkin 2016).
The closest activities to the coast are the removal of the box culverts at Scotty Creek and the
stairway construction. These activities would not affect hauled-out seals since they would be
over 3,000 feet away. The closest offshore rock outcroppings are 500 feet away. Assuming no
shielding from terrain, the predicted sound levels from the maximum noise generating activities
would be 70 dBA, a level similar to the ocean-generated sounds and well below National Marine
Fisheries Service identified thresholds for harassment of marine mammals.

Response I10-8

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the Final EIR/EA with FONSI has been revised to
identify the CCNM, which is located along the entire 1,100-mile coastline of California. The
CCNM is located off the coast from the project area. Since the project will not have activities
located within the coastal waters westward of the SR 1 realignment area, no significant/adverse
impacts are anticipated to the CCNM.
No project-related noise effects are expected to pinnipeds or seabirds (Illingworth and Rodkin
2016). The turnout closest to the haul-out site is not proposed for use as staging nor otherwise
included in the project footprint. Project activities would not occur within close proximity to the
harbor seal haul-out or seabirds. The closest project activities would be located over 3,000 feet
from the haul-out site and seabirds are not expected to be deterred by project activities. The
project is not expected to cause increased human use of the beaches in or adjacent to the
project area.

Response I10-9

The Draft EIR/EA acknowledged that the proposed project will have adverse and unavoidable
impacts to the visual and scenic quality of the project vicinity. This includes views toward the
Pacific Ocean. However, the project will not adversely affect or destroy the scenic resources of
the CCNM.

Response I10-10

The Draft EIR/EA does not state that sea level rise is the primary cause of bluff erosion (see
Section 3.2.6, Climate Change). The analysis of the bluff retreat included other contributing
factors in addition to wave action, such as groundwater, surface water runoff, and earthquakes.
The bluff retreat analysis also incorporated an increase in the wave action component due to
future SLR. Wave action was assumed to contribute 25 percent of the total erosion, based on
the geomorphic observations and all available information. More information regarding the
causes of erosion can be found in the project’s erosion study (Coastal Erosion Analysis at
Gleason Beach, by WRECO, dated February 2014), in particular, Section 4.1.
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Response I10-11

The Draft EIR/EA included a discussion of increased impervious areas as a result of the
proposed project. For Alternative 19A the increase in impervious area would be a net of 3.5
acres, which is considered insignificant compared to the size of the existing watershed area (a
contribution of 0.12%). See Table 2-13, Proposed Project Added Impervious Areas. The minor
increase in surface water runoff resulting from the project will be captured and redirected via
ditches and culverts adjacent to the roadway and a down drain system that is intended to alter
natural drainage patterns in order to slow the pace of erosion. All drainage of surface water
runoff will be directed to Scotty Creek or the ocean. The result of these drainage improvements
would have no adverse effect on existing drainage patterns in the project vicinity. More
information regarding the causes of erosion can be found in the project’s erosion study (Coastal
Erosion Analysis at Gleason Beach, by WRECO, dated February 2014), in particular,
Section 4.1.

Responses I10-12 and
I10-13

One of the goals of the project design is to avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along the
coastal bluff. This constraint requires placement of the proposed SR 1 alignment further inland,
preventing a shorter bypass route through the leach field. The leach field falls within the 2100
coastal erosion line and thus the realigned roadway cannot be built over it.

Response I10-14

Your comment has been noted. The responses to public comments provided in this section of
the Final EIR/EA with FONSI have elaborated on the information provided in the Draft EIR/EA in
order to provide the public information about the purpose and need of the project as well as its
potential environmental impacts.

Response I10-15

The proposed project would remove the current box culverts at the mouth of Scotty Creek to
make the creek more accessible to salmonids and is expected to have a net benefit on
salmonids. The proposed project has been designed to avoid impacts to wetlands as much as
possible by designing an elevated structure over much of the wetland area. Caltrans is working
to minimize project-related impacts to sensitive environmental resources. Avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures will be further refined in the permitting stage of the
project. Caltrans would comply with the Clean Water Act and other relevant environmental
permits.

Response I10-16

The Final EIR/EA with FONSI states that coho have been identified at Scotty Creek and have
the potential to occur within the project area and that salmon have been observed in the greater
Salmon Creek watershed approximately 2 miles away. The affected environment discussion
reflects technical assistance provided by NMFS and CDFW as well as data available on BIOS
and CNDDB.

Response I10-17

The proposed project has been designed to avoid impacts to wetlands as much as possible by
designing an elevated structure over much of the wetland area. Caltrans is working to minimize
project-related impacts to sensitive environmental resources. Avoidance, minimization, and/or
mitigation measures will be further refined in the permitting stage of the project. Caltrans would
comply with the Clean Water Act and other relevant environmental permits.

Response I10-18

The Draft EIR/EA acknowledges that the impact posed by the SR 1 bridge on the GleasonMann-Ballard Ranch would be adverse and unavoidable, and that mitigation measures would
be implemented, though they would not reduce this significant impact to a less-than-significant
level.
As described in Mitigation Measure CUL-5: CEQA-Specific Mitigation –Interpretive Signage,
Caltrans is committed to working with stakeholders and further details will be addressed during
the design phase of the project.

Response I10-19

Mitigation to Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly and minimization measures for the California redlegged frog have been revised to reflect USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b) and
adequately address the impacts to and commensurate mitigation for MSB. Mitigation details will
be determined during the permitting process of the project phase. The avoidance, minimization,
and/or mitigation measures presented in Section 2.3.5, Threatened and Endangered Species,
of the EIR/EA have been updated with this guidance.

Response I10-20

Caltrans has been consulting with a qualified entomologist in developing the avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures for MSB. These measures have been revised to
reflect USFWS’s Biological Opinion (USFWS 2016b), and will be further refined during the
permitting stage of the project. Construction during the MSB flight season cannot be avoided
due to work windows relating to other sensitive species and habitats and the duration of the
project. Preconstruction survey for MSB and larvae are identified in Measure BIO-7.
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Response I10-21

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the Final EIR/EA with FONSI has been revised to
address offshore resources, such as seabirds and marine mammals that occur outside of the
project area and anticipated impact area. This discussion is covered in Section 2.3.4, Animal
Species. No substantial temporary or periodic increase to ambient noise levels is expected in
the project vicinity. Construction-related noise and human activity levels may temporarily deter
wildlife from the project area but are not expected to extend to offshore areas. No impacts are
expected to marine mammals and pelagic seabirds, as work will be limited to inland areas that
are largely buffered by distance and houses and trees along the shoreline.
The closest activities to the coast are the removal of the culverts at Scotty Creek and the
stairway construction. These activities would not affect hauled out seals since they are over
3,000 feet away. The closest offshore rock outcroppings are 500 feet away. Assuming no
shielding from terrain, the predicted sound levels from the maximum noise generating activities
would be 70 dBA, a level similar to the ocean-generated sounds and well below National Marine
Fisheries Service identified thresholds for harassment of marine mammals.
No project-related noise effects are expected to pinnipeds or seabirds (Illingworth and Rodkin
2016).

Response I10-22

All cultural technical studies and summary documents received peer reviews from cultural
resource professionals who meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards and are certified as
Professionally Qualified Staff under the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. Identification
and evaluation efforts were concurred with by the SHPO.
Archaeological information and technical studies are not released for public review due to the
confidential nature of archaeological data and per California Government Code sections
6254.10 and 6254(r); California Code of Regulations Section 15120(d); and Section 304 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
Also, the draft report, “Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report, Scotty Creek
Restoration, Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District Sonoma County California,” is not a
Caltrans document. It was provided to Caltrans as a professional courtesy when Caltrans was
doing research for its report. Caltrans is not responsible for circulating another agency’s draft
report, nor is it its policy to do so.
While a number of archaeological sites were identified within a half mile of the project area,
Caltrans analysis focused on the six sites identified within the project’s Area of Potential Effect
(APE). Caltrans’ Native American consultation with the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria
and the Kashia Band of Pomo Indians of Stewarts Point Rancheria is ongoing. Caltrans
regularly updates Tribes on the status of the project and provides them draft copies of all
archaeological technical studies for review and comment. Caltrans has received no such
separate comment from any representative of the Native American community.

Response I10-23

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with
applicable federal laws for this project was carried out by Caltrans under its assumption of
responsibility pursuant to 23 USC 327. Documentation has been prepared in accordance with
legislation established under the United States Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49
USC 303; 23 USC 138).
All cultural technical studies and summary documents received peer reviews from cultural
resource professionals who meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards and are certified as
Professionally Qualified Staff under the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. Identification
and evaluation efforts were concurred with by the SHPO.
Archaeological information and technical studies are not released for public review due to the
confidential nature of archaeological data and per California Government Code sections
6254.10 and 6254(r); California Code of Regulations Section 15120(d); and Section 304 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
Section 4(f) analysis for historic properties is not limited to incorporation of land; the use of a
historic site may include the demolition, removal, or disturbance of historic sites as well as
impacts such as noise, pollution, and visual intrusions, per 23 C.F.R. § 771.135(p)(4).
Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, Section 4.2.1 of the Section 4(f) analysis in
Appendix B has been modified to note that no part of the historic property is being incorporated
into a transportation facility and as the primary facades of the historic properties face the ocean
there are no indirect visual impacts and therefore no use.
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Responses I10-24, I10-25,
and I10-26

The Draft EIR/EA disclosed that the scale and location of the proposed project would result in
adverse effects and significant and unavoidable impacts to visual and cultural resources within
the project area. One of the goals of the bridge design is to make the structure as visually thin,
light and streamlined as possible, with a curving alignment that blends into the local geography.
The project also calls for the development of such design refinements during the project design
phase, and it is Caltrans’ intent to design the proposed bridge to be compatible with the
landscape as much as possible (see Mitigation Measure VISUAL-2: Bridge Design
Enhancement Measures). The bridge design will be further refined in the design phase of the
project.
In addition to constraints associated with visual quality and cultural resources, other
environmental constraints related to the project design included the need to: 1) avoid the
projected year 2100 erosion line along the coastal bluffs; 2) minimize impacts to the Scotty
Creek floodplain; 3) continue to provide access to existing property owners; and 4) avoid future
storm event flood elevations. Over 20 project design alternatives/variations were evaluated as
part of the project identification process. The three alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/EA
would result in the lowest level of environmental impacts while still complying with Caltrans
design standards and constraints.
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Letter I11
From:

Sent
To:
Subject:

I11-1

I11-2

Dustin Ballard <dballard30@gmail.com>
Monday, August 10, 2015 7:12 PM
Gleason Realignment@DOT
Comments on Realignment

My name is Dustin Ballard and I have two comments regarding the proposed realignment of HWY 1 at Gleason
Beach.
1) This is an opportunity to restore Scotty Creek. For decades, the culvert that currently exists has inhibited fish
migration and contributed to loss of reparian habitat along the creek. This is an opportunity to make that right
and restore the creek.

2) Alternative Route 20 is the least preferable in my opinion because it will have a shorter lifetime with bluff
erosion, will destroy the spring of Dennis McAllister, and comes further inland across the wetlands and will
have greater impact on views from nearby properties.
Thanks for taking these comments under consideration.
Db

Dustin Ballard, MD, MBE
Medical Director
Marin County EMS

···················-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------······························-,
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Response to Comment Letter I11: Dustin Ballard
Response I11-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County.
Caltrans recognizes the potential value in improving streambed conditions for salmonids. The
proposed project would remove the current box culverts at the mouth of Scotty Creek to make
the creek more accessible to salmonids and is expected to have a net benefit on salmonids.
Additional enhancements to Scotty Creek will be considered as part of coordination with the
relevant permitting agencies during the permitting stage of the project.

Response I11-2

As part of the environmental review process, Caltrans evaluated the project’s potential impacts
to water resources in the project area. In part due to potential impacts to water wells under
Alternative 20, that alternative was eliminated from further consideration to avoid those impacts.
As a result of environmental evaluation and public input, Alternative 19A was identified as the
Preferred Build Alternative that best balances potential impacts to multiple environmental
resources.
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Letter I12
From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Robert Wachtel < bob@posthorse.com>
Monday, August 10, 2015 10:14 PM
Gleason Realignment@DOT
Comments on the Gleason Beach Project

Dear Caltrans
After reviewing some of the documentation for the Gleason Beach Roadway project and attending the meeting on July
29, I have come up with some considerations set forth in this email.
First I want to mention that my family and I have been enjoying that beach for more than forty years. Mentioning that is
not for some kind of sentimental appeal, but rather to indicate that we have observed many changes over the years,
have commented on them amongst ourselves, and even have some family photos that show the changes. Strangely, I
never knew the access was across the McAllister property until the meeting of July 29.

I12-1

Overall there are two assumptions in the Caltrans report and presentation that do not seem very firm.

I12-2

The assumption that the rate of erosion of the cliff by the ocean will continue at its present rate for sometime is weak. A
sample of only fifteen years out of the decades that the cliffs have been more or less stable really does not necessarily
indicate a trend. Of course there has to be assumptions like this just to approach the perceived problem, yet with more
and more data regarding climate change that assumption might even be weaker.

I12-3

The other assumption that the erosion is coming exclusively from the ocean was questioned in the meeting, and it
seems that it needs to be surveyed and studied further.
To organize further comments consider the project in three sections: North Cliff, Beach and Bridge, South Cliff.

I12-4

North Cliff:
This seems like the most acute part of the problem. Considering the engineering expertise and sophistication quite
obvious on other parts of Highway 1 just in Sonoma County (e.g. the grade north of Jenner), a cut and grade east of the
present road seems like it would handle the problem.
Beach and Bridge:
If such a road mentioned above were constructed it could be joined to the existing road north of the existing bridge.
That would certainly make the restoration work describe by Mrs Ballard in the meeting much easier.
Moreover that peculiar proposed beach access pathway would not be needed.
Some ordinary shoulder work, much like along other stretches of the highway, would be sufficient.

I12-5

South Cliff:
From the information available it does not seem like the erosion on the south cliff threatens the road to the same extent
as the north. Moreover, if no new bridge is need, no new approach is needed. Also the wells of the McAllisters and the
Ballards would not be disturbed.

I12-6

A faster road is definitely not necessary! So, the conclusion: Build a new section of road for the North Cliff, maintain the
shoulders the Beach and Bridge section and the South section.
Thanks for the chance to provide written feedback to the Caltrans plan!
Robert Wachtel
Coleman Valley Road

···················----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------······························-,
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Response to Comment Letter I12: Robert Wachtel
Response I12-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process.
Your comment is noted.

Response I12-2

Caltrans coastal erosion analysis is based on the best available information. Parameters used in
the analysis are still supported by recently released data. The analysis assumes that the rate of
erosion will increase as SLR occurs, due to increases in the wave energy imparted on the bluff
in the future. More information regarding the causes of erosion can be found in the project’s
erosion study (Coastal Erosion Analysis at Gleason Beach, by WRECO, dated February 2014),
in particular, Section 4.1.

Response I12-3

The erosion was considered to be due to a variety of sources such as groundwater, surface
water runoff, and earthquakes, in addition to wave action. Wave action was assumed to
contribute 25 percent of the total erosion, based on the geomorphic observations and available
information.

Response I12-4

Drainage options would be determined as the project design is further refined (after
geotechnical drilling is completed) and will consider and address potential causes of the coastal
erosion.

Response I12-5

One of the goals of the project design is to avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along the
coastal bluff. This constraint requires placement of the proposed SR 1 alignment further inland.

Response I12-6

One of the goals of the project design is to avoid the projected year 2100 erosion line along the
coastal bluff. This constraint requires placement of the proposed SR 1 alignment further inland.
In terms of the southern end of the alignment, the southern road conform was chosen in order to
align the bridge as far away as possible from the existing Gleason-Mann-Ballard Ranch house.
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Letter I13
From: McAndrews, Brian [BMcandrews@tiaa-cref.org]
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Rosevear, Thomas@DOT; brianwmcandrews@yahoo.com
Cc: Iberien, Oliver@DOT; Galvez-Abadia, Stefan@DOT; Katie Shea ( pkateshea@yahoo.com)
Subject: RE: Gleason beach
Thomas,
Thank you for sending me the document; I do appreciate it. I do have some questions and concerns and I'm hoping you
can address. The recently released DEIR shows some parking lot depictions that wou ld significantly and negatively
impact the rura l view sheds and character of my family's house at 5950 Highway One . I fu ll y understand and appreciate
the need to build the bridge over Scotty Creek but placing the proposed parking lot (the dimensions are not clear but it
appears very large) directly outside of our house (and two other existing houses) is very troubling . I do hope this is a
mistake and changes could be made.
Last year, I reviewed the realignment renderings contained in this link.
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist4/gleasonbeachroadway/images/4 Board GB Highway Alt 20 IMG 5084 Pano Fina l sim .

jpg

As you'll notice, the photo shows roughly 7-10 parking spots closer to the proposed walking bridge and definitely south
of our property and current view shed.

The recently released renderings show the parking lot directly east of our house which puzzles me greatly as it is appears
arbitrary, it is a further trek for the beachgoers to park and get to their desired location, and it destroys our eastern
views along with introducing all the other negative externa lities assoc iated with public parking lots.

I13-1

If there must be a parking lot, I would recommend one of two things: one, move it closer to the walking bridge; or two,
move it north of the ex isting homes on that strip of highway one closer to the leach field where there are no homes to
be negative ly impacted by the parking lot.
I didn't see such exp lanation and my concern was that the parking pad (don't really know what the dimensions are but it
appears to span the length of three homes on the str ip) have been placed outside our house which is further north than
the original parking pad placement; it may also compromise our ability to get in and out of our garage .
Further, I think we can all agree that we want as little as damage to the natural environment as possible. That said, why
put in a par king pad on old SR1 when that would inevitably encroach upon the habitat of the frog/butterflies east of
SR1. Why not place the parking pad where you already be tearing up the hillside by the access road o r leach field?

I13-2

Again, thanks for your prompt response; I do apprecia te it.
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Response to Comment Letter I13: Brian McAndrews
Response I13-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County.
The location of the parking area was selected to avoid environmentally sensitive wetlands while
still being as close as possible to the proposed boardwalk and stairs.

Response I13-2

The proposed parking area location is based on minimizing impacts while still servicing the need
of roadway users. The pad would be primarily along ruderal habitat, though there would be
some overlap onto grazed prairie. As proposed, the parking pad avoids wetlands, and it is
located near the access road. The leach field was not considered as it is not a suitable location
for development.
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Letter I14
From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Ralph Schoolcraft <ralphschoolcraft@msn.com>
Friday, July 17, 2015 8:27 PM
Gleason Realignment@DOT
proposal Gleason Roadway Realignment

The section of Hwy 1 from the intersection of Bodega Hwy to Jenner is heavily traveled during much of the
year, especially during the summer season. There are almost daily automobile accidents many with
fatalities. A major part of this serious problem is the almost total lack of passing zones which tempt drivers to
pass in no-pass zones. The new roughly half mile highway section is an opportunity to help alleviate the
accident rate by providing a third lane at each end for passing. At a very minimum, since there will be no
driveway accesses to this new section, build it straight and level enough to allow a passing zone on a two lane
highway.

I14

I am a 14 year resident of Bodega Harbour.
Ralph Schoolcraft

···················---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------······························-,
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Response to Comment Letter I14: Ralph Schoolcraft
Response I14

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County.
Installing vehicle passing lanes on the new SR 1 alignment is not compatible with ensuring that
the alignment is in conformance with Sonoma County’s and California Coastal Commission’s
policies. Much public comment has centered on the scale of the project’s proposed structures
and how they would be incompatible with the existing composition of the project area. Caltrans
will continue to make efforts to minimize the project’s impacts. Adding passing lanes within the
project area would make that goal more difficult to achieve.
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Letter I15
From:

Sent
To:
Subject:

Chris Bal lard <chrisba11ard33@gmail.com >
Tuesday, August 11, 2015 5:51 AM
Gleason Realignment@DOT

Regardi11g Scotty Creek/Road Realignment

As Caltrans prepares to move forward I have a few thoughts regarding this realignment that I want to register.

I15-1
I15-2

I
I

First due to expected erosion of thebluff the alternative route 20 appears lo be the least-desirable option. II
will also destroy the spring of Dennis McAllister

Second, it's crucial that more be done to restore Scotty Creek. This is a rare oppor1tmity to repair the damage
done to the salmon population, which has been negatively affected by the culvert.
Thanksfor your time
Chris Ballard

Chris Ballard
Senior Writer
Sports Illustrated
Chrisballard33@gmail.com

4-124

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

Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination

Response to Comment Letter I15: Chris Ballard
Response I15-1

Caltrans would like to thank you for taking the time to participate in the public outreach process
for the SR 1 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project in Sonoma County.
As a result of Caltrans’ evaluation of potential environmental impacts associated with the three
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR/EA and public input, Alternative 19A was selected as the
Preferred Build Alternative, in part due to potential impacts to water wells under Alternative 20.

Response I15-2

Caltrans recognizes the potential value in improving streambed conditions for salmonids and is
considering opportunities to improve Scotty Creek as part of project-related mitigation or
enhancement activities. This opportunity will be evaluated further as part of the project
permitting phase that follows the environmental document.
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Response to Comment Letter I16: Richard Tucker
Response I16

The proposed drainage facilities will be designed to collect, convey, and discharge runoff
generated from the roadway and from areas within Caltrans’ right-of-way in a manner that would
not impact adjacent properties, and sized to the design storm event identified in the Caltrans
Highway Design Manual.
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