
RECORD PACKET COPY 
PETE WILSON. Governor STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

• 
-• CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

NORTH COAST AREA 
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 

(415) 904-5260 

Filed: 
90th Day: 
Staff: 

Staff Report: 
Meeting of: 
Commission Action: 

TO: COMMISSIONERS AND INTERESTED PARTIES 

FROM: Steve Scholl, North Coast District Director 
Robert Merrill, North Coast District Manager 
Jack Liebster, Coastal Planner 

December 16, 1996 
January 15, 1997 
Jack Liebster and 

Bob Merrill 
December 27, 1996 
January 9, 1997 
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January 9, 1997 meeting in Los Angeles) 

SYNOPSIS 

Amendment Description 

The proposed amendment would amend the LUP portion of the certified San Mateo 
County Local Coastal Program. Current LUP policies call for the construction 
of a two-lane bypass on State Highway 1 around Devils Slide to permanently 
resolve the frequent land sliding and road closure problems plaguing Highway 
One in the Devil•s Slide area between Half Moon Bay and Pacifica. The 
proposed LUP amendment would substitute a tunnel for the bypass and would 
prohibit any other alternative, except repair or reconstruction of the 
existing roadway. Specifically, the amendment would amend existing Policy 
2.50(b), which specifies limitations on Phase 1 improvements on State Route 1, 
to delete the reference to a two-lane bypass, and to provide instead for 
construction of a tunnel for motorized vehicles only behind Devils Slide 
through San Pedro Mountain. This amendment further provides that the tunnel 
design shall be consistent with Coastal Acts limits restricting Route 1 to a 
two-lane scenic highway and minimum state and federal highway standards. 
Existing Policy 2.54(b), which specifies roadway alignments, would be amended 
to delete the reference to a two-lane bypass with a preferred alignment in the 
area of Martini Creek, and to provide instead for the construction of a tunnel 
behind Devils Slide through San Pedro Mountain. The amendment would prohibit 
construction of any part of Highway One to be used by motor vehicles on any 
alignment that bisects Montara State Beach state park, except along the 
current Route 1 alignment. Finally, the amendment would amend Policy 2.56(b) 
to require, as part of the construction of a tunnel, that CalTrans construct a 
bicycle and pedestrian trail outside the tunnel. 
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Summary of Staff Recommendation. 

Staff recommends that the Commission, upon completion of the public hearing, 
approve the LUP Amendment as submitted. The staff's analysis compares the 
proposed po 1 icy ca 111 ng for· the development of a tunne 1 to two other broad 
alternatives for permanently solving the Devil 's Slide problem considered in 
the past: a bypass as permitted under the current LCP, and the Marine 
Disposal Alternative (MDA) which entails reconstruction of Highway One in 
approximately the existing alignment through excavation of the slide area and 
placement of the material on the ocean floor to form a buttress for the 
roadbed. The analysis concludes that the amendment providing for the tunnel 
is less environmentally damaging than either the bypass or MDA, and is 
consistent with the Coastal Act and CEQA requirements. 

Analysis Criteria 

To approve the amendment to the Land Use Plan (LUP), the Commission must find 
the LUP, as amended, will remain consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act. 

Additional Information 

For additional information about the proposed Amendment, please contact Jack 
Liebster and Robert Merrill at the North Coast Area office at the above 
address, or by phoning (415) 904-5260. Please mail correspondence to the 
Commission to the same address. 

Staff Note: 

1. Other Commission Approvals 

The approval of the proposed LCP amendment sets the framework for future 
consideration of a tunnel behind Devil's Slide. Selection and approval of a 
specific tunnel project will require, in addition to preparation of the normal 
EIR/EIS process, a Coastal Development Permit from San Mateo County. and 
possibly Commission concurrence with a Federal Consistency Certification. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR THE LCP AMENDMENT. 

Staff recommends that, following a public hearing, the Commission adopt the 
following resolution and related findings: 

A. APPROVAL OF THE LUP AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED. 

The resolution is properly introduced by the following motion: 

"I hereby move that the Commission certify Amendment No. 1-96 to the Land 
Use .Plan portion of the County of San Mateo Local Coastal Program as 
submitted by the County ... 
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Staff recommends a YES vote. An affirmative vote by a majority of the 
appointed members of the Commission is required to pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION I: 

The Commission hereby certifies Amendment No. 1-96 (Devils Slide Tunnel 
Initiative) to the land Use Plan portion of the County of San Mateo•s local 
Coastal Program for the reasons discussed in the following findings on the 
grounds that. as submitted, this amendment and the LUP as thereby amended meet 
the requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. This amendment is 
consistent with applicable decisions of the Commission that guide local 
government actions pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30625(c), and approval will 
not have significant environmental effects within the meaning of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

B. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED. 

1. Amendment Description 

In the election of November 5, 1996, the voters San Mateo County voted 
overwhelmingly to pass Measure T, the Devil•s Slide Tunnel Initiative. The 
initiative proposed a change to the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program to 
substitute a tunnel alternative at Devil•s Slide south of Pacifica in place of 
a bypass on Highway One. as a permanent solution to the frequent closures of 
the Highway due to continual rock and mud slides at Devil •s Slide. Although 
some of the closures have been of relatively short duration, others have been 
for months, most recently in the winter of 1995-1996, when the highway was 
closed for several months. Hhen Highway 1 is closed, travelers to Pacifica, 
San Francisco and other points north form Half Moon Bay and other locations 
south of Devil •s Slide must crowd onto State Highway 92 and climb over the 
coastal mountains to to Interstate 280 and other roadways heading up the 
Peninsula (see Exhibit 1). Under such conditions, Highway 92 becomes 
overloaded, causing delays during peak periods. During the Highway One 
Closure of 1995-1996, travel times for local commuters commonly increased by 
over an hour each way, and involved a great deal of time inching through dense 
traffic. The traffic nightmare greatly impeded the general public•s ability 
to access the coastal area which in turn had a devastating impact on the 
economy of the San Mateo County MidCoastside. Many visitor-serving 
establishments and other business were forced to go out of business. 

The full text of the Devil•s Slide Tunnel Initiative is included in Exhibit 
3. The proposed amendment to the San Mateo County local Coastal Program <LCP) 
included as part of the Tunnel Initiative is an amendment to the Land Use Plan 
policies of the LCP. The current policies of the Land Use Plan allow 
construction of a two-lane bypass on State Highway 1 around Devils Slide, with 
slow vehicle lanes on uphill grades, and designate the Martini Creek alignment 
as the preferred alignment for a bypass. This LCP amendment would substitute 
a tunnel for the bypass and would prohibit any other alternative, except 
repair or reconstruction of the existing roadway, unless approved by a vote of 
the electorate. 
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The text of the proposed amendment follows. Existing policy language to be 
deleted is shown with strike-throughs, and replacement or new language is 
underlined. 

ROADS 

The County will: 

2.48 Capacity Limits 

a. Limit expansions of roadways to capacity which does not 
exceed that needed to accommodate commuter peak period 
traffic when build-out of the Land Use Plan occurs. 

b. Use the requirements of commuter peak period traffic as the 
basis for determining appropriate increases in capacity. 

2.49 Desired Level of Service 

In assessing the need for road expansion, consider Service Level 
D acceptable during commuter peak periods and Service Level E 
acceptable during recreation peak periods. 

2.50 Route I and Route 92 Phase I Capacity Limits 

a. On Route 92, limit Phase I improvements to: (1) slow 
vehicle lanes on uphill grades, and (2) the following 
operational and safety improvements within the existing 
alignment or lands immediately adjacent; elimination of 
sharp curves, lane widening, wider shoulders to allow 
passage for emergency vehicles and signals at major 
intersections. 

MJ · 0ftlte~tell~JltmttiPMa~ellltm;te~emeit~JtetJJt11 
tei~ttittfeiletlaltwellaiel~l;attlwltMJt1ewl~eMit1el1aiet 
ateii~JmevflltiZ1f~ellan~Jt211t1ewlieMft1ellanetlei 
i;M1111ita~etlai~ltMelfe11ewfnile;etatfenallai~l~afetl 
fm;teiemeitt/wftMfn/tMe/eifttfnila7finmeit/et/7ai~~ 
tmme~tatellla~JatenttlellmliattenletltMat;ltitvetlllane 
wf~enfnitlwf~et/tMeil~ett/te/a77ew/;attaie/fet/emetieitl 
veMttle~lan~lttiialtlatlmaJetltntettetttentJ 

~ On Route 1. limit Phase I improvements to: (1) slow 
vehicle lanes on uphill grades and the following 
operational and safety improvements within the existing 
alignment or lands immediately adjacent: elimination of 
sharp curves. lane widening. wider shoulders to allow 
passage for emergency vehicles and signals at major 
intersections. and (2) construction of a tunnel for 
motorized vehicles only behind Devil's Slide through San 
Pedro Mountain. The tunnel design shall be consistent with 
(a) Coastal Act limits restricting Route 1 to a two-lane 
scenic highway. and <b> minimum state and federal tunnel 
standards. A separate trail for pedestrians and bicycles 
shall be provided outside the tunnel as specified in Policy 
2.56 a. 
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2.51 Route 84 Phase I Capacity Limits 

2.52 Phase I Monitoring 

2.53 Timing and Capacity of Later Phases 

2.54 Roadway Alignments 

a. For Route 92 and 84, use the existing alignment when 
increasing roadway capacity, unless it can be proven 
physically and economically infeasible, or if use of the 
existing alignment would be environmentally more damaging 
than an alternative route. 

~~ v~tiR~~t~Jl(Jill~wlt~~~tt~ttl~~~~fliltw~+li~~~~~~ittlwftM 
tl~wi~~Mitl~lli~~~~~~~~~Milll~ti~~tlif~~~~/0~~~1/t 
Z11~~LI/1M~/~0~~tjltl;t~f~tt~~li1fi~~~~tlltll~ltM~Iit~i 
0f/Mittl~fl~t~~KiwMftMI~j;itt~t/0~ifllt/Z11~~/i~~lf~l01~t 
tM~/~xftti~~IR~~t~/11~0ttM/0f/M~~titiLIIR~t~~~~~~ltMit 
tMftl~j;ittl~~~~~;~~lt~;l;tl0tltjlf~tli~j/Ztit~lf~~dtlf0t 
~~wlf~idlill~~~~~ttll~ltM~I~~ittil/Z~~eL 

~ For Route 1. allow construction of a tunnel behind Devil's 
Slide through San Pedro Mountain. The tunnel should be 
given high priority for Federal and State highway funds. 
Until a tunnel is completed. the State should maintain and 
repair the road on the existing alignment. No part of 
Route 1 used by motor vehicles shall be built on any 
alignment that bisects Montara State Beach. including the 
"McNee Ranch Acquisition" except along the current Route 1 
alignment. Any alternative to the tunnel. except the 
repair and reconstruction of the existing road. shall 
require approval by a majority of the voters of San Mateo 
County. 

c. Require that the roadway improvements be consistent with 
policies of the Local Coastal Plan, particularly the 
Sensitive Habitats and Agriculture Components. 

2.55 Preferential Treatment for Buses 

Require that CalTrans provide preferential treatment for buses 
at congested locations, such as the intersection of Routes 1 and 
92, in accordance with the Transit Policies of this Component. 
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2.56 Improvements for Bicycle and Pedestrian Trails 

il R;~~tt;(Jfftfi~~ttiteliiitli~lelltMitl(i11ti~tt;teit~e 
i~jite~ttetlte;tttt;!rttllfttetlfett~ttttleli~~ 
;e~etttli~tttitlttt~littet~i~telwttMttMet;eltttettefttMe 
Retteitfe~ti~~'VftftettsetrfMi/Vitflftfett(em;enent/in~ 
tMe/(eintt/BfKewitttPli~l 

~ Require. if funds are available. that CalTrans provide 
adlacent or separate facilities for bicycle and Pedestrian 
trails in accordance with the policies of the Recreation 
and Visitor Serving Facilities Component and the County 
Bikeways Plan. If a tunnel is constructed behind Devil's 
Slide. require as part of the project that CalTrans 
construct a bicycle and pedestrian trail outside the tunnel. 

b. Require. as a minimum, that CalTrans provide adequate 
right-of-way on new or expanded roadways to allow the 
future development of bicycle and pedestrian trails in 
accordance with the policies of the Recreation and Visitor 
Servicing Facilities Component and the County Bikeways Plan. 

2.57 Protecting Road Capacity for Visitors Through Transportation 
System Management Techniques 

The specific changes made by the amendment include the following. First, 
existing Policy 2.50(b), which specifies limitations on improvements on State 
Route 1 within the San Mateo County coastal zone, would be amended to delete 
the reference to a two-lane bypass around Devil's Slide, and to provide 
instead for construction of a tunnel for motorized vehicles only behind Devils 
Slide through San Pedro Mountain. The policy would also be amended to provide 
that the tunnel design shall be consistent with Coastal Acts limits 
restricting Route 1 to a two-lane scenic highway and minimum state and federal 
highway standards. Second, existing Policy 2.54(b), which specifies roadway 
alignments for a Devil's Slide bypass. would be amended to delete the 
reference to a two-lane bypass with a preferred alignment in the area of 
Martini Creek, and to provide instead for the construction of a tunnel behind 
Devils Slide through San Pedro Mountain. With regard to any future 
modification of Highway One in the area, the amendment to Policy 2.54(b) 
prohibits reconstruction of any portion of the highway to serve motor vehicles 
along any alignment that bisects Montara State Beach, including the McNee 
Ranch acquisition, except along the current Route 1 alignment. Montara State 
Beach is a state park that includes not just a beach. but much of the 
adjoining coastal mountain area. Finally, the initiative would amend existing 
Policy 2.56(b), which specifies improvements for bicycle and pedestrian 
trails, to require, as part of the construction of a tunnel, that CalTrans 
construct a bicycle and pedestrian trail outside the tunnel. 

The Tunnel Initiative specifies that Measure T shall not be repealed or 
amended without voter approval. 
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2. History 

In 1937, the Highway One was constructed across Devil's Slide, and road 
closures due to sliding problems have continued since then. Between 1937 and 
1951 the road was closed for a total of 218 days. In 1958, the State Division 
of Highways began studying bypass alternatives. and in the early 1960's 
CalTrans selected and began to implemented began to implement a new route for 
Highway 1 that it then termed the 11Adopted 11 alignment: a multi-lane, 
high-speed , limited-access freeway to bypass not only Devil's Slide, but the 
communities of Montara and Moss Beach as well. CalTrans purchased much of the 
right-of-way and drew up construction plans. At that time, the General Plan 
for San Mateo County then envisioned a coastside population of over 140,000 by 
the year 2000. 

In the early 1970's, NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) and CEQA 
(California Environmental Quality Act) became law. The Sierra Club and 
several other organizations filed a lawsuit pursuant to NEPA and CEPA in 1972, 
and the U.S. District Court enjoined further project development pending 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report. CalTrans subsequently began an 
EIR, but later suspended the EIR work due to lack of funds for the project. 
In the meantime, the Coastal Commission was formed, and in 1976 the local 
Coastal Program process was initiated. 

In 1981, the Coastal Commission certified San Mateo County's Local Coastal 
Program (LCP), which provided overall limits to build-out of the portion of 
the project area within the County's jurisdiction, consistent with public 
service capacity constraints and coastal resource protection. The LCP then 
anticipated a Phase I build-out population of less than 30,000 by the year 
2000, an 80% reduction over than envisioned at the time the bypass route was 
initially adopted. The LCP recognized the geologic problems at Devil's Slide 
and provided for a 2-lane bypass with uphill passing lanes in a new 11 preferred 
alignment .. in the area of Martini Creek, rejoining existing Route 1 north of 
Montara. Because the bypass was not being actively pursued at the time of LCP 
certification, it was not a subject of major controversy during the 
Commission's public hearings on the LCP. However closures of the existing 
road continued, bringing the total to 22 closures occurring between 1973 and 
1983. Public sentiment for a solution was intensified by 238 days of closure 
in 1980, fueled further by a 3 month closure caused by the winter storms of 
1982-83. 

In 1983 CalTrans resumed preparation of its bypass EIR. The project then 
appeared in the STIP (State Transportation Improvement Program), and State 
funding was committed for the bypass. This funding was subsequently dropped 
when Federal emergency legislation passed providing $50 million in federal 
funds to resolve the Devil •s Slide problems. This legislation provided that 
the funding would expire if funds were not committed and necessary approvals 
were not received by September 1986. 
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In 1983 and 1984, CalTrans held public hearings on the Draft EIR for a 
predominantly 4-lane bypass along the 11Adopted .. alignment. CalTrans published 
the Final EIR CFEIR) in January 1985. On April 18, 1985 the County adopted 
and submitted to the Coastal Commission Land Use Plan amendments authorizing 
a 6.8 mile long, predominantly 4-lane Devil's Slide bypass along the 11Adopted 11 

alignment preferred by CalTrans. On two occasions in 1985 the Commission 
denied such requests by San Mateo County to amend its Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) to incorporate the alignment preferred at that time by the California 
Department of Transportation (CalTrans). On June 27, 1985 the Commission 
denied the County's amendment request. On August 14, 1985 the Commission 
waived the time limit for resubmittal and the County subsequently resubmitted 
the proposed Land Use Plan amendments. On September 25, 1985 the Commission 
again denied the County's amendment request. 

On November 21, 1985 CalTrans circulated a Supplemental EIR (SEIR) for a 
revised project: a 3-lane bypass with 30 ft. wide vehicle recovery areas 
along the Martini Creek alignment. On December 23, 1985 CalTrans submitted a 
request for a ruling by the Commission on that project under the federal 
consistency provisions, and requested that the item be scheduled at the 
February Commission meeting. The Commission on February 11, 1986 approved a 
consistency certification for a 4.5 mile long, 3-lane Devil's Slide bypass 
with 30 ft. wide vehicle recovery areas and 49 ft. wide vehicle retention 
lanesr along the Martini Creek alignment, between the southern boundary of the 
City of Pacifica and the northern boundary of the community of Montara, San 
Mateo County, finding this consistent with the certified LCP provision for a 
Devil's Slide bypass along the 11 Martini Creek .. alignment with a maximum of two 
lanes uphill passing lanes. 

Subsequent to approval of the Consistency Certification, lawsuits were filed 
against CalTrans challenging the adequacy of the environmental documents 
prepared for the proposed bypass project. This litigation, is not completely 
resolved to this day. 

In the winter of 1995-1996, landslide activity closed the Highway at Devil's 
Slide for several months, resulting in devastating impacts on tourism and the 
local economy. Public pressure for a solution to the Devil Slide problem grew 
to new heights and at about this time proponents for building a tunnel as a 
permanent solution to Devil's Slide presented information to County and state 
officials supporting the viability of a tunnel. After numerous calls were 
made for an independent analysis of the feasibility of constructing a tunnel, 
CalTrans hired Hoodward-Clyde consultants to prepare such a study. The August 
1996 study concluded that development of a tunnel was feasible. A citizens 
group qualified a ballot initiative for the November 1996 election that became 
know as the Tunnel Initiative. which proposed the subject amendment to the LCP. 

3. Alternatives for Permanent Solution to Devil's Slide Road Closures 

The proposed amendment would change LCP policies regarding what the permanent 
solution to the problem of frequent closures of Highway One should be. As 
proposed, the amendment calls for building a tunnel through San Pedro Mountain 
instead of building on overland bypass around Devil's Slide, as is called for 
by the existing LCP policies. 
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CalTrans has long sought a permanent solution to the Oevil's Slide problems 
because of the high maintenance costs and periodic road closures. Continued 
instability is threatened due to active cliff retreat, an active slide plane, 
water wind and wave erosion, a highly fractured underlying rock formation, 
and the proximity of two active faults: the San Andreas Fault 5 miles to the 
east and the Seal Cove Fault 1.5 miles offshore to the west. CalTrans' EIR 
notes that this earthquake potential could trigger a massive landslide and 
that "Indications suggest that eventually Route 1 will be closed permanently 
if major improvements are not made." When Highway 1 is closed, in order to 
travel to the San Francisco Bay area local residents must crowd onto Route 92 
(Exhibit 1), which then becomes overloaded, causing delays during peak 
periods. In addition, businesses relying on recreational traffic suffer 
during closures of Highway 1. 

Over the years, three principal alternatives have been proposed by various 
parties as a permanent solution to the sliding and road closure problems at 
Devil's Slide. These alternatives include (1) a tunnel around Oevil's Slide, 
as called for by the proposed LUP amendment, (2) an overland bypass around 
Devil 's Slide, as called for the existing LUP policies, and (3) the marine 
disposal alternative which would maintain the highway at Devil 's Slide within 
its current alignment by buttressing the bluff with a massive fill in the 
ocean of material excavated from San Pedro Mountain above Oevil's Slide. Each 
of these three principal alternatives have a number of variations. For 
example, the Commission has previously considered and denied certification of 
two LCP Amendment requests that would have called for the construction of much 
longer overland bypass with a greater number of lanes than the Martini Creek 
Bypass called for in the existing LCP policies. In addition, the feasibility 
study that was prepared for CalTrans by Woodward -Clyde Consultants examines 
six different tunnel alternatives involving one or two-bore designs, different 
bore widths, and different approach roads. 

In its consideration of the proposed LCP amendment's consistency with the 
Coastal Act policies and compliance of the Commission's action to certify the 
amendment with the California Environmental Quality Act, the Commission must 
consider feasible less environmentally damaging alternatives. For each 
subject area addressed by the findings below, the relative impact and relative 
degree of consistency with Coastal Act policies of the principal alternatives 
are discussed. Each of the principal alternatives and their main variations 
are described below: 

A. Tunnel 

As described previously, the proposed LCP amendment of LUP calls for the 
construction of a tunnel behind Devils Slide as the permanent solution to the 
problem of maintaining the highway at Devil's Slide. However, the amendment 
does not mandate any one particular tunnel alignment or design. The amendment 
language does specify certain criteria that any tunnel design ultimately 
chosen must satisfy. These criteria include at least the following: 

(a) The tunnel must go through San Pedro Mountain, as opposed to Montara 
Mountain or other sections of the Coast Range in this area; 
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(b) The tunnel design must provide for a two-lane road consistent with 
the Coastal Act Section 30254 which calls for Highway One in rural 
areas to remain a scenic two-lane road; 

(c) The tunnel must meet minimum state and federal highway standards; 

(d) The tunnel must be for motorized vehicles only with a separate trail 
for pedestrians and bicycles to be provided outside of the tunnel; and 

(e) The alignment of the tunnel and approaches must keep outside Montara 
State Beach and the "McNee Ranch Acquisition." 

In August of 1996, CalTrans published a Devil's Slide Tunnel Feasibility 
Study, prepared by Woodward Clyde Consultants, which assessed the 
possibilities of constructing a tunnel, the associated costs, and potential 
environmental impacts. As a result of this study, a conceptual design for the 
tunnel has emerged. 

A preliminary report prepared as part of the study, entitled, Devil's Slide 
Tunnel Study Alternative Alignment Memorandum," determined a preferred 
alignment for the tunnel. The Feasibility Study later used the preferred 
alignment and examined six design variations for construction of a tunnel 
within tbis alignment. 

In their examination of alignment alternatives, the authors of the alignment 
memorandum tried to find an alternative that best met the following goals: 

1. Provide an alignment that meets applicable design standards; 
2. Maintain a straight horizontal and vertical alignment with the tunnel; 
3. Minimize the length fo the tunnel; and 
4. Keep the alignment outside Montara Beach State Park. 

Key traffic engin~ering criteria used in examining the alternatives include a 
design speed of 50 mph, a minimum turning radius of 850 feet, a minimum 
stopping sight distance of 430 feet, a maximum tunnel grade of 21, and a 
maximum roadway grade of 71 outside of the tunnel. 

The selected tunnel alignment is shown in Exhibits 4 and 5. The North Portal 
of the tunnel would be located in steep terrain within the undeveloped 
watershed area above the Shamrock Ranch. This site is located approximately 
one mile south of Linda Mar Avenue in Pacifica. The portal would be developed 
across a small deep valley containing a tributary of San Pedro Creek from 
existing Highway One. The valley would need to be crossed via a bridge or 
fill to access the portal. Key factors important in the selection of the 
location for the North Portal included the facts that it maintained a straight 
alignment throughout the tunnel, ensured a relatively short tunnel. satisfied 
sight distanc• requirements. and provided the desired 21 grade. In addition. 
the hillside cut neccesary to construct the portal would be smaller and less 
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visible to Pacifica neighborhoods than other possible locations for the north 
portal. The location also avoids the pasture land of the Shamrock Ranch. On 
the negative side, the choice of portal location does require that the 
approach road pass through wetlands associated with the San Pedro Creek 
drainage and small ranch ponds which contain the red legged frog, an 
endangered species. The approach road would either be built within these 
wetland areas as part of an approximately 95-foot-high fill, or pass over them 
as part of an approximately 900-foot-long bridge structure that might require 
some wetland fill for footings. 

The Tunnel itself would extend approximately 4,100 feet, and slope downward to 
the south at an approximately 2.2% grade. 

The South Portal would be located approximately half way between Devil•s Slide 
and Green Valley, just north of the state park. The portal location was 
selected to take advantage of a small wide area east of the existing highway. 
To connect the South Portal with the existing alignment of Highway One, a cut 
would need to be made in the hillside flanking the portal on its southwest 
side to accommodate an 850-foot radius curve. The selected south portal 
location was preferred because it reduced the length of the tunnel relative to 
other possible locations. 

The Feasibility Study itself considers six design variations for the tunnel 
within the alignment described above, three single bore designs and three 
double bore designs. The designs of the tunnel differ primarily with regard 
to tunnel widths. Exhibit 5 shows preliminary site plans and sections for 
some of these alternatives. 

All six of the tunnel designs would generate a huge amount of excavated 
material, nearly one million cubic yards, that would need to be placed or 
disposed of in some location. All of the variations considered envision 
creating a disposal area at a site located just south of the South Portal. 
This area consists of a depressed area between a section of Highway One built 
on a raised highway embankment and the adjoining hillside. The roadway 
embankment impounds a natural drainage which results in intermittent pending 
of runoff water to create a seasonal, low quality wetland. The proposed 
disposal fill area would encroach upon the wetland but may be able to be 
designed in a manner that avoids directly filling the wetland. The size of 
the disposal area would vary depending on whether the valley that the North 
Portal approach must cross is spanned by a bridge or by an earthen fill. The 
earthen fill could be constructed using material excavated from the tunnel, 
thereby reducing the volume and size of the material disposal area near the 
south end of the tunnel. 

The conceptual tunnel design discussed above may very well be representative 
of the tunnel that is actually constructed. However, the design is only 
preliminary and the political process for securing funding, the environmental 
review process, the permitting process, and the final design process could all 
lead to significant changes in the design. Thus, in its review of the 
proposed LCP amendment, the Commission must consider the possibility that 
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other designs that meet the basic criteria set forth in the Tunnel Initiative 
could ultimately be proposed and that in certifying the proposed LCP 
amendment, the Commission is not approving any particular tunnel design. 

B. Bypass 

Existing LUP Policy 2.54(b) describes the bypass alternative in the following 
terms: 

"For Route 1, allow construction of a two-lane bypass with slow vehicle 
lanes on uphill grades around Devil's Slide. The County's preferred 
alignment is in the area of Martini Creek which bypasses Devil's Slide and 
rejoins the existing Route 1 north of Montara ..... 

Just as the proposed amendment would not dictate a particular tunnel alignment 
or design, the existing LCP policies do not dictate a particular bypass 
design. However, in February of 1986, the Commission reviewed Consistency 
Certification No. CC-45-85 submitted by CalTrans for the development of an 
overland bypass. The consistency certification was necessary because CalTrans 
was applying for federal funding for the project. The Commission concurred 
with the consistency certification. As the design was approved by the 
Commission and other agencies. and CalTrans has invested significant resources 
in design, environmental review, and litigation in the project, the bypass 
project approved by the Commission under Consistency Certification No. 
CC-45-85 represents the most likely bypass alternative design that would be 
built pursuant to the LCP policies. 

The proposal provides for construction of a 4.5-mile-long, 3-lane bypass over 
San Pedro Mountain along the Martini Creek drainage with two continuous lanes 
on uphill slopes and one lane on downhill slopes. Although the graded width 
of the proposal would be sufficient throughout its entire length to 
accommodate four paved lanes, the only portion proposed for four paved lanes 
would be an approximately 1/2 mile stretch at the top of the saddle cut, where 
the continuous uphill passing lanes pass over the top of the grade and begin 
to merge with the single downhill lane. The remainder of the bypass would 
contain 30 ft. wide, vehicle recovery areas or 49 ft. wide vehicle retention 
facilities. These vehicle recovery/retention areas would be continuous 
throughout the bypass except where the bypass would be four lanes at the top 
of the saddle cut and across the four bridges. The vehicle recovery/retention 
areas would include the 10 ft. paved shoulders; the remaining width would be 
graded but unpaved. The graded width of the current proposal would range from 
79 to 100ft., and the width of paving on the bridges would be 56 ft. (three 
12 ft. lanes and two 10ft. shoulders). 

The bypass proposal would involve deep cuts and massive fills in the 
mountainous terrain though which it would pass and would bisect portions of 
the state park. A considerable amount of wetland fill would be required, and 
the bypass alignment would affect the same red-legged from habitat at Shamrock 
Ranch affected by the most likely tunnel alternative. A total of 
approximately 10 acres of prime agricultural land would be removed from 
production. 
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C. Marine Disposal Alternative 

At the time the bypass was approved by the Commission, the principal 
alternative to a bypass that was considered at the time was the Marine 
Disposal Alternative. The Marine Disposal Alternative (MDA), would involve 
improvements only in the 4,300 ft. long, immediate Devil's Slide area. Under 
this alternative, the landslide would be stabilized by excavation of 14.5 
million cu. yds. of material and placement of the material over the ocean 
floor. The excavation above the highway would unload the active slide mass 
and reduce the slope gradient, and the ocean fill would form a buttress 
preventing further sliding. Highway 1 would remain 2 lanes, but 8 ft. 
shoulders would be added and the road would be relocated approximately 200 ft. 
east of its current location. Rip-rap rock protection would protect the 
buttress from wave erosion. The project would be designed to remain stable 
and protect the road from an earthquake of 8.2 magnitude on the Richter scale. 

Since the bypass was approved in 1986, the Gulf of the Farallones and Monterey 
Bay National Marine Sanctuaries have been established off the coastline. The 
Marine Disposal Alternative with its placement of massive amount of material 
in the ocean, may not be consistent with federal law that governs the 
sanctuaries and may no longer be a viable alternative for a permanent solution 
to the Devil's Slide road closure and maintenance problems. 

4. Highway One as Two Lane Highway 

Section 30254 of the Coastal Act provides: 

New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to 
accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted consistent 
with the provisions of this division; provided, however, that it is the 
intent of the Legislature that State Highway Route 1 in rural areas of the 
coastal zone remain a scenic two-lane road. 

The proposed amendment explicitly states the tunnel design "be consistent with 
... Coastal Act limits restricting Route 1 to a two-lane scenic highway ... " 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment is consistent with 
Section 30254 of the Coastal Act. 

5. Wetland Fill and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

The proposed LCP amendment would allow the future construction of a tunnel and 
its associated approach roadways, and related facilities that will likely 
result in the placement of some fill in environmentally sensitive wetland 
habitat areas around San Pedro Mountain. The preferred alternative identified 
in the Devil's Slide Tunnel Feasibility Study indicates that the preferred 
alternative would result in the placement of fill affecting up to 1.6 acres of 
intermittent streams, riparian vegetation and pond area within the drainage of 
San Pedro Creek. The two ponds that would be affected provide habitat for the 
red-legged frog, an endangered species. In addition, the construction of the 
South Portal Disposal Area may result in the filling of a portion of an 
existing seasonal wetland and the loss of riparian vegetation. Changes to the 
alignment or design of the preferred tunnel alternative could result in an 
unspecified additional amount of fill in environmentally sensitive wetland 
habitat area. 
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A. Coastal Act Policies 

Several sections of the Coastal Act address the placement of fill in 
environmentally sensitive wetland habitat. Sections 30230, 30231, 30233, and 
30240 of the Coastal Act provide the following: 

Section 30230. 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, 
restored •... Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a 
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and 
that will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms 
adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and 
educational purposes. 

Section 30231. 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters [and] 
streams •.. to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for 
the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, 
restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste 
water discharges and entrainment. controlling runoff, preventing ... 
substantial interference with surface water flow, ... maintaining natural 
vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing 
alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30233 

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other 
applicable provisions of this division, where there is no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation 
measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects. and 
shall be limited to the following: 

(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial 
facilities, including commercial fishing facilities. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in 
existing navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and 
mooring areas, and boat launching ramps. 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded 
boating facilities; and in a degraded wetland, identified by the 
Department of Fish and Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 
30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such boating 
facilities. a substantial portion of the degraded wetland is restored 
and maintained as a biologically productive wetland. The size of the 
wetland area used for boating facilities, including berthing space, 
turning basins, necessary navigation channels, and any necessary 
support service facilities, shall not exceed 25 percent of the 
degraded wetland. 

. . 
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(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, 
estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the 
placement of structural pilings for public recreational piers that 
provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited 
to, burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance 
of existing intake and outfall lines. 

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except 
in environmentally sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent 
activities. 

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, 
diking, filling, or dredging in existing estuaries and wetlands shall 
maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the wetland or estuary. 
Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified by the Department of Fish 
and Game, including, but not limited to, the 19 coastal wetlands 
identified in its report entitled, 11Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal 
Wetlands of California", shall be limited to very minor incidental public 
facilities, restorative measures, nature study, commercial fishing 
facilities in Bodega Bay, and development in already developed parts of 
south San Diego Bay, if otherwise in accordance with this division. 

Section 30240. 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such 
resources shall be allowed within such areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas ... shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade such areas .... 

Section 30107.5 

"Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal 
life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of 
their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily 
disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments. 

The above policies essentially set forth a three part test for all projects 
involving the filling of environmentally sensitive wetland habitat areas. A 
proposed fill project must satisfy all three tests to be consistent with the 
Coastal Act. The three tests are: 
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1. that the project has no feasible less environmentally damaging 
alternative; 

2. That the project is for a use dependent on the resources of the 
environmentally sensitive habitat area it encroaches upon or is one of the 
eight stated uses permissible under Section 30233; and 

3. that adequate mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed project. 

B. Hetland and ESHA Impacts 

No final plans for a tunnel that would be constructed pursuant to the proposed 
LCP amendment have been developed. In addition. no environmental impact 
statement (EIS) or report (EIR) for the project meeting the requirements of 
the National Environmental Quality Act or the California Environmental Quality 
Act has yet been prepared. Thus. comprehensive information about the 
environmental impacts of a tunnel project is not yet available. However, as 
part of the Devil's Slide Tunnel Feasibility Study, Woodward-Clyde prepared an 
appendix that describes some of the environmental issues associated with the 
six design variations included in the Devil' Slide Tunnel Study (Appendix IX, 
Environmental and Miscellaneous Issues Memorandum). This report, together 
with site specific environmental information developed as part of the EIS/EIR 
prepared for the previously proposed Martini Creek Bypass project and 
information generated during the Commission's review of previous Devil's Slide 
related issues provides information useful for evaluating the environmental 
effects of the proposed LCP amendment. 

Based on a review of this information, construction of a tunnel pursuant to 
the proposed LCP amendment would result in the following three kinds of 
environmentally sensitive wetland fill impacts, including (1) the direct 
displacement of wetlands, (2) the elimination or degradation of habitat of the 
endangered specie~ habitat, and (3) the sedimentation of environmentally 
sensitive wetland habitat. 

1. Displacement of Wetlands. 

Construction of the tunnel will likely result in the filling of wetland 
habitat in the drainage of San Pedro Creek as a result of constructing the 
approach road to connect existing Highway One to the North Portal. As noted 
previously. the Devil's Slide Tunnel Feasibility Study considers two 
alternatives for this road which must cross the unnamed tributary between 
existing Highway One and the North Portal: (1) reusing the spoils from the 
tunnel excavation to construct a raised roadway to the tunnel entrance. or (2) 
constructing a bridge. Page 16 of Appendix IX of the Devils Slide Tunnel 
Feasibility Study described the potential impacts of road construction on 
wetland habitat as follows: 

• . 
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"Wetland resources impacted by the project are limited to the North Portal 
area, where a pond and drainages exist. These resources would be affected 
by the North Fill option. but would be largely avoided through the use of 
the North Bridge option (with the exception of temporary minor impact 
areas for installation of bridge pilings and access to the piling areas). 
Wetlands or other waters of the United States at or near the South Portal 
area and the South Disposal site have been avoided ... " 

11At least two resources are impacted under the North Fill option. a pond 
and surrounding riparian wetland totaling 1.0 acres in area, and two 
smaller areas totaling 0.6 acres in area. These areas were delineated by 
CalTrans. The drainage that feeds the 1-acre pond contains potential 
wetland habitat, but no estimate of its size has been made. Based on the 
above, it is assumed that approximately 1.6 acres of wetlands and special 
status species habitat would be affected by the North Fil1 ..• 11 

The estimate of 1.6 acres of. potential wetland habitat fill or displacement is 
based on the assumption that the preferred tunnel alternative identified in 
the Devils Slide Tunnel Feasibility Study is the tunnel design ultimately 
built. As noted previously, the proposed LCP amendment does not mandate that 
this, or any other particular tunnel design be constructed. Thus, the actual 
amount of fill might be greater or less. depending on the design that emerges 
from the funding, environmental review, and permitting processes. 

An undetermined amount of additional wetland area could be affected by a 
different tunnel project. The drainage that would need to be crossed to 
access the north portal of the tunnel extends in both directions from the 
crossing that would be constructed under the preferred alternative. Crossing 
in a different location could lower or increase the amount of wetland fill 
associated with the North Portal access road. In addition, there are existing 
wetlands near the south portal area, as noted above in the excerpt from the 
Feasibility Study. A steep drainage channel is located just to the east of 
the South Portal location proposed in the preferred alternative. This drainage 
channel contains riparian vegetation and other wetland habitat. In addition, 
Appendix IX of the Devils Slide Tunnel Feasibility Study identifies a wetland 
near the south disposal site where excavated material from the tunnel boring 
would be deposited under the preferred alternative. This wetland is described 
as follows: 

11 The proposed site contains a depressed area. A portion of the 
intermittent ponded area exhibits characteristics of a seasonal, low 
quality wetland. A portion of the habitat in the drainage area contains a 
willow thicket and areas surrounding it include the coastal scrub 
habitat. The disposal fill has been designed to avoid the seasonal. low 
quality wetland area, and additional water will be diverted to the area. 11 
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Changes to the design of the tunnel project could result in the filling of 
both the drainage channel adjacent to the proposed South Portal and the 
seasonal wetland at the proposed South Disposal site. A more extensive change 
to locate the South Portal in the Green Valley drainage further to the south 
could result in even greater amounts of wetland fill as this drainage is known 
to contain wetland habitat. 

2. Elimination or Degradation of Endangered species habitat. 

Construction of the tunnel project could adversely affect the habitat of the 
red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii). an endangered species that lives in 
or near riparian corridors or freshwater ponds and marshes.· A survey of 
red-legged frog habitat in the Devil's Slide area was conducted by CalTrans in 
1996 as part of the environmental studies conducted for the previously 
proposed Martini Creek Bypass. The resulting report. dated April 7, 1996, and 
prepared by Biologist Dr. Samuel McGinnis, is entitled: The Status of the San 
Francisco Garter Snake and the California Red-Legged Frog Within or Adjacent 
to the Proposed Right-of-Way of the Route 1 Devils Slide Bypass. The report 
identifies red-legged frog habitat existing at three locations in the 
vicinity, including the two ponds at Shamrock Ranch to the north within the 
proposed alignment of the proposed North Portal approach road as well as small 
pools in the Green Valley drainage, which would be unaffected by the preferred 
tunnel alternative. These sites were also identified as having the potential 
to support a second endangered species, the San Francisco garter snake 
(Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia), because the red-legged frog is the primary 
prey of the snake. No San Francisco garter snakes have yet been identified at 
these locations, however. 

Construction of the North Portal approach road could fill portions of the two 
red-legged frog ponds in that location. Even constructing a bridge that did 
not directly fill the ponds would adversely affect the red-legged frog by 
shading portions of the pond during most of the day, thereby reducing the 
basking opportunities for frogs and possibly lowering the spring pond water 
temperatures. The latter could in turn affect the development of time of frog 
eggs and larvae. Any one or combination of the above possible events could 
result in the reduction or negation of the red-legged frog population at the, 
site. Furthermore. construction and grading activities for the bridge could 
either permanently block or destroy the spring sites that serve as the water 
source for the ponds, cause siltation in the ponds, and temporarily disrupt 
adjacent upland foraging/retreat area for the frogs. 

Both of these possibilities could result in a temporary degradation of 
red-legged frog habitat at the site and reduction of the species. 

3. Sedimentation of Environmentally Sensitive Wetland Habitat. 
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Construction of a tunnel project could contribute to sedimentation of area 
streams and ultimately to sedimentation of the marine sanctuary along the 
coast. Runoff from construction sites where grading will occur and from new 
roadway slopes created as part of the project will carry sediment into the of 
San Pedro Creek drainage near the north portal and into the minor drainages 
near the South Portal and the South Disposal site. All of these drainages 
ultimately discharge to the ocean. The increased turbidity in stream and 
ocean waters created by the runoff could adversely affect fisheries, 
especially anadromous species such as salmon. San Pedro Creek is considered 
one of the more important spawning area for certain kinds of salmon along the 
entire San Mateo County coast. Increased sedimentation can also smother 
wetland vegetation lining the creek channels and adversely affect other kinds 
of wildlife. Given that a total of approximately 947,000 cubic yards of 
material will need to be excavated to create the tunnel proposed under the 
preferred alternative. a great deal of sedimentation could occur if the 
grading work is not properly controlled. 

c. Alternatives 

The first general limitation set forth by the above referenced Chapter 3 
policies is that any proposed fill project must have no less environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative. 

As described previously in Finding 3, two principal alternatives to a tunnel 
have been proposed in the past as a permanent solution to the sliding and road 
closure problems at Devil's Slide. These two alternatives include (1) an 
overland bypass around Devil's Slide, as called for the existing LUP policies, 
and (2) the marine disposal alternative which would maintain the highway at 
Devil's Slide within its current alignment by buttressing the bluff with a 
massive fill in the ocean of material excavated from San Pedro Mountain above 
Devil's Slide. 

The following section examines each of the two basic alternatives as well as 
the no project alternative with regard to whether the alternative is a less 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative. 

1. Bypass Alternative 

The bypass alternative is the 4.5-mile-long, 3-lane bypass over San Pedro 
Mountain along the Martini Creek drainage approved by the Commission in 1986 
in its action on Consistency Certification No. CC-45-85. 

With respect to wetland fill, at the time CalTrans prepared The Devil's Slide 
Final Environmental Impact Statement in 1986, no extensive survey of wetlands 
that formally delineated all of the jurisdictional wetlands along the route of 
the bypass had been conducted. As part of an effort to prepare a 
supplementary update to the EIS, CalTrans is expected to perform such surveys 
to better document the amount of affected wetlands. However, the results of 
any such surveys have not yet been published. The 1986 EIS does provide an 
indication of the potential amount of wetland fill that would be associated 
with the bypass. Page 130 of the 1986 EIS states the following: 
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The project would remove a little under 3 acres of riparian vegetation. 
Most of the losses would occur in the upper reaches of the Green Valley 
drainage, in a steep, intermittent tributary to Martini Creek and along a 
small unnamed watercourse located approximately halfway between Martini 
Creek and the Chart House Restaurant." 

The wetland surveys CalTrans is conducted may very well identify additional 
fill. For example, the north end of the bypass would follow a similar 
alignment to the alignment of the approach road to the North Portal of the 
tunnel under the preferred tunnel alternative identified in the Devil's Slide 
Tunnel Feasibility Study. Accordingly, the bypass is expected to have as much 
wetland fill impact in this location as that identified for the bridge option 
for the North Portal approach road. 

Hithout having the results of comprehensive wetland surveys available for 
either the bypass alternative or the tunnel alternative, and without having a 
final design for a tunnel alternative available, it is impossible to state 
with certainty exactly how much more wetland fill would be associated with the 
bypass than with a tunnel alternative. However, given that: (1) the 1986 
bypass EIS identified 3 acres of riparian loss associated with that project 
not counting any fill resulting from the construction of bridge supports at 
the drainage at Shamrock Ranch and possible wetland fill in locations other 
than in Green Valley, and (2) the Environmental appendix of the Devil's Slide 
Tunnel Feasibility Study identified a maximum of 1.6 acres of fill if the 
North Portal approach road is constructed on a raised fill structure and much 
less if a bridge is used, it is reasonable to conclude that the amount of 
wetland fill a·ssociated with the bypass would be greater than that for a 
tunnel. 

Hith respect to impacts to wetland endangered species, the previously 
mentioned report prepared by Biologist Dr. Samuel McGinnis, titled: The 
Status of the San Francisco Garter Snake and the California Red-Legged Frog 
Hithin or Adjacent to the Proposed Right-of-Hay of the Route 1 Devils Slide 
Bypass, indicates that red-legged frogs had the potential to be impacted at 
three locations, including the two ponds at Shamrock Ranch that would be 
affected by the tunnel alternative as well as small pools in the Green Valley 
drainage that would not be affected by the tunnel. Although the bypass is 
designed to bridge over the ponds at Shamrock Ranch, the bypass could have the 
same secondary effects on these ponds as the bridge option for the North 
Portal tunnel approach discussed previously, including (a) shading of the 
ponds with resulting possible decreases in the development of frog eggs and 
larvae, (b) depriving the ponds of a water source due to construction and 
grading activities for the bridge that could either permanently block or 
destroy the source spring sites, (c) silting in the ponds with sediment from 
runoff from the grading sites, and (d) temporarily disrupting adjacent upland 
foraging/retreat area for the frogs. The possible adverse effects of the 
bypass on the small pools used by the red-legged frogs in the Green Valley, 
Dr. McGinnis's report states the following: 
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11Although the actual proposed route of the Devils Slide Bypass is situated 
to the east of the headwaters of the Green Valley Drainage, a possibility 
exists for the siltation of downstream creeK pools by runoff from the 
highway construction zone and from new roadway slopes during the 
operational phase of the project. Such an event would most likely result 
in the negation of the existing small CRF populations there ... 

Given that the impacts of the bypass on red legged frogs at the drainage near 
Shamrock Ranch are expected to be similar to the impact of a tunnel on red 
legged frogs in the same location, and (2) the bypass will affect additional 
red legged frog habitat at Green Valley that would not be affected by a likely 
tunnel design, the bypass alternative would result in greater impact to 
wetland endangered species habitat than a tunnel project. 

With respect to sedimentation impacts, total grading for the bypass would be 
as much as 5.9 million cubic yards over 4.5 miles of area (Consistency 
Certification No. CC-45-88). According to the 1986 Final EIS, the Martini 
CreeK Bypass project would affect five different watersheds, including Montara 
Town, Cultivated Land, Martini Creek, Green Valley, and San Pedro Creek. 
Given that (1) the total amount of grading proposed for the preferred Tunnel 
Alternative would involve only about 15 to 20% of the grading required for the 
bypass project. (2) the preferred Tunnel alternative would affect only one of 
the five watersheds that would be affected by the Bypass (San Pedro Creek) and 
the only the ocean ends of two other very small drainages at the location of 
the South Portal and the South Disposal site, the sedimentation impacts of the 
bypass alternative would be greater than those associated with a tunnel 
project. 

2. Marine Disposal Alternative 

The marine disposal alternative (MDA) would maintain the highway at Devil's 
Slide by buttressing the bluff with a massive fill in the ocean of material 
excavated from San Pedro Mountain above Devil's Slide. 

With respect to wetland fill, the MDA would involve the excavation of 14.5 
million cubic yards of materials and placement of that material over the ocean 
floor and bluff face. The fill would be placed over 28 acres of beach, 
intertidal. and marine habitat. Although the habitat value of this area is 
difficult to compare with the habitat value of freshwater wetlands that would 
be affected by the tunnel and bypass alternatives, certainly the amount of 
wetland fill involved with MDA far surpasses the amount of wetland fill 
associated with a tunnel project. 

The marine disposal alternative would have no known effect on wetland 
endangered species. No habitat of the red-legged frog or San Francisco Garter 
snake exists in the project area. 
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With respect to sedimentation impacts, total grading for the marine disposal 
alternative would be 14.5 million cubic yards over a _____ mile area. In 
addition to requiring a much larger amount of grading than a tunnel 
alternative. the material would be deposited directly into the Monterey Bay 
National Marine Sanctuary. The federal marine sanctuary has not been 
established at the time the Commission considered Consistency Certification 
No. CC-45-88. Federal law governing marine sanctuaries severely limits the 
placement of fill in marine sanctuaries, and the marine disposal alternative 
may no longer be a feasible alternative because of these limitations. 

3. The No Project Alternative 

This alternative would involve abandoning the search for a permanent solution 
to the sliding and road closure problems at Devil's Slide and simply repairing 
the road in place when necessary. as has occurred since the roadway was 
constructed many years ago. CalTrans has determined this alternative is 
unacceptable because of the high maintenance costs and periodic road 
closures. Continued instability is threatened due to active cliff retreat, an 
active slide plane, water, wind and wave erosion, a highly fractured 
underlying rock formation, and the proximity of two active faults: the San 
Andreas Fault 5 miles to the east and the Seal Cove Fault 1.5 miles offshore 
to the west. CalTrans• EIR notes that this earthquake potential could trigger 
a massive landslide and that .. Indications suggest that eventually Route 1 will 
be closed permanently if major improvements are not made. 11 Therefore, besides 
not accomplishing the basic objective of the LCP amendment of finding a 
permanent solution to the sliding and road closure problems at Devil's Slide, 
the no project alternative is not a feasible alternative for the long term, 
given that the forces of nature will eventually reclaim the roadway and sever 
access along the coast. 

No other basic alternatives have been identified that would be feasible and 
less environmentally damaging. Based on the above analysis. the Commission 
concludes that con~truction of a tunnel, as called for by the proposed LCP 
amendment, is the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative of the 
basic alternatives identified for permanently resolving the problems 
associated with the sliding and frequent road closures at Devil's Slide. 

However, the Commission notes that a tunnel project could have a range of 
degree of impacts depending on the final design of the tunnel. The Devil's 
Slide Tunnel Feasibility Study established a conceptual design for the 
tunnel. However, as discussed previously, the proposed LCP amendment does not 
mandate any one particular tunnel alignment or design. The amendment language 
does specify certain criteria that any tunnel design ultimately chosen must 
satisfy, which are described in Finding 3 above, but a wide range of tunnel 
designs could be developed that meet these criteria. The conceptual tunnel 
design described previously in the report may very well be representative of 
the tunnel that is actually constructed. However, the design is only 
preliminary and the political process for securing funding, the environmental 
review process, the permitting process. and the final design process could all 
lead to significant changes in the design. 

• 



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO LCP AMEND. 1-96 
(Devils Slide Tunnel Initiative) 
Page 23 

Thus, other designs that meet the basic criteria set forth in the Tunnel 
Initiative could ultimately be proposed at the time that CalTrans applies for 
a coastal development permit from San Mateo County to construct the project. 
The terms of the proposed amendment itself do not specify that the tunnel 
design ultimately chosen for construction must be the least environmentally 
damaging feasible tunnel design alternative. Furthermore, the existing LCP 
does not contain a policy directly mirroring the limitation of Section 30233 
of the Coastal Act that any proposed wetland fill project must have no less 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative. Thus, an issue is raised as to 
whether approval of the LCP amendment as submitted could lead to the ultimate 
development of a tunnel project inconsistent with this requirement of Section 
30233. 

However, although the existing LCP does not have a specific policy that 
restates exactly the requirement of Section 30233 of the Coastal Act regarding 
less environmentally damaging feasible alternatives, the LCP does have a 
number of policies that will carry out the intent of this policy with respect 
to the kinds of impacts the tunnel alternative is likely to have, as 
identified above. 

Construction of a tunnel as called for by the proposed LCP amendment would 
require a coastal development permit from the County. Chapter 208, Sections 
6328 et seq. of the County Zoning Regulations, certified by the Commission as 
part of the County's LCP. establishes the standards to be applied to any 
development requiring a coastal development permit. These regulations require 
that development be reviewed for conformance with all relevant policies se 
forth in the twelve components of the County's land Use Plan, and that 
findings of conformance be made. 

The Land Use Plan contains a number of policies that address the kinds of 
wetland fill impacts that would be associated with the development of a 
tunnel. These policies are found within the Sensitive Habitat Component of 
the LCP, attached as Exhibit 6. 

The wetland fill identified as being associated with the tunnel consists of 
Certain policies within the Sensitive Habitats Component of the LUP would all 
apply to the filling of wetland habitat. the first of the wetland fill impacts 
of a tunnel project identified previously. 

As discussed above, a tunnel project may result in the filling of portions of 
an intermittent streams and freshwater ponds. Policy 7.8 of the Sensitive 
Habitat Component indicates that 11 all perennial and intermittent streams and 
lakes and other bodies of freshwater in the Coastal Zone" are riparian 
corridors. Policy 7.9 only permits certain uses within riparian corridors, 
including 11 (1) education and research, (2) consumptive uses as provided for in 
the Fish and Game Code and Title 14 of the California Administrative Code, (3) 
fish and wildlife management activities, (4) trails and scenic overlooks on 
public land(s), and (5) necessary water supply projects ... Subsection (b) of 
Policy 7.9 does allow some exceptions to this rule "when no feasible or 
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practicable alternative exists," including "(3) bridges when supports are not 
in significant conflict with corridor resources .••• and (5) repair or 
maintenance of roadways or road crossings ... " Thus, with respect to a new 
roadway fill project such as that associated with a tunnel project. Policy 7.9 
would only allow fill for bridge supports. This policy may preclude a raised 
fill crossing of the San Pedro Creek drainage, which would account for the 
vast majority of wetland fill that could result from a tunnel project called 
for by the proposed LCP amendment. In addition. Policy 7.10 requires 
development permitted in riparian corridors to "minimize alteration of natural 
streams." Thus. an applicant for the tunnel would need to demonstrate how the 
particular design chosen for any necessary bridge supports in the San Pedro 
Creek drainage would minimize alteration of the stream over other possible 
bridge support designs. Furthermore, Policy 7.17 requires "that development 
permitted in wetlands minimize adverse impacts during and after 
construction .•. " 

With respect to the impacts of a tunnel project on the red-legged frog and 
other wetland endangered species. the LUP policies also contain standards that 
will assure the least environmentally damaging tunnel alternative is chosen. 
Policy 7.34 states. among other things. that 11 any development must not impact 
the functional capacity of the habitat," and "recommend mitigation if 
development is permitted within or adjacent to identified habitats." of rare 
and endangered species. Policy 7.35 states that the County must "require 
preservation of all habitats of rare and endangered species •.. 11 Thus, an 
applicant for the tunnel would need to demonstrate how the particular design 
chosen for any necessary fill for the tunnel project will ensure the habitat 
of the red-legged frog is not compromised. More environmentally damaging 
alternatives that would compromise the habitat of wetland endangered species 
may not be allowed. 

With respect to the sedimentation impacts of a tunnel project. the LUP 
policies also contain Jtandards that will assure the least environmentally 
damaging tunnel alternative is chosen. Policy 7.10 requires development 
permitted in riparian corridors to "(1) minimize removal of vegetation, (2) 
minimize land exposure during construction and use temporary vegetation or 
mulching to protect critical areas, (3) minimize erosion, sedimentation, and 
runoff by appropriately grading and replanting modified areas, ... (9) maintain 
natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and (1) 
minimize alteration of natural streams. Thus. an applicant for the tunnel 
would need to demonstrate how the particular design chosen for any necessary 
tunnel project fill would minimize sedimentation over other possible project 
des1gns. 

Conclusion. Based on the above analysis, the Commission finds that the 
proposed LCP amendment calling for the construction of a tunnel will result in 
the least environmentally damaging alternative for providing a permanent 
solution to the sliding and road closure problems at Devil's Slide consistent 
with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. 

D. Mitigation 

: . 

.. 
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A second general limitation set forth by the Coastal Act wetland fill and 
habitat policies is that adequate mitigation that adequate mitigation measures 
will be provided to minimize the adverse environmental effects of a proposed 
project. 

The environmental information developed as part of the Devil's Slide 
Feasibility Study suggests that adequate mitigation measures can be provided 
to minimize the adverse environmental effects of the tunnel project called for 
by the proposed LCP amendment. The two principal wetland fill impacts 
identified for the tunnel project are the direct displacement of wetland 
habitat and the disturbance of habitat of the endangered red-legged frog. The 
Feasibility Study identifies the following measures as means to mitigate these 
adverse impacts of the tunnel: 

"Construct a wetland and riparian mitigation area near the North Fill to 
compensate for the impacts of the fill ... A conceptual layout of two 
possible wetland/riparian/pond areas has been developed, which if feasible 
might create approximately 3.4 acres of replacement resources that could 
applied as mitigation. It is emphasized that the feasibility of creating 
these resources has not been formally researched or reviewed. However. it 
is reasonable to assume that the proposed mitigation area could achieve at 
least a 1:1 ratio for replacement of potential tially filled wetlands ... It 
might achieve a greater ratio. but this is uncertain until further site 
review and final design work is completed ... A higher ratio of replacement 
to impacted wetlands would be achieved through off-site creation of these 
resources ... The off-site replacement could be just downstream of the 
adjacent wetland and pond, which is also inhabited by the red-legged frog." 

As the Feasibility Study indicates. this possible mitigation measure needs to 
be further studied further. Environmental studies to be prepared as part of 
the environmental impact report process for a tunnel project would provide the 
needed additional investigation. Although the mitigation recommendation is 
preliminary, the Feasibility Study indicates that a suitable mitigation sites 
appears to exist on-site for in-kind wetland and habitat creation or 
restoration. In addition, nearby off-site mitigation sites are apparently 
available just downstream of the affected wetlands. 

With respect to mitigation for sedimentation impacts, the LUP policies noted 
previously call for the implementation of standard measures to minimize and 
control erosion. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that adequate mitigation measures are 
available for the adverse impacts of the wetland fill that could result from 
implementation of the proposed LCP amendment. consistent with the Coastal Act. 

E. Allowable Use 

The third general limitation set forth by the above referenced Chapter 3 
policies is that any proposed fill can only be allowed for certain limited 
purposes. Under Section 30240(a), environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values and 
only a use dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 
Under Section 30233(a), fill in coastal waters may only be performed for any 
of eight specified uses. 
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The roadway fill that might be required to implement the proposed LCP 
amendment does not meet the allowable use limitation. With regard to the use 
limitations of 30240, a roadway is not a use dependent on the riparian, 
wetland, and rare and endangered species resources found within the affected 
wetlands near Shamrock Ranch and the South Portal fill area. In fact, a 
roadway can be built more easily in an upland area without such resources 
where expensive filling or bridging and mitigation would not be required. 

To meet the use limitations of Section 30233(a), the roadway fill that might 
be required to implement the LCP amendment must fit into one of eight 
categories of uses permitted for wetland fill enumerated in Sections 30233(a) 
(1)-(8). Roads are not mentioned in any of the eight categories. To provide 
further guidance in implementing these sections the Commission also has 
adopted Statewide Interpretive Guidelines on Hetlands (Hetlands and Other Het 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, adopted February 4, 19811 - Section 
IV(A)(5)), in which the Commission did mention roads in the context of a 
discussion of the incidental public purposes that might be allowed under 
Section 30233(a)(5). Specifically, the Guidelines explained incidental as: 

Incidental public service purposes which temporarily impact the the 
resources of the area, which include, but are not limited to. burying 
cables and pipes, inspection of piers, and maintenance of existing intake 
and outfall lines (roads do not gualify)3 (emphasis added) 

The footnote (footnote 3) elaborating on the limited situations where the 
Commission would consider a road as an exception to this policy states: 

When no other alternatives exists, and when consistent with the other 
provisions of this section, limited expansion of roadbeds and bridges 
necessary to maintain existing traffic capacity may be permitted. 
(emphasis added) 

Adopted pursuant to Section 30620(a) & (b) of the Coastal Act, which state 
in relevant part: 

The Commission may, •.. from time to time .•. adopt •.• permanent 
procedures or guidelines for the ..• review •.• of coastal development 
permit applications ••. as it determines to be necessary to better carry 
out this division .••. Such procedures shall include .•• : 

(3) Interpretive guidelines designed to assist local governments, the 
commission, and persons subject to this chapter in determining how the 
policies of this division shall be applied in the coastal zone prior to 
certification of local coastal programs; •..• 

. 
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Thus the clear interpretation that the Commission gave in these guidelines to 
Section 30233(a)(5) was that to qualify under that section the impacts of 
"incidental public services" must be temporary. This interpretation is based 
on the specific examples identified in Section 30233(a)(5) and thus is 
consistent with applicable standards of statutory interpretation (58 
Cal.Jur.3d, 11 Statutes, .. sections 129-131). The Commission did create a 
footnote for repair or replacement projects where necessary to maintain 
existing traffic capacity, such as a bridge replacement project with the same 
number of lanes as the existing bridge proposed to be replaced. 

The tunnel that would be allowed under the proposed LCP amendment would be 
built to replace the existing alignment of Highway One and would not result in 
more lanes than the current Highway One past Devil's Slide. Nonetheless, the 
fill associated with the approach to the North Portal of the proposed tunnel 
would be for a new road and/or bridge, as no roadway or bridge exists at this 
specific location currently. Although under the design alternatives for the 
tunnel developed in the feasibility study only 1.6 acres of wetland fill is 
proposed, in the context of historic losses, these impacts are significant. 
Wetland systems are extremely important natural resources that have been 
drastically altered by human activities. In addition, it is possible that the 
tunnel design ultimately chosen could have even greater fill impacts, 
depending on the specific design and alignment alternatives selected. 

To determine if an activity is an incidental public service, the Commission 
must determine that an activity is both incidental and a public service. 
Since the approach road or bridge will be constructed by a public agency in 
order to support its mission, this bridge is clearly a public service. 
However, it is not clear that the ••public service purpose .. represented by this 
bridge is "incidental" within the meaning of that term as it is used in 
Section 30233(a)(5). The courts have defined the term incidental as 
11 depending upon or appertaining to something else as primary" (Davis v. Pine 
Mountain Lumber Co. (1969) 273 Cal.App.2d 218, 222-223 [77 CR 825]). 
Furthermore, the examples of incidental public services cited in Section 
30233(a)(5) all have in common the characteristic that the wetland impacts 
associated with them have a duration that is temporary2. The Commission has 
acknowledged this fact in several past actions including, as noted. its 
adoption of the aforementioned Interpretive Guidelines and in the findings for 
a permit application for a similar bridge project proposed by the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, 4-82-605. Therefore, in order for a 
public service to be incidental, it must not be the primary part of the 
project and the impacts must have a temporary duration. The Commission finds 
that the approach road for the tunnel is neither "temporary," since clearly 
the project is a permanent facility, nor "incidental" to "something else as 
primary, .. since the earthen fill or bridge pilings are an integral component 
of the proposed highway. Therefore the project cannot qualify as an 
incidental public service. 
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2 See Mein v. San Francisco Bay Cons. & Dev. Commission (1990) 218 Cal. 
App. 3d 727, 733 [267 CR 252] <Common characteristic of "all the uses in 
[Government Code section 66605](a)'s illustrative list," namely, 11 functional[] 
dependent[cy] on proximity to the wateru used to determine that "housing" does 
not qualify as "water-oriented use. 11

) · 

Moreover. because the proposed project involves constructing an entirely new 
highway alignment rather than replacing bridges and other fills within the 
existing alignment of Highway One. the Commission finds that the project does 
not qualify for the exception contemplated in the Commission's Hetland 
Guidelines to the general exclusion of roads from the category of "incidental 
public service purposes." Therefore. the Commission finds that the proposed 
roadway fill is not an incidental public service. and thus is not an allowable 
use pursuant to Section 30233(a)(5) of the Coastal Act. and, further, does not 
in any other way qualify as one of the eight enumerated allowable uses under 
Section 30233. 

(iv) Resolving Conflicts Among Competing Coastal Act Policies 

The Commission has often been confronted with situations where it has been 
asked to reconcile the public's need for safe and viable public access to the 
coastline with other Chapter 3 policies on resource protection. Simply put, 
road projects are frequently point-to-point projects that do not inherently 
possess the same flexibility, at least in terms of route, that other projects 
have. As a result, the Commission has been asked to approve road projects 
which pass through or near sensitive resource areas such as wetlands and 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. In these situations the Commission 
also has been asked to consider that these projects often serve the principal 
{and frequently competing) policies of the Coastal Act promoting access to the 
coast. 

The present project presents such a conflict between the public access 
provisions of the Coastal Act and the wetland fill and habitat protection 
provisions. As noted above, Sections 30233{a) and 30240(a) of the Coastal Act 
do not allow the use of wetlands and environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
for roadway fill of the kind that could result from implementation of the 
proposed LCP policy calling for construction of a tunnel as the permanent 
solution to the frequent roadway closures and land sliding at Devil's Slide. 
On the other hand, failure to provide for a permanent solution to the Devil's 
Slide problem would thwart implementation of the public access provisions of 
the Act. As noted previously. extended closures of Highway One at Devil's 
Slide in the past has greatly curtailed recreational use of the northern and 
central sections of the San Mateo County coastline. Hhen Highway 1 is closed, 
travelers to Pacifica. San Francisco and other points north form Half Moon Bay 
and other locations south of Dev1l's Slide must crowd onto State Highway 92 
and climb over the coastal mountains to to Interstate 280 and other roadways 
heading up the Peninsula (see Exhibit 1). Under such conditions. Highway 92 
becomes overloaded, causing delays during peak periods. During the Highway 
One Closure of 1995-1996, travel times for commonly increased by over an hour 

. 
' 
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each way, and involved a great deal of time inching through dense traffic. 
The traffic nightmare greatly impeded the general public's ability to access 
the coastal area which in turn had a devastating impact on the economy of the 
San Mateo County MidCoastside. Many visitor-serving establishments and other 
business were forced to go out of business. 

The Coastal Act envisions situations such as this where there may be a 
conflict between conflicting Chapter 3 policies and provides specific guidance 
on how these conflicts should be resolved. Section 30007.5 states: 

The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur 
between one or more policies of the division. The Legislature therefore 
declares that in carrying out the provisions of this division such 
conflicts be resolved in a manner which on balance is the most protective 
of significant coastal resources. In this context, the Legislature 
declares that broader policies which, for example, serve to concentrate 
development in close proximity to urban and employment centers may be 
more protective, overall, than specific wildlife habitat and other 
similar resource policies. 

Echoing the concern about such conflicts, Section 30200(b), the first section 
in Chapter 3, the chapter containing the substantive policies of the Act, 
declares: 

(b) Where the commission or any local government in implementing the 
provisions of this division identifies a conflict between the policies of 
this chapter, Section 30007.5 shall be utilized to resolve the conflict 
and the resolution of such conflicts shall be supported by appropriate 
findings setting forth the basis for the resolution of identified policy 
conflicts. 

The Commission finds that this project presents a conflict between competing 
policies of the Act that requires resolution in conformity with the provisions 
of Sections 30007.5 and 30200. As determined by the Commission above, this 
project will promote public access and recreation along the coast, as well as 
implement the public access and recreation policies of Sections 30210, 30211, 
30212, 30212.5, 30213, 30252 and 30254 of the Coastal Act. These benefits 
will be lost if the project is not approved. 

Balanced against these beneficial aspects of the project is the competing fact 
that the project also will fill wetlands and environmentally sensitive habitat 
for a use that is not allowed by either Sections 30233 and 30240 of the 
Coastal Act. However, the impacts of this fill can be mitigated by a wetland 
replacement and environmentally sensitive habitat restoration program that 
will be required through the coastal development permit that must be obtained 
for the project, pursuant to the wetland fill and habitat protection policies 
of the certified San Mateo County LCP. The Commission also notes that the 
placement of the fill and the encroachment into environmentally sensitive 
habitat is the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative. 
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For these reasons the Commission finds, pursuant to Sections 30007.5 and 30200 
of the Coastal Act, that on balance it is more protective of coastal resources 
to resolve this conflict by approving the project and allowing the proposed 
wetland fill and encroachment into environmentally sensitive habitat. The · 
Commission therefore finds the project consistent with the Coastal Act in 
reliance on the conflict resolution provisions of Section 30007.5 and 30200. 

5. ~ 

Pursuant to Section 21080.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the Resources Agency has certified the Commission's regulatory program 
as being functionally equivalent to the standard CEQA review process. 
Pursuant to SB 1873. which amended the California Environmental Quality Act. 
the Coastal Commission is the lead agency in terms of meeting CEQA 
requirements for local coastal programs. In addition to making a finding that 
the amendment is in full compliance with CEQA. the Commission must make a 
finding consistent with Section 21080.5 of the Public Resources Code. Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(i) requires that the Commission not approve or adopt an LCP: 

.•. if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact 
which the activity may have on the environment. 

Consistent with Public Resources Code Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i). the Commission 
finds. for the reasons discussed in this report. that the proposed amendment 
request is consistent with the California Coastal Act, will not result in 
significant adverse environmental effects within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. and therefore requires no mitigation measures to 
reduce any adverse environmental impacts. 

9184p 
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Attachment B 

RESOLUTION NO. __ 6_0_4_5_6 __ 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

********** 

RESOLUTION APPROVING SUBMISSION OF A MEASURE TO THE ELECTORATE TO 
AMEND POLICY OF THE LAND USE PLAN OF THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 
RELATING TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF A TUNNEL ALTERNATIVE FOR THE 
DEVIL'S SLIDE BYPASS ON STATE ROUTE 1. 

RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of 

Ca~ifornia, that 

WHEREAS, an initiative petition was circulated among the voters of San Mateo County 

proposing an ordinance to amend the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program to substitute a 

tunnel alternative instead of a bypass as the preferred alternative and would prohibit any other 

alternative, except repair or reconstruction of the existing roadway, unless approved by a vote of 

the electorate; 

-
WHEREAS, the Assessor-County Clerk Recorder certified that there is a sufficient 

number of valid signatures to qualify the measure to be on the ballot; 

WHEREAS, it is timely, to place the measure on the ballot in the next statewide election 

scheduled for November 5, 1996; 

WHEREAS, this Board has determined that this measure should be submitted to the 

·- . 
voters at the November 5, 1996 ·statewide election: 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows: 

1. The Board of Supervisors hereby submits the measure set forth in Section 3(f) to 

the registered voters of the County of San Mateo at the election to be held on Tuesday, . 

November 5, 1996. 
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2. The Assessor-County Clerk shall publish a notice of this election in accordance 

with the Elections Code. 

3. (a) Thedection shali be held and conducted, the returns canvassed, and the result 

declared in accordance with state election laws. 

-- (b) The election wiUbe held on November 5, 1996, from the hour of7:00_am. to the 

hour of.8:00 p.m., dming which- period the polls will remain continuously open. At 8:00 p.m., the 

polls will be closed, except as provided in section 14401 of the Elections Code. 

(c) The Assessor-County Clerk shall prepare and mail to each eligible voter ti1-~he 

County a sample ballot and a v~ter's pamphlet containing the complete text of the. measure. 

(d) The Assessor-County Clerk shall establish election precincts, designate the 

polling places, and provide election officers for each precinct at the November 5, 1996 election 

in accordance with dJ: election laws of the State of California. 

. (e) The election on the measure shall be consolidated with any and all other elections 

to be held on November 5, 1996.· · 

(f) The following measure shall be submitted to the voters of the County of San 

Mateo on ~ovember5, 1996: 

The people of San Mateo County ordain as follows: 

Section 1. Purposes of This Measure 

{1) Authmation of Tunnel: To provide for a safe, stable, and reliable tunnel behind 
Devil' s Slide that expeditiously solves the problems of closure of State Highway Route 1. 

(2) Prevention of Hazards: To protect highway users against dangers from landslides, 
rockfalls, cliff drop-offs, steep grades and coastal fog that often shrouds the higher elevations of 
the proposed Devil'sSlide bypass. 

(3) Protection of Quality ofLife for Coastside Communities and Visitors: To protect 
residents, businesses, propertY owners and visitors to coastside communities and parklands from 
flooding, visual blight, noise, air pollution, and traffic congestion resulting from the proposed 
bypass. 
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(3) Policy 2.56 a. Of the Local Coastal Program is amended to read in its entirelv: . 
:.: ..... 

2.56 a. Require, if funds are available, that Cal trans provide adjacent or separate facilities 
for bicycle and pedestrian trails in accordance with the policies of the Recreation and Visitor · 
Serving Facilities Component and the County Bikeways Plan. If a tunnel is constructed 
behind Devil's Slide, require as part of the project that Caltrans construct a bicycle and 
pedestrian trail outside the tunnel. 

Section 4. Inconsistent Countv Plans and Ordinances 

Except as approved by the voters of San Mateo County subsequent to the effective diite of 
this ordinance, if any existing or subsequently enacted provision of the General Plan, the Local 
Coastal Program, an area or special plan or other ordinance or resolution of the County of San 
Mateo, is inconsistent with this ordinance, that provision is superseded and rendered ineffective 
by this ordinance to the extent, but only to the extent, that it is inconsistent. 

SectiQn 5. 
Commission 

Submission to Coastal Commission and Metrovolitan Transvortation 

The Board of Supervisors shall submit in a timely and appropriate manner, with 
necessary supporting documents and iillonnation, any amendments made by this ordinance of the 
Local Coastal Program to the California Coastal Commission, and any amendment of the 
Regional Transportation Plan to the Metropolitan Transportation Comrtlission. 

Section 6. Effective Date of Measure 

This ordinance shall become effective as provided by statute except that if all the General 
Plan Amendments permitted by law during the year in which this ordinance is enacted have been 
made, the ordinance shall become effective on January 1 of the following year . 

. 
Section 7. Amendment · . .:.--, 

This ordinance shall not be repealed or amended except by a majority of the v0ters of San 
Mateo County. 

Section 8. Severabilitv 

If any provision or application of this ordinance is held by the courts to be invalid, the 
invalidation shall not affect the validity of any other provision or the application of any 
provision. 

4. This resolution shall take effect ~ediately. 

K:\E_DEPTS\ELECTION\RESOTUN.WPD 
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(4) Preservation of the Environment: To preserve the streams, parks, watersheds, 
scenic beauty, endangered species, wildlife and other vital natural resources of the San Mateo 
Coastside. · 

(5) Voter Control: To ensure voter control over critical decisions affecting State 
Highway Route 1 and the San Mateo Coast 

:Section 2. Findings 

(1) A tunnel is a safe and reliable solution. A tunnel would meet all applicable 
federal safety standards. Safety features would include ventilation, lighting, and appropriate 

· signage or signaling systems. A tunnel would be safer during earthquakes than bridges and fills, , 
which would be necessary along the proposed bypass. 

(2) A tunnel is cost-effective. A tunnel could be built for less money than the 
proposed bypass. Earthwork would be reduced by as much as 95 percent, from six million to 
two hundred thousand cubic yards. 

(3) A tunnel will·protect the environment. A tunnel would have virtually no fiannful , 
effects upon the environment. It would be consistent with coastal laws. It would avoid serious 
damage to the watersheds, wildlife habitats and parks of Montara and San Pedro Mountains that 
would be caused by a surface bypass. 

(4) A tunnel is a timely solution. A tunnel can be constructed as quickly as tl1e 
proposed surface bypass. It would meet transportation needs while protecting the environment. 

Section 3. · , .. Route 1 Improvements 
".-... 

(1) Policy 2.50b. Of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program is amended to read in 
its entirety: 

2.50b. On Route 1, limit Phase I improvements to: (l) slow vehicle lanes on uphill grades 
and the following operational and safety improvements within the existing alignment or lands 
immediately adjacent; elimination of sharp curves, lane widening, wider shoulders to allow 
passage for emergency vehicles and signals at major intersections, and (2) construction of a 
tunnel for motorized vehicles only behind Devil's Slide through San Pedro Mountain. The tunnel 
design shall be consistent with (a) Coastal Act limits restricting Route 1 to a two-lane scenic 
highway, and (b) minimum state and federal tunnel standards. A separate trail for pedestrians and 
bicycles shall be provided outside the tunnel as specified in Policy 2.56a 

(2)Policy 2.54 b. Of the Local Coastal Program is amended to read in its entirely: 

2.54 b. For Route 1, allow construction of a tunnel behind Devil's Slide through San 
Pedro Mountain. The tunnel should be given high priority for Federal and State highway funds. 
Until a tunnel is completed, the State should maintain and repair the road on the existing 
alignment. No part of Route 1 used by motor vehicles shall be built on any alignment that bisects 
Montara State Beach, including the "Me Nee Ranch Acquisition" except along the current Route 
1 alignment. Any alternative to the tunnel, except the repair and reconstruction of the existing 
road, shall require approval by a majority of the voters of San Mateo County. 
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Regularly passed and adopted this 6th day of August. 1996. 

A YES and in favor of said resolution: 
Supervisors: MARY GRIFFIN 

--~=-~~~-------------------------

TOMHUENING 

TED LEMPERT 

RUBEN BARRALES 

NOES and against said resolution: 

Supervisors: 

Absent Supervisors: 

NONE 

MICHAEL D. NEVIN 

President, Board of Supervisors -­
County of San Jvfateo 
State ofCalifornia 

Certificate ofDeliverv 
(Government Code section 251 03) 

I certify that a copy of the original resolution filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors of San lv.fateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors . 

.f)W$-: 
RICHARD L. SILVER 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
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ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF OR IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED LAWS ARE THE OPINIONS OF THE AUTHORS 

DEVIL'S SLIDE TUNNEL INITIATIVE 

MEASURET 
''Shall the initiative ordinance ;;hanging the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program to substitute a tunnel alternati\'e J.t Devil's 

Slide in place of a bypass on Route 1 be adopted?" 

(TEXT) 
\Ve. the undersigned. request that this initiative measure be enacted by 
the Board of Supervisors or submmed to the \'Oters of San Mateo County 
in accordance with Section 9118 or the California Elections Code. 

The people of the Coumy of San ~Ia teo ordain as follows: 

Section 1. Purposes of This Measure 

(I) Authorization of Tunnel: To provide for a safe. stable. and 
reliable runnel behind Devil's Slide that expeditiously solves the problems 
oi closure of State Highway Route I. 

(2) Prevention of Hazards: To protect highway users against 
dangers from landslides. rockfalls. cliff drop-offs, steep grades and 
coastal tog that often shrouds the higher elevations of the proposed 
Devil's Slide bypass. 

(3) Protection of Quality of Life for Coastside Communities 
and Visitors: To protect residents. businesses. property owners and visi­
tors to coastside communities and parklands from flooding, visual blight. 
noise. a1r pollution. and traffic congestion resulting from the proposed 
bypass. 

(4) Preservation o£ the Environment: To preserve the streams, 
parks. watersheds, scenic beauty . .:ndangered species, wildlite and other 
vital natural resources of the San \1ateo Coastside. 

(5) Voter Control: To ensure voter control over critical deci­
sions affectmg State Highway Route I and the San Mateo Coast. 

Section 2. Findim~s 

1 I) A tunnel is a safe and reliable solution. A tunnel would 
meet all :1pplicable federal safety standards. Safety ie:nures would 
include ventilation. lighting, and appropriate signage or signaling sys­
tems. A tunnel would be safer dunng earthquakes than bridges and tills. 
which would be necessary along the proposed bypass. 

•2) A tunnel is cost-effective. A tunnel could be built tor less 
money th:1n the proposed bypass. Earlhwork would be reduced by as 
much :1s 95 percent. from six mlilion to two hundred thousand cubic 
yards. 

13) A tunnel will protect the environment. A tunnel would 
have virtually no harmiul effects upon the environment. It would be con­
sistent with coastal laws. It would avoid the serious damage to the 
watersheds. wildlife habitats Jnd parks of Montara and San Pedro 
~lountains that would be caused by J surface bypass. 

14) A tunnel is a timely solution. A tunnel can be constructed 
as quickly as the proposed surface bypass. It would meet transportation 
needs while protecting the environment. 

Section 3. Route I Improvements 

d) Policy :.50 b. of th<! San Mateo County Local Coastal 
Program is amended to read in its <!ntirety: 

2.50 b. On Route I. limit Phase 1 improvements to: (I} slow 
vehicle lanes on uphill grades and the following operational and satety 
improvements within the existing alignment or lands immediately adja­
cent: elimination oi sharp curves. lane widening, wider shoulders to 
allow passage tor emergency vehtc!es and signals at major intersections, 
and •21 construction ol a tunne! r'or motorized vehicles onlv behind 
Deval's Slide through San Pedro \lountain. The tunnel design. shall be 
..:onsistent with {a) Coastal Act :imns restrictine Route I to a two-lane 
scenic highway, and •b1 minimum state and ied~ral tunnel standards. A 
separate trail tor pedestrians and ;:,tcycles shall be provided outside the 
tunnel JS >pecitied in Policy 2.56 J. 

r:;) Policy 2.5-t b. of the Local Coastal Program is amended to 
read in its entirety: 

:!.54 b. For Route l. allow construction of a tunnel behind 
Devil's Slide through San Pedro \lountain. The tunnel should be given 

high priority for Federal and State highway funds. Until ;; :unnel is 
completed. the State should maintain and repair the road on :he exist­
ing alignment. ~o part of Route l used by motor vehicles sh:~il be built 
on any alignment that bisects Montara State Beach. inc::.~ding the 
"McNee Ranch Acquisition" except along the current Route I align­
ment. Any alternative to the tunnel, except the ~e?air and 
reconstruction of the existing road, shall require approval by :1 majority 
of the voters of San Mateo County. 

{3) Policy 2.56 a. of the Local Coastal Program is .llTiended to 
read in its entirety: 

2.56 a. Require, if funds are available. that Caltrans provide 
adjacent or separate facilities for bicycle and pedestrian trails in accor­
dance with the policies of the Recreation and Visitor Serving ::acilities 
Component and the County Bikeways Plan. If a tunnel is constructed 
behind Devil's Slide, require as part of the project that CJitnns con­
struct a bicycle and pedestrian trail outside the tunnel. 

Section 4. Inconsistent County Plans and Ordinances 

Except as approved by the voters of San yfateo Coumy subse­
quent to the effective date of this ordinance. if any eXISting or 
subsequently enacted provision of the General Plan. the Loc:;i Coastal 
Program, an area or special plan or other ordinance or resolunon of the 
County of San Mateo, is inconsistent with this ordinance. :hlt provi­
sion is superseded and rendered ineffective by this ordinance to the 
extent. hut only to the extent, that it is inconsistent. 

Section 5. Submission to Coastal Commission and ~1etropolitan 
Transportation Commission 

The Board of Supervisors shall submit in a timely lnd appro­
priate manner. with necessary supporting documents and intormation. 
any amendments made by this ordinance of the Local Coastai Program 
to the Calltornia Coastal Commission. and Jny amendme:H of the 
Regional Transportation Plan to the :0.1etropolitan Transoortation 
C:ommission. 

Section 6. Effective Date of )Ieasure 

This ordinance shall become eifective Js provided ]y statute 
except that if all the General Plan Amendments oermitted hv !aw dur­
ing the year in which this ordinance is e 
ordinance shall become effective on Janua EXHIBIT NO. 3 
Section 7. Amendment 

This ordinance shall not be repe 
majority of the voters or San Mateo Count 

Section 8. Severability 

If any provision or application o! 
courts to be invalid, the invalidation shall 
other provision or the application of any p1 

APPLICATION NO. 
~AN MATF() r.n T .r.P 

~JI1ENDtffiNT 1-96 
1unnei Initiative 
(page 1 of 3) 

INITIATIVE MEASURE AMENDING SAN ~IATEO LOCAL 
COASTAL PROGRAM TO ALLOW FOR CONSTRL'CT!O\' OF A 

TUNNEL ALTERNATIVE FOR THE DEVIL'S SLIDE BYP~SS ON 
STATE ROUTE I 

Initiative measure proposing ordinance to amend the San Mateo 
County Local Coastal Program. Current regulatory polic:.:s of the 
Local Coastal Program allow construction of J two-lane :; pass on 
State Highway 1 around Devil's Slide, with slow vehicle lanes ·!n uphill 
grades, and designate the Mamni Creek alignment as :he -referred 
alignment for a bypass. This measure would substitute a tunr.e: Jlterna­
tive as the preferred alternative. and would prohibH any other 
alternative. except repair or reconstruction of the existing ~oadway, 
unless approved by a vote of the electorate. Specit1cally. thiS measure 
would amend existing Policy 2.50(b), which specifies limitations on 
Phase I improvements on State Route I. to delete the reference to a 
two-lane bypass, and to provide instead for construction of J :unnel for 
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motorized veh1.:ies on!~ behind Devil's Slide through San Pedro 
Mountain. Thi;, :neasure iurther provides that the tunnel design shall be 
consistem with CvJstal Act limits restricting Route I to a two-lane scenic 
highway and mimmum state and federal tunnel sta~d.ards. This measure 
would amend e\!sting Policy 2 • .5-l<bJ. whtch spectftes roadway ahgn· 
ments. 10 delet~ the reierence to ;; two-lane bypass with a preferred 
alignment in the area o!' ~lartini Creek. and to provide instead for the 
construction o: a tunnel behind Devil's Slide through San Pedro 
Mountain. Thi;. :neasure prohibits construction of any part of Route l to 
be used by moto~ vehicles on any alignment that bisects Montara State 
Beach. includin& the Mc:\ee Ranch Acquisition. except along the current 
Route I all!znment. This measure requires voter approval of any alterna­
tive to the tunne:. except repair and reconstruction of the existing road. 
This measure wouid amend Polic) :.56ta), which specifies improvements 
for bicvcle and redestrian trails. 10 require. as part of the construction of 
a tunn~l. that Cal:rans construct a b1::ycle and pedestrian trail outside the 
tunnel. 
The responsibiln:. and authority to provide funding for improvements to 
State Route 1 he;. with State and Federal agencies. and the responsibility 
and authorit\' tr maintatn and repa1r State Route I lies with the State 
through the· Caiiiorni:: Departmen: of Transportation. This measure 
states.. as a matte~ of County policy. that the tunnel should be given high 
priority for Federal unc State highway fu_nds, ~nd that the _State shoul_d 
maintain and rej:'air the road on the extstrng alignment unnl a tunnel IS 

completed. 
This measure pro\'ides that proviston~ of the initiative ordinance will 
supersede othe; Count: regulation~ to the extent they are inconsistent 
with the provistom of the initiative ordinance. 

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
This measure. 1r. and o:· itself. would have a minimal impact on the 
Countv's re\·enue5 and expenditure~ as. according to County Counsel's 
analy~is. "the re~ponsibility anc authority to provide funding for 
improvements tr State Route I lies with State and Fe.deral Agenctes. a~d 
the responsibiht-. and authority to mamtam and repa1r State Route I hes 
with the State tnroueh the Califorma Department of Transportation". 
However. certair. iut~re e\'ents and actions by Federal and/or State enti· 
ties rna\ occur which rna\ have an mdeterminate fiscal impact on the 
County.. A f1scai 1mpact a~alysis of a! i of these future events and actions 
is not possible. 

In accordance \\ Jth the Election Code. the scope of this fiscal impact 
statemem has l'>een limned to the measure's effect on County govern· 
ment"s expenditu~es and revenues. It does not address larger county-wide 
fiscal issues suer. a~ the measure·s efiect on the overall County economy. 

Is/ G. R. Tnas 
Controller. Counry of San Mateo 

IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS MEASURE T 
This measure would amend the San Mateo County Local Coastal 
Program. Curren: regulatory policies of the Local Coastal Program allow 
construction of :: two-lane bypass on State Highway I around Devil's 
Slide. with slow vehicle lanes on uphill grades, and designate the Martini 
Creek alitmment as the oreferred all!mment for a bypass. This measure 
would substitute :1 tunnel for the bypass and would prohibit any other 
alternative. excer;: repair or reconstruction of the existing roadway, unless 
approved by a vote of the electorate. Specifically, this measure would 
amend existing Policy ::.50(b), which specifies limitations on Phase I 
improvements or. State Route I, to delete the reference to a two-~ane 
bypass. and to provide instead for construction of a tunnel for m?tonz~d 
vehicles onlv behind Devirs Slide through San Pedro Mountam. ThiS 
measure further Novides that the tunnel design shall be consistent with 
Coastal Act limn's restricting Route l to a .two-lane scenic highway and 
minimum state and federal tunnel standards. This measure would amend 
existing Policy ::.541bJ. which specifies roadway alignments: to delete the_ 
reference to a t\\o-lane bypass with a preferred alignment m the area of 
Martini Creek. <J:id to provide instead for the construction of a tunnel 
behind Devil's Si:de throu!!h San Pedro Mountain. This measure pro­

. hi bits constructi0~. of an~ p;rt of Route I to be used by motor vehicles on 
anv alignment tr..:: bisect~ Montar;: State Beach. including the McNee 
R;nch Acquisill0:l. except along th: current Route I alignment. This 
measure requires voter approval ot any alternative to the tunnel, except 

repair and reconstruction of the existing road. This measure would 
amend Policy 2.56(a), which specifies improvements for bicycle and 
pedestrian trails. to require. as part of the construction of a tunnel. that 
Caltrans construct a bicycle and pedestrian trail outside the tunnel. 

The responsibility and authority to provide funding for improvements 
to State Route I lies with State and Federal agencies, and the responsi­
bility and authority to maintain and repair State Route I lies with the 
State through the California Department of Transportation. This mea­
sure states, as a matter of County policy, that the tunnel should be given 
high priority for Federal and State highway funds, and that the State 
should maintain and repair the road on the existing alignment until a 
tunnel is completed. This measure provides that its provisions would 
supersede other County regulations to the extent they are inconsistent 
with the provisions of the measure. 

A .. yes'' \'Ole on this measure would amend existing Policies 
2.50(b), ::.54(b,, and 2.56(a) of the San Mateo County Local 
Coastal Program to substitute a tunnel for the bypass around 
the Devirs Slide. 

A "no" vote on this measure would retain existing Policies 
2.50(b), 2.54(b). and 2.56{a) of the San Mateo Count)' Local 
Coastal Program which designate the ~!anini Creek as the 
preferred alignment for a bypass. 

This measure passes if a majority of those voting on the mea­
sure vote "yes." 

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE T 
For decades a permanent repair for Highwa: I at Devil's Slide has been 
delayed because Caltrans has defended an environmentally damaging 
six-lane freeway bypass since the 1960·s. Finally. an innov:1t1ve and 
environmentally sensitive alternative for De\'il"s Slide has emerged-a 
tunnel. 

• The tunnel will be less than one mile long. straight, and le\el. unlike 
the 4.5 mile freeway bypass which would curve through steep moun· 
tainous terrain. 

• The tunnel will be seismically stable. Studies show tunnels are safer 
in earthquakes than the bridges and fills proposed for the freeway 
bypass. 

• The tunnel will eliminate driving hazards of dense coastal fog which 
would endanger drivers on the freeway bypass. and will comply with 
all federal and state highway safety standards. 

• The tunnel will have minimal environmental impact. In contrast. the 
freeway bypass would slash across Montara Mountain, leavmg per­
manent scars visible from Marin County The freeway bypass would 
decimate state parkland. destroying campgrounds and an excellent 
system of hiking and biking trails. Siltation from the freeway bypass 
cuts and fills would damage local creeks. fisheries and the ~1onterey 
Bay National Marine Sanctuary. 

With so many good reasons to prefer a tunnel over the proposed free­
way bypass, why must we vote on this issue? 

Caltrans will not relinquish their outdated. oversized freeway bypass 
without a clear mandate from the voters. We must tell Caltrans and our 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors that we prefer a state-of-the· 
art and environmentally sensitive solution for Devil's Slide. By voting 
YES on Measure T. the initiative signed by 34.924 citizen> irom all 
over the county. we can preserve our coast and solve the problem of 
Highway I at Devil's Slide for generations to come. 

Vote for the Tunnel. Vote YES on Measure T. 
Is/ Zoe Kersteen-Tucker Augus: li. 1?96 
Citizens Alliance for the Tunnel Solutior 
lsi Melvin B. Lane 
Former Publisher. Sunset Magazine 

lsi Pietro Parravano 
Commercial Fisherman 

Is! Carol Mickelsen 
Business Owner. Half Moon Bay 

Is/ Olive Mayer 
Sierra Club 

EXHIBIT NO. 3 

APPLICATIO~.N0.1. ro' 
SAN MATEO vO ~p 

AMENDMENT 1-96 --t 
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. REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE T 
Measure Tis a pertect example why voters are fed up with politics. 

Like many initiatives, Measure Tis full of false promises to fool voters. 
Its sole purpose is to block solutions to Devirs Slide. And it imposes the 
will oi a small group of outside activists on coasts ide residents and small 
business owners who simply want :.1 solution. 

FACTS: 

• Measure T does not guarantee :.1 tunnel will ever be constructed. The 
initiative simply blocks all other solutions. 

• Measure T does not fund a tunnel. And the Feds say there is no money 
for a tunnel. 

• Measure T is opposed by coamide residents and small.business own­
ers because it blocks a solution, endangering the safety of their families 
and jeopardizing their businesses. 

• Claims made by Measure T activists are wildly inaccurate. 

The approved and funded bypass is not a six-lane 
freeway, but rather a ''2-lane highway" as stated in 
the project's environmental impact statement (EIS). 

No environmental analysis has been done for the tun­
nel. Its potential impact is unknown. 

The bypass offers beautiful coastal vistas and access 
to McNee Ranch State Park's picnic areas and camp 
grounds. Its EIS concludes that the road offers the 
"least impact on the natural environment..." 

• Measure T proponents· clatm a tunnel is safer than an open road. 
Remember- the Caldicott tunnel tire'! 

Voters should have the right to choose the best soiUiion. not be tricked 
into locking in an unfunded. unproven tunnel. 

Vote Solutions, ~ot Roadblocks. Vote ~o on Measure T. 
Tom Huening 
Supervisor, San Mateo County 

Mary Ann Sabie 
Teacher 

John Barbour 
Citizens for Solutions. Not Roadblocks 

Pete Fogarty 
Business Representative. Operating Engineers Local 3 

B.J. Burns 
President, San Mateu County Farm Bureau 

ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE T 
We are coastside residents and small business owners. We know from 
personal experience how devastating the loss or Highway One at Devil's 
Slide can be. Each time the road doses, our bustnesses are devastated 
and hundreds of us lose our jobs. In addition. the health and sately of our 
loved ones is threatened because emere:encv vehicles can't >Iet through. 
That's why we need a quick and permane~t solution to D'i!nl's Slide. 
Untortunately, Measure T is not the solution. 

Read the fine print, and you'll tind: 

• Measure T takes away voter choice tbrcinl! the countv to make the 
tunnel the QD.!.y alternative to the current road on Highway l. All other 
options are blocked. 

• Measure T does not provide anv fundim: for a tunnel. It simply 
states that a tunnel should be given "high priority" for highway funds. 
Yet, our local elected officials have admitted thev cannot !!uarantee fed­
em! funding for a tunnel. There is funding tor a· bypass. but \-1easure T 
blocks considemtion of this option and under federal law if we don't use 
those funds specifically for the bypass, we lose them. 

• Measure T does not 2uarantee a tunnel will ever be constructed. If 
Measure T passes, and Devil's Slide collapses. our businesses will fail, 
our homes will drop in value, and our families will lose immediate 
access to emergency services like ambulances and additional fire pro-
tection. · 

• Measure T makes unproven claims about the tunnel. An indepen­
dent study is currently underway. It doesn't make sense to limit our 

QllliQru. to a tunnel beiore ·.,xc~s have had :he opportunity to review 
the completed analysis. 

The simple fact is \-Ieasure 7 :s not a quick or permanent solution to 
Devil's Slide. That's why we ...::-~~ you to Vote No on \-le;1sure T. The 
future of our families and bus:::csses depend on it. 

VictorS. Tigerman Alexander M. King 
Senior Community Activist Firefighter 

Albert J. Adreveno Susan W. Hayward 
Retired tlower grower Owner. Susan Hayward School 

John D. Barbour oi Dancing 
Owner, small business 

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE T 
Measure T gives us a clear ch01.::e. Vote YES on T fur the tunnel. or 
vote NO and Caltrans will buti.= :he freewav bvpass. For the first time 
in thirty years the choice is ours. 

Measure Tis supported by resi.ients. businesses and by a majority of 
coastside civic leaders who recognize that preventing the devastation 
wrought by the freeway bypass :s good for business, good tor families. 
and good for the environment. 

• A tunnel can be "utlt sooner than the freeway 
bypass because it :us no major environmental 
impacts. 

• Tunnels with mode~n state-of-the-art lightjpg. 
ventilatjon. and <;;fetv systems ;re proven and 
recocnized worldw1d~ as safe, reliJble, and ideally 
suited for environ:nentally sensitive areas like 
Hwy I at Devirs Si:de. 

• Construction ~:osts :·or J tunnel wiil be comparable 
to the freeway bypJss. but when .1ll of the .::osts 
are considered. :':: :unnel will he less ;;ostlv 
because it will sa\e Jur Stale Park. :~nd avoid tax­
payer costs from :looding, !Jndslides and 
tog-related acciden:s. 

• The freewav bvpas< :s NOT funded. Only a fra~:­

tion of the funding :s .1vailable and the rest is not 
guaranteed. 

A clear mandate from the vote:s 1n favor of J tunnel will empower our 
legislators to get the monev ne;;oJed to finalh rh Devil's Slide. After 30 
ve-ars of gridlock we des~r\e Jur share ot' highway funds to fix our 
Coast Highway. The <;ooner. •J:cr. ,;heaper .1nd BETTER -;olution for 
Devil's Slide is the TCNNEL 

VOTE FOR THE TU:--;:>;EL. VOTE YES ON MEASURE T 

Deborah Ruddock 
\layor, Half Moon Bay 

Ellen Castelli 
:VIayor, City ol Pacifica 

Rebekah Donaldson 

Jim Rourke 
Retired Highway Patrolman 

L:nnie Roberts 
C!'lair, Save Our Coast 

Citizens tor Reliable and Sate ;.;:gnways 
(CRASH) 
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EXHIBIT NO. 6 

SENSITIVE HABITATS COMPONENT 
1'A~l~~g~~?·LCP 

GENERAL POLICIES 

The County wi 11 : 

*7.1 Definition of Sensitive Habitats 

AMENDMENT 1-96 
T UP Po 1 icies 
(page 1 of 13) 

Define sensitive habitats as any area in which plant or animal life or 
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable and any area which 
meets one of the following criteria: (1} habitats containing or sup­
porting "rare and endangered" species as defined by the State Fish and 
Game Commission, (2} all perennial and intermittent streams and their 
tributaries, {3} coastal tide lands and marshes, {4) coastal and off­
shore areas containing breeding or nesting sites and coastal areas used 
by migratory and resident water-associated birds for resting areas and 
feeding, (5) areas used for scientific study and research concerning 
fish and wildlife, (6) lakes and ponds and adjacent shore habitat, (7) 
existing game and wildlife refuges and reserves, and (8) sand dunes. 

Sensitive habitat areas include, but are not limited to, riparian 
corridors, wetlands, marine habitats, sand dunes, sea cliffs, and 
habitats supporting rare, endangered, and unique species. 

7.2 Designation of Sensitive Habitats 

Designate sensitive habitats as including, but not limited to, those 
shown on the Sensitive Habitats Map for the Coastal Zone. 

*7.3 Protection of Sensitive Habitats 

a. Prohibit any land use or development which would ha~!-~.i9f1ificant 
aav~~se __ Lri!P.~ct ori·-~·ens ff1_vE! ]labi tat areas. . -

b. Development in areas adjacent to sensitive habitats shall be sited 
and designed to prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the 
sensitive habitats. All uses shall be compatible with the main­
tenance of biologic productivity of the habitats. 

*7.4 Permitted Uses in Sensitive Habitats 

a. Permit only resource dependent uses in sensitive habitats. Resource 
dependent uses for riparian corridors, wetlands, marine habitats, 
sand dunes, sea cliffs and habitats supporting rare, endangered, and 
unique species shall be the uses permitted in Policies 7.9, 7.16, 
7.23, 7.26, 7.30, 7.33, and 7.44, respectively, of the County Local 
Coastal Program on March 25, 1986. 

b. In sensitive habitats, require that all permitted uses comply with 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife and State Department of Fish and Game 
regulations. 

7.1 



7.5 

t:XHII:SII NO. 6 

s1Ff~qfcj0~~0LcP 
AI1ENDMENT 1-96 

Permit Conditions LUP Policies 
(page 2 of 13) 

a. As part of the development review process, require the appl1cant to 
demonstrate that there will be no significant impact on sensitive 
habitats. When it is determined that significant impacts may occur, 
require the applicant to provide a report prepared by a qualified 
professional which provides: (1) mitigation measures which protect 
resources and comply with the policies of the Shoreline Access, 
Recreation/Visitor Serving Facilities and Sensitive Habitats Compon­
~nts, and (2) a program for monitoring and evaluating the effective­
ness of mitigation measures. Develop an appropriate program to 
inspect the adequacy of the applicant's mitigation measures. 

b. When applicable, require as a condition of permit approval the res­
toration of damaged habitat(s) when in the judgment of the Planning 
Director restoration is partially or wholly feasible. 

7.6 Allocation of Public Funds 

In setting priorities for allocating limited local, State, or federal 
public funds for preservation or restoration, use the following cri­
teria: {1) biological and scientific significance of the habitat, (2) 
degree of endangerment from development or other activities, and {3) 
accessibility for educational and scientific uses and vulnerability to 
overuse. 

RIPARIAN CORRIDORS 

The County will: 

7.7 Definition of Rioarian Corridors 

Define riparian corridors by the "limit of riparian vegetation" (i.e., a 
line determined by the association of plant and animal species normally 
found near streams, lakes and other bodies of freshwater: red alder, 
jaumea, .pickleweed, big leaf maple, narrow-leaf cattail, arroyo willow, 
broadleaf cattail, horsetail, creek dogwood, black cottonwood, and box 
elder). Such a corridor must contain at least a 50% cover of some 
combination of the plants listed. 

7.8 Designation of Rioarian Corridors 

Establish riparian corridors for all perennial and intermittent streams 
and lakes and other bodies of freshwater in the Coastal Zone. Designate 
those corridors shown on the Sensitive Habitats Map and any other ripar­
ian area meeting the definition of Policy 7.7 as sensitive habitats re­
quiring protection, except for man-made irrigation ponds over 2,500 
square feet surface area. 

7.9 Permitted Uses in Riparian Corridors 

a. Within corridors, permit only the following uses: (1) education and 
research, {2) consumptive uses as provided for in the Fish and Game 
Code and Title 14 of the California Administrative Code, (3) fish ·~ 
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and wildlife management activities, (4) trails and scenic overlooks 
on public land{s), and (5) necessary water supply projects. 

b. When no feasible or practicable alternative exists, permit the 
following uses: (1) stream dependent aquaculture, provided that 
non-stream dependent facilities locate outside of corridor, {2) 
flood control projects, including selective removal of riparian 
vegetation, where no other method for protecting existing structures 
in the flood plain is feasible and where such protection is neces­
sary for public safety or to protect existing development, (3} 
bridges when supports are not in significant conflict with corridor 
resources, (4) pipelines, (5) repair or maintenance of roadways or 
road crossings, (6) logging operations which are limited to tempo­
rary skid trails, stream crossings, roads and landings in accordance 
with State and County timber harvesting regulations, and (7) agri­
cultural uses, provided no existing riparian vegetation is removed, 
and no soil is allowed to enter stream channels. 

7.10 Performance Standards in Riparian Corridors 

Require development permitted in corridors to: (1) minimize removal of 
vegetation, (2) minimize land exposure during construction and use tem­
porary vegetation or mulching to protect critical areas, (3) minimize 
erosion, sedimentation, and runoff by appropriately grading and replant­
ing modified areas, {4} use only.adapted native or non-invasive exotic 
plant species when replanting~ (5} provide sufficient passage for native 
and anadromous fish as specified by the State Department of Fish and 
Game, (6) minimize adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainment, (7} prevent depletion of groundwater supplies and substan­
tial interference with surface and subsurface waterflows, (8) encourage 
waste water reclamation, (9) maintain natural vegetation buffer areas 
that protect riparian habitats, and (10) minimize alteration of natural 
streams. 

7.11 Establishment af Buffer Zones 

a. On both iides of riparian corridors, from the "limit of riparian 
vegetation" extend buffer zones 50 feet outward for perennial 
streams and 30 feet outward for intermittent streams. 

b. Where no riparian vegetation exists along both sides of riparian 
corridors, extend buffer zones 50 feet from the predictable high 
water point for perennial streams and 30 feet from the midpoint of 
intermittent streams. 

c. Along lakes, ponds, and other wet areas, extend buffer zones 100 
feet from the high water point except for man-made ponds and reser­
voirs used for agricultural purposes for which no buffer zone is 
designated. 

7.12 Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones 

-
' 

Within buffer zones, permit only the following uses: (1) uses permitted 
in riparian corridors, (2) residential uses on existing legal t EXHIBITNO. 6 

1;'A~~"b~?·LCP 
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LUP Policies 
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• 
sites, setback 20 feet from the limit of riparian vegetation, only if no 
feasible alternative exists, and only if no other building site on the 
parcel exists, (3) in Planned Agricultural, Resource Management and 
Timber Preserve Districts, residential structures or impervious surfaces 
only if no feasible alternative exists, {4) crop growing and grazing 
consistent with Policy 7.9, (5) timbering in "streamside corridorsA as 
defined and controlled by State and County regulations for timber har­
vesting, and (6) no new residentia1 parcels shall be created whose only 
building site is in the buffer area. 

7.13 Performance Standards in Buffer Zones 

Require uses permitted in buffer zones to: (1) m1n1m1ze removal of 
vegetation, (2) conform to natural topography to minimize erosion 
potential, (3) make provisions to (i.e., catch basins) to keep runoff 
and sedimentation from exceeding pre-development levels, (4) replant 
where appropriate with native and non-invasive exotics, (5) prevent 

·discharge of toxic substances, such as fertilizers and pesticides, into 
the riparian corridor, {6) remove vegetation in or adjacent to man-made 
agricultural ponds if the life of the pond is endangered, (7) allow 
dredging in or adjacent to man-made ponds if the San Mateo County 
Resource Conservation District certified that siltation imperils con­
tinued use of the pond for agricultural water storage and supply, and 
(8) require motorized machinery to be kept to less than 45 dBA at any 
wetland boundary except for farm machinery and motorboats. 

WETLANDS 

The County will: 

7.14 Definition of Wetland 

Define wetland as an area where the water table is at, near, or above 
the land surface long enough to bring about the formation of hydric 
soils or to support the growth of plants which normally are found to 
grow in water or wet ground. Such wetlands can include mudflats (barren 
of vegetation), marshes, and swamps. Such wetlands can be either fresh 
or saltwater, along streams (riparian), in tidally influenced areas 
(near the ocean and usually below extreme high water of spring tides), 
marginal to lakes, ponds, and man-made impoundments. Wetlands do not 
include areas which in normal rainfall years are permanently submerged 
(streams, lakes, ponds and impoundments), nor marine or estuarine areas 
below extreme low water of spring tides, nor vernally wet areas where 
the so i1 s are not hydric. · 

In San Mateo County, wetlands typically contain the following plants: 
cordgrass, pickleweed, jaumea, frankenia, marsh mint, tule, bullrush, 
narrow-leaf cattail, broadleaf cattail, pacific silverweed, salt rush, 
and bog rush. To qualify, a wetland must contain at least a 50% cover 
of some combination of these plants, unless it is a mudflat. 

7.4 
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7.15 Designation of Wetlands 

a. Designate the following as wetlands requiring protection: Pescadero 
Marsh, Pillar Point Marsh (as delineated on Map 7.1), marshy areas 
at Tunitas Creek, San Gregorio Creek, Pomponio Creek and Gazos 
Creek, and any other wetland meeting the definition in Policy 7.14. 

b. At the time a development application is submitted, consider modi­
fying the boundary of Pillar Point Marsh {as delineated on Map 7.1) 
if a report by a qualified professional, selected jointly by the 
County and the applicant, can demonstrate that land within the 
boundary does not meet the definition of a wetland. 

7.16 Permitted Uses jn Wetlands 

Within wetlands, permit only the following uses: (1) nature education 
and research, {2) hunting, (3) fishing, (4} fish and wildlife manage­
ment, {5) mosquito abatement through water management and biological 
controls; however, when determined to be ineffective, allow chemical 
controls which will not have a significant impact, (6) diking, dredging, 
and filling only as it serves to maintain existing dikes and an open 
channel at Pescadero Harsh, where such activity is necessary for the 
protection of pre-existing dwellings from flooding, or where such 
activity will enhance or restore the biological productivity of the 
marsh, (7) diking, dredging, and filling in any other wetland only if 
such activity serves to restore or enhance the biological productivity 
of the wetland, (8) dredging man-made reservoirs for agricultural water 
supply where wetlands may have formed, providing spoil disposal is 
planned and carried out to avoid significant disruption to marine and 
wildlife habitats and water circulation, and (9) incidental public 
service purposes, including, but not limited to, burying cables and 
pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and 
outfall 1 ines. 

7.17 Performance Standards in Wetlands 

Require that development permitted in wetlands minimize adverse impacts 
during .and after construction. Specifically, require that: (1) all 
paths be elevated (catwalks) so as not to impede movement of water, (2} 
all construction take place during daylight hours, (3) all outdoor 
lighting be kept at a distance away from the wetland sufficient not to 
affect the wildlife, (4) motorized machinery be kept to less than 45 dBA 
at the wetland boundary, except for farm machinery, {5) all construction 
which alters wetland vegetation be required to replace the vegetation to 
the satisfaction of the Planning Director including "no action" in order 
to allow for natural re-establishment, (6) no herbicides be used in wet­
lands unless specifically approved by the County Agricultural Commis­
sioner and State Department of Fish and Game, and (7} all projects be 
reviewed by the State Department of Fish and Game and State Water Qual­
ity Board to determine appropriate mitigation measures. 

EXHIBIT NO. 6 
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7.18 Establishment of Buffer Zones 

Buffer zones shall extend a minimum of 100 feet landward from the outer­
most line of wetland vegetation. This setback may be reduced to no less 
than 50 feet only where (1) no alternative development site or design is 
possibie; and (2) adequacy of the alternative setback to protect wetland 
resources is conclusively demonstrated by a professional biologist to 
the satisfaction of the County and the State Department of Fish and 
Game. A larger setback shall be required as necessary to maintain the 
functional capacity of the wetland ecosystem. 

7.19 Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones 

Within buffer zones, permit the following uses only: (1) uses allowed 
within wetlands (Policy 7.16) and (2) public trails, scenic overlooks, 
and agricultural uses that produce no impact on the adjacent wetlands. 

7.20 Management of Pillar Point Marsh 

a. Define safe yield from the aquifer feeding the marsh as the amount 
of water that can be removed without adverse impacts on marsh 
health. 

b. Restrict groundwater extraction in the aquifer to a safe yield as 
determined by a hydrologic study participated in by the two public 
water systems (CUC and CCWD). Water system capacity permitted and 
the number of building permits allowed in any calendar year shall be 
limited if necessary by the findings of the study. 

c. Encourage purchase by an appropriate public agency such as the 
Coastal Conservancy. 

d. Encourage management of the marsh to enhance the biological produc­
tivity and to maximize wildlife potential. 

e. All adjacent development shall, where feasible, contribute to the 
restoration of biologic productivity and habitat. 

7.21 Manaaement of Pescadero Marsh 

a. Designate the marsh as a high priority resource management project, 
requiring additional governmental involvement. 

b. Encourage the State to conduct a thorough hydrological study of the 
watershed with emphasis on efficient utilization of existing yields 
throUgh detailed knowledge of diversions, ~umping activities and 
flooding potential as well as existing water control structures in 
the marsh. Groundwater extraction should be limited to aquifer safe 
yield. 

c. Require, as a condition of permit, that the Department of Parks and 
Recreation develop and implement a management plan with the State 
Department of Fish and Game which maximizes the wildlife potential 
of Pescadero Marsh and permits only compatible uses. EXHIBIT NO. 

APPLICATION NO. 

6 
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d. Assist the San Mateo County Resource Conservation District in devel­
oping and implementing a soil management program to control sedimen­
tation throughout the Pescadero/Butano watersheds with special 
emphasis on anadromous fish spawning and nursery areas in the upper 
tributaries as well as in agricultural areas adjacent to the marsh. 
Base the program on the findings of the 208 Best Management 
Practices Program. 

e. Permit dredging of Pescadero Creek mouth when necessary to protect 
the viability of the marsh and to protect Pescadero from floods. 
Dredging at the creek mouth is appropriate only when there is no 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, mitigation mea­
sures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, 
and the functional capacity of the wetland is being maintained or 
enhanced. 

f. Development shall be limited to: very minor incidental public 
facilities which only temporarily impact the resources of the area, 
wetland restoration, and nature study. 

MARINE HABITATS 

7.22 Designation of Marine and Estuarine Habitats 

Designate all areas containing marine and estuarine habitats as requir­
ing protection, specifically including but not limited to: Fitzgerald 
Marine Reserve, San Gregorio Estuary, Pescadero Marsh, Pigeon Point, 
Franklin Point, Ana Nuevo Point, and Ana Nuevo Island Reserve. 

7. 23 Permitted Uses ·; n Marine and Estuarine Habitats 

In marine and estuarine habitats, permit only the following uses: (1) 
nature education and research, {2) consumptive uses as provided for in 
the Fish and Game Code and Title 14 of the California Administrative 
Code, (3} fishing and (4) fish and wildlife management. 

7.24 Energy Develooment 

Request that offshore energy developments and require that onshore 
facilities for offshore oil be designed, constructed and maintained in a 
manner which minimizes impacts on marine habitats. 

SAND DUNES 

The County will: 

7.25 Designation of Sand Dyne Habitats 

Designate the following dune areas as protected sensitive habitats: 
Pescadero Point, Franklin Point, and Ana Nuevo Point. "Dune areas" is 
defined as those areas indicated above and delineated by both active and 
stabilized dunes. 

EXHIBIT NO. 
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• 7.26 Permitted Uses 

In dune areas, permit only the following uses: (1) education and 
research, and (2) trails. 

7.27 Development Standards 

a. Prohibit any activity which alters the profile of an active dune or 
which results in the disturbance or removal of dune vegetation on 
active dunes. 

b. Control pedestrian traffic in dune areas. 

c. Prohibit all non-authorized motor vehicles from dune areas. 

d. Post signs informing recreational users not to disturb dunes or 
their natural vegetation. 

e. Where development is permitted, require re-vegetation with appropri­
ate stabilizing species {preferably native) as a condition of permit 
approval. 

f. Prohibit any direct removal or excavation of sand from active dunes. 

g. Require development to locate only landward of the most seaward 
stabilized dune. 

h. When no feasible or practical alternative exists, permit underground 
utilities. 

7.28 Restoration of Dunes 

Encourage projects by agencies and community groups to assist in the 
stabi-lization and restoration of dunes, particularly at Ana Nuevo Point 
and Franklin Point. 

7.29 Public Acquisition 

Encourage public acquisition ~f the dune habitat at Franklin Point. 

SEA CLIFFS 

7.30 Permitted Uses 

a. Where nesting or roosting exists, permit only education and research 
activities. 

b. Where nesting or roosting do not exist, permit only the following 
uses: (1) education and research, {2) limited foot paths, {3) limi­
ted recreational rock climbing, (4) road and underground utility 
construction where no feasible alternative exists, and {5) intake or 
outfall lines provided that the habitat is not threatened. ____ _ 

7.8 
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7.31 Develooment Standards 

a. Restrict pedestrian traffic in bluff and cliff areas and on faces to 
a limited number of well-defined trails which avoid seabird nesting 
and roosting sites. 

b. Post signs informing recreational users not to disturb natural 
vegetation or nesting and roosting sites. 

BARE ANQ ENQANGEREP SPECIES 

The County will: 

7.32 Designation of Habitats of Rare and Endangered Soecies 

Designate habitats of rare and endangered species to include, but not be 
limited to, those areas defined on the Sensitive Habitats Map for the 
Coastal Zone. 

7.33 Permitted Uses 

a. Permit only the following uses: {1) education and research, (2) 
hunting, fishing, pedestrian and equestrian trails that have no ad­
verse impact on the species or its habitat, and {3) fish and wild­
life management to restore damaged habitats and to protect and 
encourage the survival of rare and endangered species. 

b. If the critical habitat has been identified by the Federal Office of 
Endangered Species, permit only those uses deemed compatible by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with the provisions of 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

7.34 Permit Conditions 

In addition tn the conditions set forth in Policy 7.5, require, prior to 
permit issuance, that a qualified biologist prepare a report which de­
fines the requirements of rare and endangered organisms. At minimum, 
require the report to discuss: (1) animal food, water, nesting or den­
ning sites and reproduction, predation and migration requirements, (2) 
plants life histories and soils, climate and geographic requirements, 
(3) a map depicting the locations of plants or animals and or their 
habitats, {4) any development must not impact the functional capacity of 
the habitat, and (5) recommend·~itigation if development is permitted 
within or adjacent to identified habitats. 

7.35 Preservation of Critical Habitats 

Require preservation of all habitats of rare and endangered species 
using criteria including, but not limited to, Section 6325.2 (Primary 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Area Criteria) and Section 6325.7 (Primary. 
Natural Vegetative Areas Criteria) of the Resource Management Zoning 
District. 

EXHIBIT NO. 
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' 7.36 San Francisco Garter Snake 

a. Prevent any development where there is known to be a riparian or 
wetland location for the San Francisco garter snake with the fol­
lowing exceptions: {1) existing man-made impoundments smaller than 
one-half acre in surface, and {2) existing man-made impoundments 
greater than one-half acre in surface providing mitigation measures 
are taken to prevent disruption of no more than one half of the 
snake's known habitat in that location in accordance with recommen­
dations from the State Department of Fish and Game. 

b. Require developers to make sufficiently detailed analyses of any 
construction which could impair the potential or existing migration 
routes of the San Francisco garter snake. Such analyses will deter­
mine appropriate mitigation measures to be taken to provide for 
appropriate migration corridors. 

7.37 San Francisco Tree Lupine Moth 

Prevent the loss of any large populations (more than 100 plants in a 
1/10-acre area) of tree lupine within 1 mile of the coastline. 

7.38 Brackish Water Snail 

a. Prevent any development which can have a deleterious effect on the 
California brackish water snail, including any dredging of its known 
or potential habitat. 

b. Encourage the State Department of Parks and Recreation to manage 
Pescadero Marsh in such a manner as to enhance the habitat for the 
California brackish water snail. 

7.39 Sea Otter 

Encourage the appropriate agency to protect, monitor, and enhance sea 
otter habitats. In the development of mariculture facilities, encourage 
appropriate State and· Federal agencies to seek measures to protect them 
from predation by the sea otter. 

7.40 Globose Dune Beetle 

a. Assess, monitor, and contain the spread of dune grass. · 

b. Provide roped-off trails for public access to the beach with the 
explanation of the dune beetle and its surrounding habitat. 

7.41 Rare Plant Search 

Encourage a continued search for any rare plants known to have occurred 
in San Mateo County Coastal zone but not recently seen. Such search can 
be done by various persons or groups concerned with such matters. 

-
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7.42 Develooment Standards 

Prevent any development on or within 50 feet of any rare plant popula­
tion. When no feasible alternative exists permit development if: {1) 
the site or a significant portion thereof is returned to a natural state 
to allow for the re-establishment of the plant, or {2) a new site is 
made available for the plant to inhabit. 

UNIQUE SPECIES 

The County will: 

7.43 Designation of Habitats of Unique Soecies 

Designate habitats of unique species to include, but not be limited to, 
those areas designated on the Sensitive Habitats Map for the Coastal 
Zone. 

7.44 Permitted Uses 

Permit only the following uses: (1) education and research, (2) hunt­
ing, fishing, pedestrian and equestrian trails that have no adverse 
impact on the species or its habitat, and (3) fish and wildlife manage­
ment to the degree ·specified by existing gov.ernmental regulations. 

7.45 Permit Conditions 

In addition to the conditions set forth in Policy 7.5, require, as a 
condition of permit approval, that a qualified biologist prepare a 
report which defines the requirements of a unique organism. At minimum, 
require the report to discuss: (1) animal food, water, nesting or den­
ning sites and reproduction, predation and migration requirements, an~ 
(2) plants life histories and soils, climate and geographic require­
ments. 

7.46 Preservation of Habitats 

Require preservation of critical habitats using criteria including, but 
not limited to, Section 6325.2 {Primary Fish and Wildlife Habitat Area 
Criteria) and Section 6325.7 (Primary Natural Vegetative Areas Criteria) 
of the Resource Management Zoning District. 

7.47 Eleohant Seal 

a. Encourage affected public agencies to control access to areas where 
elephant seals congregate. 

b. Enforce trespass laws to restrict access to areas where elephant 
seals congregate especially during mating, breeding, and molting 
season. 

EXHIBIT NO. 6 
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7.48 Monterey Pine 

a. Require any development to keep to a m1n1mum the number of native 
Monterey pine cut in the natural pine habitat near the San Mateo­
Santa Cruz County line. 

b. Allow the commercial cutting of Monterey pine if it: (1) perpetu­
ates the long-term viability of stands, (2} prevents environmental 
degradation, and {3) protects the viewshed within the Cabrillo 
Highway Scenic Corridor. 

c. To preserve the productivity of prime agricultural soils, encourage 
the control of invasive Monterey pine onto the soils. 

7. 49 Ca 1 i forn ia Wild Strawberry 

Require any development, within one-half mile of the coast to mitigate 
against the destruction of any California wild strawberry in one of the 
fa 11 owing ways: 

a. Prevent any development, trampling, or other destructive activity 
which would destroy the plant, or 

b. After determining specifically if the plants involved are of par­
ticular value, successfully transplant them or have them success­
fully transplanted to some other suitable site. Determination of 
the importance of the plants can only be made by a professional 
doing work in strawberry breeding. 

7.50 Champion Monterey Cyoress 

Declare the champion Monterey cypress tree a Class I Heritage Tree. 

WEEDY. UNDESIRABLE PLANTS 

The County will : 

7.51 Voluntary Cooperation 

Encourage the voluntary cooperation of private landowners to remove from 
their lands the undesirable pampas grass, French, Scotch and other inva­
sive brooms. Similarly, encourage landowners to remove blue gum seed­
lings to prevent their spread. 

7.52 Public Agency Requirements 

Require public agencies, to the point feasible, to remove the undesir­
able pampas grass and French, Scotch, and other invasive brooms from 
their lands. 

EXHIBIT NO. 6 
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7.53 Sale Prevention 

Encourage the voluntary cooperation of the County's retail nursery trade 
to prevent the sale of undesirable pampas grass and French Scotch, and 
other invasive brooms in the County. 

7.54 Weedy Thistle Eradication 

Encourage farmers to eradicate weedy thistle, particularly from land 
adjacent to artichoke fields. Encourage the Agricultural Commissioner 
to support eradicative procedures in cooperation with the Farm Advisor, 
local farmers, the State Department of Beaches and Parks, CalTrans, and 
the State Department of Food and Agriculture. 

RXG:kcd - RXGC1990.AKM 
(8/14/92) 
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EMILIO L. GHERGO 
SPAXISH TECHNICAL TRA~SLATIONS 

P.O. Box 37026.:3 • Montara, CA 94037 • (415) 728-14.:38 • Fax (415) 728-1431 

-~ -' 
1 ;, 

December 23, 1996 
DEC 2 4 1996 

Mr. Louis Calcagno, Chairman 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Freemont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Sir: 

As a resident of San Mateo County I urge you to advise your tell ow members of the Coastal 
Commission to expeditiously adopt the amendment of the Local Coastal Plan that makes a 
vehicular 2-lane tunnel the preferred alternative for Highway 1 at Devil's Slide. 

As you are aware. this amendment was approved by 74% of voters of the County and replaces 
the massive freeway proposed by the State Department of Transportation-a project shamelessly 
approved at the time by the San Mateo Board of Supervisors and the Coastal Commission, with 
total disregard of the unique scenic and environmental values of this segment of the coast. 

Since the people of the County was forced to do the job that insensitive bureaucrats and 
politicians refused to consider, it is just appropriate that the current Commission will comply -­
with no further delays or hesitations of any kind-- with this much needed and decent correction. 

Sincerely, 

EXHIBIT NO. 1 
APPLICATION NO. 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

To Whom it May Concern~ 

Stan & Barbara Irish 
P.O. Box 3701647 
330 Sixth Street 
Montara, CA 9403 7 

We are greatly concerned about the proposed bypass to Highway 1 at 
Devil's Slide. We believe Caltrans should repair the existing road and 
permanently cancel plans for the bypass. 

The proposed bypass dissects McNee Ranch State Park without 
regard to the natural beauty and wildlife it would destroy. The 
massive roadbed cuts and earthen fills would forever damage the 
pristine and majestic Montara Mountain. 

The steep grade (6%) on some parts of the bypass coupled with 
intense fog at that elevation would make driving a hazard. 
The fog is rarely a problem on Devil's Slide, it tends to roll over the 
road and linger above the path of traffic. Yesterday. viewing from 
our home, Montara Mountain was not visible but we could easily see 
the cars and roadway of Highway 1. We fear the potential of driving 
in such hazardous, foggy conditions. 

The cost of a bypass far excedes the cost of repairing and 
maintaining Highway 1. Only approximately 1000 cars use this road 
during commute time. A $100 million bypass does not seem 
economically smart. 

The majority of people in the community do not support the bypass. 
It would hurt the future of the coastside. We need to be true to the 
environment and start preserving the natural beauty. 

We urge you to withhold any support of building the bypass and to 
be pro repair for Highway 1. 

Sincerely, 

EXHIBIT NO. f. 
APPLICATION NO. 



.. PETER LOEB 

411 Maitland Road Pacifica, CA 94044 4151355-3523 

December 20, 1996 

Louis Calcagno, Chairperson 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St. Suite 2000 
San Francisco, Ca 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Calcagano and Coastal Commissioners: 

---., ---::' I[ c . 
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DEC 2 4 1996 

I understand that the Coa,stal Commission will be hearing the 
proposed Measure T amendment to the San Mateo County Local 
Coastal Plan at your meeting in Los Angeles, January 7-10, 1997. 

I am writing in support of the amendment to incorporate the Devil's 
Slide tunnel in the LCP, and remove the bypass. I am a past Mayor and 
Council Member of the city of Pacifica. I assure you that there is 
strong support among the citizens of Pacifica-the people to the north 
of Devil's Slide who will be most affected by the tunnel solution-for 
this amendment. 

I respectfully urge the Coastal Commission to certify the Measure T 
amendment. 

Thank you for your consideration of this letter. 

Sincerely, 

'-::\ I . . __....-; 

/~~\ _x'~~ 
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Peter Loeb 

EXHIBIT NO. 1 
APPLICATION NO. 
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Louis Calcagno, Chairperson 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 941 05-2219 

Dear Commission Members: 

DEC 2 4 1996 -
--~ 

Frank J. Schneider 
760 Cordova Court 

Pacifica, CA 94044-3415 

December 19, 1996 

As a Pacifica resident for more than 18 years, I can greatly appreciate the unique 
beauty and qualities of Montara Mountain, as well adjacent areas. Montara Mountain 
attracts local residents as well as visitors from around the world. 

It is my sincere desire to protect the area from unnecessary destruction. Therefore I 
support the tunnel at Devil's Slide and urge the Coastal Commission to certify the 
proposed Measure T amendment. 

Thank you for your sincere consideration in preserving our environment through your 
support of the Measure T amendment. 

;:::~(/~/~ 
Frank J. Schneider 

EXHIBIT NO. 
APPLICATION NO. 
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