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HIGHTLIGHTS FROM PROJECT DEVELOPMENT TEAM MEETINGS FOR THE 

CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT. 

 

This is a digest of closed door meetings of the Highway 1 Calera Parkway Widening Project 

Development Team from March, 2007 to May, 2012. The PDT consists of staffers from 

Caltrans, the San Mateo County Transportaion Authoriy (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica 

along with several private consultants.  

 

The selected paragraphs copied below appear in whole with no editing. 26 meetings in all 

were collected and forwarded to me by the SMCTA after a PRA requests foe this 

information. Not all meetings are represented below but they are presented in Chroniclogical 

order.  

 

The meetings represented below had discussions of interest for several reasons, mostly 

because the entries provided insight into how the PDT has handled or arranged studies to 

justify a 6 lane widening project that was deemed merely a signaled intersection issue very 

early in the PDT’s on going process.  

 

Todd McCune Bray, 8/2/12. 

 

3/1/07: 

 

Caltrans asked about known developments in the area. Briefly discussed the “quarry site” 

development plans. The old quarry site adjacent and to the west of the project limits is 

proposed for development. A mixed-use, residential/commercial/business development was 

proposed on last fall ballot for public vote which included 350 homes. It was voted down be 

Pacifica residents but only by a very close margin. Van said a development proposal with 

only 200 homes included might have passed. The opposition to the quarry development is 

spearheaded by only a few local residents but they are very vocal. They tend to be retired 

folks who don’t use the roads during the peak commute periods when traffic problems are at 

the worst. Some level of development for quarry site should be included in forecasting 

numbers. Van said there aren’t any other major developments planned for south of the 

project.  

 

Lance said that in evaluating the traffic problems and justifying purpose and need for a 

project, don’t focus on the level of service values so much but focus more on queue lengths, 

lost travel time, etc.  

 

Caltrans staff asked about the status of Coastal Commission involvement. Joe H. said we will 

definitely need a permit to construct project from Coastal Commission. Van said the Coastal 

Commission jurisdiction includes everything west of Highway 1. Joe H. said SMCTA has 

held two meetings with Coastal Commission staff so far regarding the project. They are in the 

loop and have provided some inputs so far but have not taken a position on the project. 

 

2/14/08: 

 
 Joe Hurley, SMCTA, gave a brief introduction of the project. This project is high priority 

project for SMCTA. The Hwy 1/Calera Parkway project will relieve congestion on this  
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section of Hwy 1 which is about 2 miles north of the Devil’s Slide Project. SMCTA wants to 

have this project done by the time new Devil’s Slide tunnel opens in late 2010. Mike 

Thomas, Caltrans, mentioned how Devil’s Slide project is not a capacity improvement 

project but rather a storm damage project but agreed that it is still relevant to this project. 

 

The volume at this intersection is calculated at about 2600 vph and Mike stated that based on 

these values, mainline capacity is not an issue but this is an intersection control issue. Greg 

and Brad agreed with Mike’s statement. Mike asked if there have been any traffic forecasts 

done at the intersection. Phillip Cox, Caltrans, said there were traffic forecasts done but a 

long time ago. Brad stated that the traffic analysis for 2035 was finished and a draft report 

was submitted. Greg read out the values of the traffic forecast for 2035, which showed an 

18% increase in traffic at the intersection with a linear increase of 0.75% per year. 

 

Joe Hurley raised a question about Caltrans involvement in community meetings and it was 

stated that Caltrans supports the project and will participate and be involved in community 

meetings, but will not be involved in setting up and coordinating these meetings. 

 

5/21/08: 

 

Amir Sanatkar, Caltrans, asked who the formal CCC project “applicant” would be. Some 

discussion ensued. Amir said SMCTA should be the applicant. Stefan will consider and 

confirm who the official applicant should be and who should set up the next meeting with 

Coastal Commission. 

 

8/5/08: 

 

There was a meeting with the Coastal Commission on July 8
th

. Brad gave an update on the 

meeting. The main focus of the meeting was to present a report for the Environmentally 

Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) analysis for the west side of the highway. The Coastal 

Commission wasn’t ready to comment on the analysis yet at that meeting. The SMCTA will 

set up a multi-agency coordination meeting for August 11
th 

or 14
th 

and more issues will be 

brought up then including coordination with Fish and Wildlife Service.  

Stefan Galvez, Caltrans, said another issue that was brought up at the meeting was bicyclists. 

We have to get input from Coastal Commission whether they concur that the 8 foot shoulder 

along the edges of the highway are sufficient for bicycle routes/access.  

Brad said the issue of restoring the creek was not brought up at the meeting. In order to get 

the approval processes going we are not proposing to remove the culvert and restore the 

creek by building a bridge at Calera Creek. Currently we are proposing a project without 

wetland impacts or ESHA impacts. We will soon submit this as our base option for the 

project.  

 

11/19/08: 

 

On August 14 there was a Focus Meeting at the SMCTA office in San Carlos with  
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attendants from Caltrans, CCC, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS), California 

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(RWQCB). Based on this meeting, a field meeting was scheduled for September 5, 2008. 

At this meeting, 5 CCC staff attended as well as staff from Caltrans, USF&WS, CDFG, 

and RWQCB. John Dixon from CCC seemed to concur with our wetland delineation 

conclusions and he didn’t seem to think there were major stumbling blocks with the 

project. However he was concerned about providing an appropriate “buffer zone” 

between the highway facility and critical habitat for the San Francisco garter snake and 

the 

California red-legged frog. He thought that the USF&WS had a guideline of 300 feet 

minimum from critical habitat (i.e. habitat necessary for reproduction and survival such 

as breeding ponds). He was also anxious to see the final Wetland Delineation Report. 

Caltrans has reviewed the Wetland Delineation Report and we will be submitting to CCC 

soon. There was another meeting with CCC just a few weeks ago on October 28. At this 

meeting we discussed the Purpose and Need of the project and also traffic/congestion 

issues and the results of the Traffic Operations Analysis. The CCC asked for some 

additional traffic modeling and we will be submitting that to them soon. 

 

Joe brought up the issue of the grade separation alternative and said that after pursuing a 

few different alternatives with Caltrans and the City there wasn’t a workable, affordable 

solution because of access control issues so that alternative is not going to be pursued any 

further at this time. The 4 to 6 lanes widening will remain the only alternative carried 

forward at this time. 
 

 

1/21/09: 

 
Brad said since our project is on the freeway\expressway system we will have to follow 

expressway design standards and we will try to get design exceptions for anything that 

doesn’t meet expressway design standards. Brad asked if this is a good approach and if we 

can submit a GAD based on these assumptions. Mike Thomas said when the GAD is 

submitted, we should also submit a write-up document showing all the requested design 

exceptions and the justification for why these exceptions are requested. Keyhan Moghbel, 

Caltrans, said since this project has only one alternative his suggestion is to submit a GAD 

and Preliminary Design Exceptions list with justifications and this way we can identify any 

issues and resolve them. Once the GAD and Design Exceptions are approved we can move 

forward with the Environmental Document more confidently. 

 

7/15/09: 

 

Mohammad said currently this segment of Highway 1 is on the freeway/expressway system 

but if we want we can request for it to be taken out the freeway/expressway system. In the 

Project Development Procedures Manual there are steps that we can follow to have the 
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highway removed from the freeway/expressway system. Vernia Smith said since this part of 

the freeway/expressway system and the project is acquiring R/W we are suppose to upgrade 

to an expressway or freeway, acquire access rights and move utilities outside the R/W. To 

avoid having to deal with expressway standards we could get a letter from the District 

Director indicating that this section of Route 1 will not be upgraded to a freeway or 

expressway in the next 30 to 50 years. This can serve as a “stop gap” measure but we would 

still have to go through the process of taking it off the freeway/expressway system by 

legislative action. Joe asked if we follow this approach, does this means we follow 

conventional highway standards or are we still using expressway standards. Mike Thomas 

said if the goal was to remove this piece from the freeway/expressway system then we can 

discuss if we can follow conventional highway standards.  

 

10/14/09: 

 

Since this project will probably cost more than $25 Million, Amir Sanatkar said that it is 

required to do a Value Analysis Study and he recommends doing it as soon as possible. 

Mohammad will check on this and coordinate with Brad to start this process. 

 

12/16/09: 

 

 Brad Leveen, MTCo, gave an update on the Public Scoping Meeting from March 3rd.  

 Presentation attended by about 70 people  

 People wanted to know more about alternatives we have already looked at  

 People commented that school traffic was main problem  

 Some people felt there wasn’t a problem  

 Some people did want improvements  

 

Joe Hurley, SMCTA, explained that the long history of this project has triggered anti-project 

groups but that is not necessarily the opinion of the entire community. There was a lot of 

opposition for the project and people were asking for more information on the project.  

 

6/16/10: 

 

 
 Brad asked Ed if we should call Landscaped Median and 22-foot Median options 

“Alternatives” or “Design Variations” in the technical study addenda. Ed agreed to call them 

“Alternatives”. 

 

9/14/10: 

 

 Chung Chung, Caltrans said that because this segment of Highway 1 is on the freeway & 

expressway system, Caltrans would have to do all maintenance [refer to 9/22/2010 

Maintenance Focus Meeting Minutes for further clarification of this issue]. If this was a 

conventional highway then the City of Pacifica could do the maintenance on the landscaped 

median.  
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It was agreed that a focus meeting should be scheduled to further discuss this issue. 

Landscape, Maintenance and Design groups should be at this meeting. Brad and Mohammad 

will set up the meeting. 

 

Joe Hurley, SMCTA, asked if the utility encroachment policy is different for a conventional 

highway. Brad said that it would be a lot easier because longitudinal utilities are allowed in 

conventional highways. Laura Hameister, Caltrans said there wouldn’t even be a longitudinal 

encroachment process if this was denominated as a conventional highway.  

Bill Hughes, PBS&J, suggested revisiting the idea of denomination to conventional highway 

for this segment of Highway 1. Because of utilities, landscape, design exceptions and other 

issues with the project it seems like this would make things a lot easier. Mohammad and Joe 

will coordinate to see what needs to be done for this.  

 

12/15/10: 

 

 Mohammad announced that Yolanda Rivas will take over for Ed Pang who is retiring. The 

NES Addendum was submitted last week and is under review by Caltrans.  

 

1/19/11: 

 

Also discussed at the same meeting were the landscape median exception request and 

maintenance responsibilities of the landscape median. We have to craft the right language to 

incorporate in the DED and DPR that would state that the Landscape Median alternative is 

contingent upon the City of Pacifica maintaining the landscape median. Van Ocampo said he 

and Brad will draft a statement and submit it to Caltrans for review. 

 

Mohammad asked if FHWA needs to review the project. The DPR states that they don’t have 

to review it. Van Ocampo said the project has some STIP funding. Brad said because the 

project is not on the Interstate System it should not need FHWA review. 

 

Brad handed out the Project Risk Register and gave an update on all the risk items. The Risk 

Register was last updated in October 2010 and Caltrans staff requested that the Risk 

Registered be updated. Bill suggested updating the Risk Register quarterly. 

 

4/6/11: 

 

Lance Hall, Caltrans, summarized his comments on the DED and DPR. We can’t say the 

project is not capacity increasing since we are adding capacity at the intersections and 

between the intersections (currently the DPR says the project is not capacity increasing).  

Lance needs to review/approve any traffic analysis that is the basis for saying an alternative 

was rejected because it did not provide enough traffic benefit. Rejected alternative for (a) 

partial widening at Reina Del Mar, (b) signal timing/interconnect, and (c) roundabouts fall in 
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this category. Lance said these traffic analyses could be a memo/addendum to the Traffic 

Report. Regarding the “Existing + Project Conditions” analysis (per Sunnyvale lawsuit); 

Lance said this is not currently being included in Caltrans documents so we should not add it 

to DED yet.  

 

Ryan Graybehl, Caltrans, said we should remove any company logos from all exhibits.  

Ryan said he doesn’t recommend that we ask USFWS for their concurrence on the Mitigation 

Plan. He said we should just keep moving forward proposing our plan and don’t give them 

the open door to decide we should do more. But we agreed we would send a request anyway 

since the Mitigation Plan is discussed in the DED which will be going out for public 

circulation soon. We don’t want USFWS to be caught by surprise. John Schwarz, DJPA, will 

work with HT Harvey to get proposed email wording of request to Ryan.  

 

Mike Thomas, Caltrans, said that a new addition of the HDM is coming out this year with 

major revisions to move toward “Complete Streets” design. The target release date is July 

2011. He said any projects that haven’t already obtained PA/ED will need to comply with the 

new HDM. A couple items that will definitely impact our footprint are (a) minimum sidewalk 

width will become 8 and (b) minimum Class 1 bike path width will be 10 feet paved plus 3-

foot shoulders on each side. 

 

5/18/11: 

 

Brad handed out project schedules and described the remaining timeline for the 

environmental process. Brad and Joe Hurley said we need to do more than the bare minimum 

for public review period. We want to have 2 weeks for advance notification of DED 

circulation and an extended comment review period of 90 days. Tom said that 45 days is 

typical and 60 days is usually the maximum review period they have used. Yolanda said that 

90 day review periods have been used before for particularly sensitive or controversial 

projects, including the Marin-Sonoma Narrows project as a recent example.  

Brad asked about timing of DED 

 

6/7/11: 

 
 Yolanda Rivas, Caltrans, said they discussed internally about the proposed, extended 90-day 

review period and they don’t feel that this project warrants greater than possibly a 60-day 

review period. She spoke with Caltrans Legal Department and they strongly discouraged a 

90-day review period because they don’t want to set a precedent for using this much time on 

typical projects. Yolanda said, relatively speaking, this project is not a high-profile project at 

a Regional or State level and doesn’t have significant impacts to warrant such special 

treatment. She suggested that at the public meeting we can assure the public that we will 

respond to all their comments even if they come in after the review period.  

  

Joe Hurley, SMCTA, said we asked for a 90-day review period because of previous criticism 

from public about time and material availability. We want to demonstrate that we are taking 

in to consideration the public concerns and the fact that the document will circulate in the 

summer when people tend to be out on vacations for extended periods. Joe said that SMCTA 
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and the City of Pacifica feel strongly about having an extended review period for the DED.  

 

Amir Sanatkar, Caltrans, asked what the typical review period is. John Schwarz answered 

that it is usually 45 days with no more than 60 days except in special cases. Joe said the 

sponsors felt this project could be considered as a special case because of the Coastal 

Commission jurisdiction, the special status species habitat, and the public contention with the 

project.  

 

Joe proposed to start with a 60 day review period and if at the meeting it looks like a good 

idea we can announce that we are extending the review period. Yolanda agreed with this 

approach. Joe said we should preserve our options so let’s still work for mid July as a DED 

publish date. John Schwarz said if he gets comments from Caltrans back in 2 weeks, June 21, 

date. 

 

Ryan Graybehl, Caltrans, said he hasn’t heard from USFWS about the Mitigation Plan but he 

did hear that the Coastal Commission has an issue with the Pacifica Treatment Plant 

mitigation. The CCC is saying that the Pacifica Treatment Plant still needs to address some 

previous obligations for mitigation that they did not do when the plant was built. Ryan heard 

there is speculation that they might use the same area that our project is proposing for 

mitigation work to meet their obligations. John said the USFWS also made reference to the 

Treatment Plant’s outstanding obligations to do some particular measures that were never 

fulfilled at the field meeting we had with them last year. Joe Hurley said the treatment plant 

mitigation issue should be resolved as a separate issue and it shouldn’t involve our project.  

Ryan said this project is not on the USFWS high priority list because PS&E is a ways out still 

and they have other more urgent projects.  

 

11/9/11: 

 
 Mohammad said the public comment period ended on October 22. A Public Meeting was 

held on September 22.  

 

Joe Hurley, SMCTA, emphasized that the TA is fully committed to complete the 

Environmental Document and the Project Report and moving the project forward. The 

SMCTA will have a “call for projects” in spring of 2012 and the City of Pacifica would be 

anticipated to submit an application for funding design of the project.  

 

John Schwarz, David J. Powers & Assoc., handed out a Tracking Matrix and a Summary 

Write-up for all the Public Comments received on the EIR/EA. John discussed these 

handouts and gave a brief summary of the comments.  

 

• a total of 212 comments were received,  

• roughly 35-40 % are in favor of the project,  

some of the main topics were to adjust the traffic signal timing, provide school buses, 

construct wider shoulders for emergency vehicles, project would be harmful to local 

businesses,  

• some of the comments received from regulatory agencies include: Assembly Member 19th  

HIGHTLIGHTS FROM PROJECT DEVELOPMENT TEAM MEETINGS FOR THE CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT. 



pg. 8 
 

 

 

District, Jerry Hill, HPS, CCC, Center for Biological Diversity and others.  

 

John said he will start putting together responses to comments in batches starting with the 

Master Responses and for some questions he will look to get input from MTCo, Fehr & 

Peers, Caltrans, SMCTA, and others. John said DJPA will have a draft of the master 

responses prepared in two weeks.  

 

Joe Hurley asked if we are still receiving comments and what would happen to those received 

after the close of comment period. Tom Rosevear, Caltrans, said only about 4 comments 

were received after the October 22 deadline and nothing came in recently. By law, the team is 

not required to respond to comments submitted after the close of comment period, but 

typically if time and budget allow, late questions are included with a response and a note 

saying they were received after the comment period closed.  

 

John Schwarz said there was a recent public records request from Hal Bohner. He is asking 

for more documents on the existing signal timing. Min Lee, Caltrans, said Caltrans can 

provide some information. He will forward the signal info to Yolanda. Min said Caltrans 

keeps field records from when they go to the field and adjust the signals but these documents 

may not always be accurate depending if someone doesn’t make the entries properly. Min 

said Caltrans doesn’t do a new analysis each time they adjust the timing. It is adjusted based 

on experience and public complaints. John Schwarz said he is gathering more information 

from Chris Mitchell at Fehr & Peers and with the signal timing info from Caltrans he will 

respond to Hal Bohner’s request.  

 

Joe Hurley asked about the format for the Response to Comments. John said that DJPA will 

prepare draft responses initially as standalone document for Caltrans to review. Once the 

draft responses have received a round of comments and revised then they will be 

incorporated into the Admin Final EIR/EA for formal review. Yolanda said the District staff 

is considering having HQ staff help with the response to comments since this project is 

controversial. If HQ staff gets real involved, it could add a month or more to schedule/review 

time.  

 

John said the response to comments will be prepared in batches and submitted for initial 

review in roughly 2-week increments as follows:  

(1) Master Responses to frequently repeated comments (Batch 1)  

(2) Response to “complex” or especially difficult comments (Batch 2)  

(3) Remaining individual comments not yet addressed by (1) or (2) (Batch 3)  

 

Joe asked who is the “audience” to decide if the responses to comments are adequate. Tom 

and Yolanda said that Caltrans specialists will review responses and decide in addition to the 

environmental staff.  

 

Brad Leveen asked Ryan Graybehl, Caltrans, about status of USFWS coordination for 

Biological Opinion. Ryan said the snake fence was reviewed by Jerry Roe and he seems to be 

ok with it. Jerry is identifying new areas to be added to the calculated area. Ryan is working 

with Julie at HT Harvey to address this. Ryan said the BO is elevated now within USFWS 
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and is getting more attention. The initial BO is issued by USFWS as a “draft”. We should 

review it for constructability and other concerns. The team can review and present comments 

and requests to USFWS before they issue the Final Biological Opinion.  

 

Ryan said he remembers that an Army Corps of Engineers Permit is not required for this 

project. John Schwarz and Tom Rosevear agreed with this.  

Mohammad said it doesn’t look like there were a lot of comments concerning the 2 

alternatives and asked how and when we would pick the “preferred” alternative. Joe Hurley 

asked what the criteria was for deciding the preferred alternative. Larry Moore said “the 

greatest public good for the least public harm.”  

 

Joe Hurley asked what the timing to address the comments is. John said he will have the 

responses in 3 batches at roughly 2 weeks intervals; master responses first, then the more 

difficult questions and lastly the easier public comments. Tom said usually Caltrans staff 

need about a month to review. John said he estimates about 2 month to have a first Admin 

Final EIR. Brad will incorporate this in the project schedule. 

 

 

 

2/8/12: 

 

 
 John Schwarz, David J. Powers & Associates (DJPA) gave an update on the status of 

Response to Comments.  

- The first batch of responses (Master Responses) was submitted to Caltrans in December and 

DJPA has received some feedback already from Tom and Yolanda.  

- The second batch of responses (Complex Responses) was submitted to Caltrans on January 

9. Caltrans staff is currently reviewing the responses. John noted that this batch is probably 

the most critical/significant for Caltrans to review closely and comment on as these are the 

responses to other public agencies and the most contentious public comments.  

- John said there are a few unanswered questions regarding signal timing and if Caltrans has 

more info on the existing signal he could use more input. Meryka Blumer, DJPA, will  
send the current signal related responses to Min Lee, Caltrans – Signal Ops for comment and 

input.  

- DJPA is working on the third batch of responses (Individual Responses) and they will be 

submitted to Caltrans in about 1 week.  

 

Discussed Biological Opinion recently issues by USFWS. It was noted that the consultant 

comments on draft BO had not been incorporated by Service prior to issuing final BO. A few 

of the comments were significant to accurately describing the current proposed project – 

most notably the new retaining wall at north end and the proposed mitigation change from 

“preserving” 5-acre parcel to enhanced “enhancement” of 5-acre parcel. Stefan Galvez, 

Caltrans, would prefer to wait to initiate addendum to Service BO until they complete their 

review of all biology responses in case some other issue comes up. It was agreed to have a 

Biology Focus Meeting with H.T. Harvey, DJPA, and Caltrans staff. The meeting was 

scheduled for March 6 at 10 AM [Note: this meeting was actually held on March 12].  
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Stefan and Ryan Graybehl will review all the biology related responses and discuss at the 

focus meeting. Caltrans comments on Biology responses are due back to DJPA by Feb 29 so 

they can review prior to the focus meeting. DJPA will get any other biology oriented 

responses from the 3rd batch, Individual Comments, to Stefan and Ryan as soon as possible so 

they can also be discussed at the meeting.  

 

Discussed various other issues related to public comments. Stefan asked what is the 

likelihood that public will file lawsuit over this project. John and Yolanda Rivas, Caltrans, 

both responded that the probability is very high. 

 

Brad Leveen, MTCo, asked if the final environmental document can be published with both 

alternatives still shown as viable alternatives. Melanie Brent, Caltrans, said yes, the 

environmental document can have more than one alternative and say that both alternatives 

have similar impacts but the Final Project Report would need to have only one alternative. 

Usually the environmental document and the project report are approved at the same time. 

Brad noted that SMCTA and the City would like to put off selecting the preferred alternative 

as long as possible because of the controversy and the maintenance debate. This decision 

would most likely have to go to a City Council vote.  

 

Ryan said we should check on the status of the Wetland Delineation and final approval from 

USACE. Because of possible legal issues that could come up with the project, it would be 

good if we have Wetland Delineation finalized and approved. Stefan pointed out that CCC 

also has a separate “coastal wetland” approval process. 

 

Brad said that the Life Cycle Cost Analysis (LCCA) for the project will be submitted in 1 

week. 

 

4/4/12:  

 
 John Schwarz, David J. Powers & Associates (DJPA) gave an update on the status of 

Response to Comments. 

 

The first batch (Master Responses) and second batch (Complex Responses) of responses have 

already been reviewed by Caltrans and DJPA has received some feedback. The first batch, 

Master Responses, is done now and Caltrans is ok with them. There are a few unresolved 

issues on the second batch, Complex Responses: o  
 

There is a paleontological comment about a recent mammoth tooth found in the vicinity 

of the project. DJPA is working with Basin Research to provide a response to this 

comment. Grant Wilcox, Caltrans, said we will likely need to prepare a Paleontology 

Investigation Report (PIR). The PIR is a relatively simple and brief report primarily 

involving a literature search and summary of discussions with the museums in San 

Francisco and Berkeley. If more potential for resources is uncovered during PIR research 

then a more elaborate Paleontology Report and study would be required, but this could be 

done during design phase. Grant will send a sample PIR to John and will work with John  
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to prepare the PIR.  

o Owen Williams said the Landscaping responses have been reviewed and there are no 

outstanding issues.  

o Glen Kinoshita, Caltrans – Air & Noise, said there are some new air quality attainment 

standards that have come out since we did the PM2.5 study and we will need to address this 

in a PM2.5 revision (a new federal checklist needs to be added and some additional new 

boilerplate language). He will work directly with Illingworth & Rodkin to incorporate the 

changes.  

o Caltrans decided that an informal 4f review is needed but they are doing this internally.  

 

The third batch of responses (Individual Responses) was submitted to Caltrans on March 28th 

(438 pages). Tom Rosevear is currently reviewing the responses and he will distribute 

applicable comments to Caltrans functional units within a few days. o There are a few 

design related comments and Mohammad and the Design team will review these comments.  

o DJPA will prepare a separate list of comments that requires SMCTA and City of Pacifica 

review.  

o Responses on climate change will have to be reviewed at HQ since the District doesn’t 

have any experts for this.  

 

The Pavement Life-Cycle Cost Analysis (LCCA) has been reviewed by Caltrans and there 

were no comments. Brad Leveen, MTCo, and Eva Ng, Caltrans, signed a final, approved 

copy of the LCCA during the meeting.  

- Brad discussed process for selecting the Preferred Alternative for the project. It appears to 

primarily depend on City of Pacifica’s willingness to take on the maintenance of a 

landscaped median. The SMCTA is putting pressure on the City of Pacifica to address this 

issue by May 8th when the Admin Draft EIR/EA is to be submitted to Caltrans.  

- The issue of other maintenance responsibilities within the project limits is being discussed 

at the Caltrans Monthly Management Meetings with SMCTA but no one present knew the 

current status of those discussions.  

- Brad asked Mohammad if the current design is sufficient for Final PR. Mohammad and Eva 

responded that the design level appears to be adequate for Final PR. Mohammad said he is 

not sure of the status of the APS and asked for a confirmation of the approved document. 

MTCo will look into it and send Mohammad a copy of the approved APS.  

 

Ryan Graybehl, Caltrans, noted that the Incidental Take Permit (ITP) for San Francisco 

garter snake is still outstanding and may be needed for the project. John Schwarz will follow 

up with Julie at HT Harvey about the ITP.  

 

5/16/12: 

 

Mohammad asked that we discuss the selection of the preferred alternative. Joe Hurley, 

SMCTA, said there was the meeting two weeks ago with Melanie Brent, Caltrans, and it was 

agreed to carry both alternatives forward in the environmental document, and then identify a 

preferred alternative in the Project Report.  
HIGHTLIGHTS FROM PROJECT DEVELOPMENT TEAM MEETINGS FOR THE CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT. 

 



pg. 12 
 

 

Caltrans clarified that the Final EIR will include the preferred alternative and Notice of 

Determination (NOD) will be filed, once the FEIR is complete. The Final Project Report 

approval will authorize to file NOD to release the FEIR.  

Yolanda Rivas, Caltrans, clarified that the environmental document will include the preferred 

alternative (not both alternatives) and has to be consistent with the Project Report otherwise 

the environmental document would have to be revised with one alternative only. 

 

Joe Hurley asked if somebody from Caltrans could send a letter clarifying the need for the 

preferred alternative in the FED and a decision will be made to move forward.  

 

Van Ocampo, City of Pacifica stated that it is the City’s understanding that the Council does 

not have to make a decision on the project until the final environmental document is issued.  

 

Also it was noted and discussed by the group that giving comments/responses or a draft 

version of the Final EIR to the City Council prior to FEIR certification will make it a 

“public” document. But, the responses to comments are not public prior to the release of the 

FED. Therefore, the responses to comments cannot be shared with the City Council.  

 

John Schwarz, DJP&A, asked why the Admin Final EIR can’t identify both alternatives as 

equal for preferred alternatives, and say that the Project Report will pick one alternative, 

since they are both equal – why would this make the EIR/EA “inconsistent” with the Project 

Report.  

 

Yolanda said it was her understanding that the Caltrans Headquarters reviewer will not 

review the environmental document without one preferred alternative identified. If we 

proceed with 2 alternatives in the Admin Final EIR, once the PR selects the preferred 

alternative, we would have to redo the environmental document with one alternative. 

Yolanda will check with Melanie if responses to public comments can be released to the 

public ahead of signed Final EIR.  

 

Joseph Hurley reiterated that the letter from Caltrans should include: “rules/policies related to 

the clarifications of the need of preferred alternative identifications and when the decision 

will be made “what needs to be decided, and a milestone for the decision”. Ron Moriguchi, 

Caltrans RPM San Mateo County said that Caltrans will prepare the letter.  

 

Joe Hurley asked if Caltrans has a preferred alternative and Mohammad said the landscaped 

median requires a design exception for freeway median planting and such exception is 

approved by District Director, so Caltrans would not favor the Landscaped Median 

Alternative, if no other stakeholders are interested or the public comments do not support it.  

 

Yolanda said that we can’t have the technical specialists review and sign the Final EIR until 

we have a decision on the preferred alternative. 

 

Joe Hurley and Van Ocampo had a meeting this morning with Gene Gonzalo discussing 

maintenance responsibilities.  


