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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to 
the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. Staff has determined that Resolution # 00-23, 
which includes 12 special conditions established by the Planning Commission, January 11, 2000, 
conforms to the standards set forth in the Monterey County Certified Local Coastal Program, which 
includes the Coastal Implementation Plan Part 4 - Regulations for Development in the Carmel Area 
Land Use Plan. 
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The project is located in the southbound right-of-way of California State Highway I in the vicinity 
of the Ocean A venue/Highway 1 intersection, in an unincorporated portion of Monterey County, 
just east of the City of Cannel-By-The-Sea. The project area extends from approximately 280 feet 
(85 meters) north of the Ocean Avenue/Highway I intersection to approximately 230 feet (70 
meters) south of the Mesa Drive/Highway 1 intersection, within the Carmel Area segment of the 
Coastal Zone. In this area, the California State Highway 1 narrows from a four-lane undivided 
highway between Carpenter Street and Ocean A venue to a two-lane undivided highway between 
Ocean A venue and Mesa Drive. The land use designation for the area adjacent to the west side of 
Highway 1 is single-family residential. 

The project includes two operational and drainage improvements: 1) Operational Improvement 7 
(Imp. 7) - 100 foot northward extension of the existing 180-foot long right-tum lane from 
southbound Highway 1 to westbound Ocean A venue; and 2) Operational Improvement 8 (Imp. 8)-
500 foot southward extension of the existing 1,200-foot long merge lane on southbound Highway 1 
south of Ocean A venue. 

An earlier version of this permit included Operational Improvement# 9- a 200-foot long extension 
of the eastbound Carpenter Road to southbound Highway 1 lane and removal of 5 Coast Live Oak 
trees. Caltrans eliminated Operational Improvement #9 from the current permit following an earlier 
appeal of the project at the Planning Commission level. 

Operational Improvements 7 and 8 are two of a total of twelve operational improvements that were 
developed by Cal trans and the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (T AMC) to provide 
interim traffic congestion relief along Highway 1 in the Carmel area. These two operational 

• 

• 

improvements will provide additional storage for southbound vehicles turning west onto Ocean • 
A venue (Imp. 7) and for vehicles merging from two lanes to one lane south of Ocean Avenue (Imp. 
8). 

The appellants contend that the project does not comply with the Monterey County Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) policies regarding public noticing regulations, scenic road provisions, visual 
resources, forest resource protection, water and marine resources, air quality and community 
welfare. The full appeal is attached as Exhibit 3. 

As discussed in the substantial issue section of this report. the approved project has been found to 
conform to applicable regulations for development in the Carmel Land Use Area, and is therefore 
consistent with the policies of the Monterey County LCP. The project has been designed and 
conditioned to minimize impacts to forest resources and to protect the existing scenic and visual 
resources of Highway 1 through the Carmel area. The additional storage provided by the project 
will improve traffic flow within the project area and thereby improve air quality. Drainage 
improvements are designed to protect water and marine resources and road widening will improve 
safety for residents with driveways adjacent to Highway I. Staff is recommending, therefore, that 
the Commission find that no substantial issue is raised by the approved project. 

• 
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3. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 
The applicant, Caltrans, originally filed a CDP application (PLN990269) with the Monterey County 
Planning Commission for a Combined Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and Design Approval 
for three operational and drainage improvements along Highway 1 in the Carmel area. The earlier 
combined CDP (PLN990269) included: 1) Operational Improvement 7- extend a 180-foot long 
right tum lane southbound Highway 1 to westbound Ocean A venue; 2) Operational Improvement 8 
- extend a 1 ,200-foot long merge lane on Highway 1 south of Ocean A venue; and 3) Operational 
Improvement 9 - extend a 200-foot long eastbound storage lane at Carpenter Road and Highway 1. 
These improvements are included in a list of 12 traffic congestion relief improvements planned for 
the Carmel area by Caltrans and the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC). 
Operational Improvement 9 involved the removal of five (5) Coast Live Oaks and grading of 
approximately 115 cubic yards; Operational Improvements 7 and 8 involved grading of 
approximately 785 cubic yards and require no tree removal. As part of the earlier CDP application, 
Caltrans prepared a Negative Declaration and a separate Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
in September 1997, as well as an updated cumulative impact analysis addendum dated June 1999, 
which addresses the cumulative impacts of these operational improvements in relation to the other 
operational improvements listed by TAMC. 

The Planning Commission, having denied a similar request PLN980142 on August 12, 1998, denied 
PLN990269 on September 29, 1999. The Planning Commission's denial was based on findings that 
1) Operation Improvements 7, 8, and 9 would not provide a solution to existing traffic congestion 
and safety, and 2) environmental analysis did not adequately address cumulative impacts of all 
operational improvements. 

Caltrans subsequently appealed the Planning Commission's recent denial of the project to the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors on November 1, 1999, and submitted a modified version of 
COP PLN990269 that included only Operational Improvements 7 and 8. Caltrans eliminated 
Operational Improvement 9 in order to address site specific and cumulative environmental impact 
issues related to tree removal and visual sensitivity at the Carpenter Street site. The Board of 
Supervisors then conducted a de novo hearing on January 11, 2000, to consider the Caltrans appeal 
and the modified version of PLN990269 for Operational Improvements 7 and 8. The Board of 
Supervisors subsequently approved the Combined Coastal Development Permit for the project with 
Resolution # 00~23, subject to 12 special conditions of approval, and adopted the Negative 
Declaration and cumulative impact section addendum/update. A copy of the Board of Supervisors 
Resolution# 00-23 is included in Exhibit D. 

The Board of Supervisors Resolution # 00-23 was then appealed to the Coastal Commission by the 
Citizens for Hatton Canyon, with representation by Attorney Christine Gianoscol, February 14, 
2000. 

4. APPEALPROCEDURES 
The grounds for appeal to the California Coastal Commission under section 30603 of the California 
Coastal Act are limited to allegations that the development does not conform to the standards set 
forth in the certified local coastal program or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Section 
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30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to conduct a de novo coastal development 
permit hearing on an appealed project unless a majority of the Commission finds that "no • 
substantial issue" is raised by such allegations. Under section 30604(b), if the Commission 
conducts a de novo hearing, the Commission must find that the proposed development is in 
conformity with the certified local coastal program. Section 30603(a)(5) allows for appeals of any 
development that constitutes a major public works project. 

5. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL 
ISSUE 

MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No A-3-MC0-
00-010 raises NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on 
which the appeal has been filed under§ 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends a Yes vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue 
and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the Commission finds No Substantial 
Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de novo wid the local action will become fmal 
and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed • 
Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO FIND NON-SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE: 

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-3-MC0-00-010 does not present a 
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 
of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal P1an and/or the 
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

6. RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

6.1 Project Location and Description 
The project is located in the right-of-way of California State Highway 1 in the vicinity of the Ocean 
A venue/Highway 1 intersection, in an unincorporated portion of Monterey County, just east of the 
City of Carmel-By-The-Sea. Ocean A venue is the main road that leads west from Highway 1 to the 
City of Carmel. It is also one of four intersections along Highway 1 in the Carmel area that are • 



• 

• 
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controlled by traffic signals along Highway 1, the others being Carpenter Street to the north and 
Carmel Valley Road and Rio Road to the south (see Exhibits A and B). The project area extends 
along southbound Highway 1, from approximately 280 feet (85 meters) north of the Ocean 
Avenue/Highway 1 intersection to approximately 230 feet (70 meters) south of the Mesa 
Drive/Highway 1 intersection. The project area is located within the Carmel Area segment of the 
Coastal Zone in Monterey County. 

The existing California State Highway 1 is a four-lane undivided highway between Carpenter Street 
and Ocean A venue and narrows to a two-lane undivided highway between Ocean A venue and Mesa 
Drive. Surrounding land uses adjacent to the project area include the Carmel High School, southeast 
of the Ocean Avenue/Highway 1 intersection and single family residential units on both the east and 
west side of Highway 1. A major commercial area is located southeast of the project area between 
Carmel Valley Road and Rio Road. 

The projects subject to this appeal include two operational and drainage improvements: 1) 
Operational Improvement 7 (Imp. 7) - 100 foot northward extension of the existing 180-foot long 
right-turn lane from southbound Highway 1 to westbound Ocean A venue; and 2) Operational 
Improvement 8 (Imp. 8) - 500 foot southward extension of the existing 1 ,200-foot long merge lane 
on southbound Highway 1 south of Ocean A venue. Each operational improvement will require 
road widening and re-striping for the lane extensions and includes grading of approximately 785 
cubic yards. All work will be performed within the existing State Highway right of way so that no 
additional right of way will be required for these operational improvements. Roadwork required for 
each operational improvement is listed in Table 1 . 

These two operational improvements are intended to improve traffic congestion in the existing 
highway corridor by providing additional storage for southbound vehicles turning west onto Ocean 
A venue (Imp. 7) and for vehicles merging from two lanes to one lane south of Ocean A venue (Imp. 
8). As proposed under Imp. 8, the two Highway 1 southbound lanes will taper into one lane 
approximately 230 feet (70 meters) south of Mesa Drive. The existing merge lane south of Ocean 
A venue currently crosses two driveways that exit directly onto Highway 1. As proposed, the 500-
foot extension of the merge lane south of Ocean A venue will cross up to seven (7) driveways that 
currently exit directly onto Highway 1. The existing driveways are generally narrow, and cross 
over a roadside ditch that parallels the Highway. The project proposes to put the roadside drainage 
into one continuous culvert, grade and fill the ditch, and widen the existing narrow driveways to 
standard widths to better enable ingress/egress and traffic safety for the residents at these locations. 

Currently, Highway 1 is constrained south of Mesa Drive by existing embankments on either side 
of the road, and rock outcroppings along the west side of the road. Because of physical constraints 
of the site, the project has been designed to maximize storage lengths while minimizing impacts to 
existing vegetation and driveways along the west side of the highway. 

Within the project area, existing traffic lanes vary from 12 to 16 feet (3.6 to 4.8 meters), and the 
typical shoulder width in the area is 4 feet (1.2 meters). Typical plan sheets for the project (Exhibit 
C) indicate that existing lane widths at both locations are currently 12 feet (3 .6 meters) wide with a 
typical shoulder width of 4 feet (1.2 meters). The project will not increase the existing lane widths, 
but will continue to provide 4-foot wide shoulders, which also serve as bike lanes at both locations. 
Standard lane and shoulder widths are 12 feet and 8 feet, respectively. According to Caltrans Initial 
Study, the project was granted· a design exception in 1995 to maintain the existing 12-foot lane 
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width and 4-foot (1.2 meter) shoulder width in areas where such conditions currently existed in lieu 
of the standard 8·foot (2.4 meter) shoulder width. This design exception was granted in order to • 
minimize impacts to existing vegetation and driveways along the west side of Highway 1. 

Table 1. Roadwork proposed for Operational Improvements 7 and 8. 

Roadwork Proposed Operational Improvement 7 Operational Improvement 8 

Description Extend the existing right tum Extend the two· lane 
pocket from southbound southbound section of Highway 

Highway 1 onto westbound 1, south of Ocean A venue and 
Ocean A venue taper back to one lane just 

north of Mesa Drive 

Extension Length 100 feet 500 feet 

Area of Widening 0.02 acres 0.32 acres 

Area of Asphalt Concrete None 1.45 acres 
Overlay 

Earthwork Excavation - 60 cubic yards Excavation- 955 cubic yards 

Embankment- 1.3 cubic yards Embankment- 350 cubic yards 

Drainage Pipe None 935 feet 

Asphalt Concrete Dike 110 feet 315 feet 

Tree Removal None None 

6.2 Project Background 
As provided for in the Monterey County Congestion Management Plan (CMP), the purpose of the 
State Highway 1 operational improvements is to provide incremental improvements for traffic 
congestion relief and public safety. Earlier efforts for reducing traffic congestion in the Carmel 
Area included a possible alternative alignment for Highway 1 through Hatton Canyon. However, 
the Hatton Canyon Freeway has been removed as a possible alternative route and so is no longer a 
viable long-term solution to the congestion and safety problems associated with Highway I in the 
Carmel area. 1 Caltrans notes that the next opportunity to program long-term congestion relief 
projects on Highway 1 will be in the 2002 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 

1 (In Apri11999, the Transportation Agency of Monterey County (TAMC) redirected funds previously allocated 
to the Hatton Canyon Highway Improvement Project to the Highway 101-Prunedale Bypass Project. Without 

• 

funding from TAMC, the Hatton Canyon Highway Improvement Project is unlikely to be developed by • 
Caltrans). 
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Cal trans representatives have stated that the proposed operational improvements are not intended to 
completely solve the traffic congestion and safety issues, but rather to provide incremental 
improvements to these problems while a long-term solution is developed and implemented. 

The operational improvements at issue in this appeal are two of a total of twelve operational 
improvements that were developed by Caltrans and the Transportation Agency for Monterey 
County (T AMC) to provide interim traffic congestion relief along Highway 1 in the Carmel area. 
The 12 operational improvements identified by Caltrans and TAMC are listed in Exhibit G. 
According to Cal trans, seven of the 12 improvements are minor improvements designed to provide 
additional storage at existing turn lanes and merge lanes at the four signalled Highway 1 
intersections in the Carmel area (Carpenter Street, Ocean Avenue, Carmel Valley Road and Rio 
Road). Three of the operational improvement projects include additional through lanes on 
northbound Highway 1 and one operational improvement involved the replacement of the Carmel 
River Bridge. The remaining operational improvement involved locating a park and ride lot near 
Rio Road. 

Three of the twelve operational improvements have already been approved: Operational 
Improvement #1- Carmel River Bridge replacement, completed in 1995; Operational Improvement 
#3 - dual left tum channelization at the Carmel Valley Road, approved by Monterey County 
Planning Commission in April 1996 and completed in November 1996; and most recently, 
Operational Improvement #5 - dual right turn lane at Carmel Valley Road, approved by the Board 
of Supervisors in February, 2000. Additionally, two of the operational improvements (Imp 2 and 6) 
have been removed due to required impacts to on-street parking . 

As described above (in Section 3), an earlier version of the currently proposed project included 
Operational Improvement 9- an extension of a 200-foot long storage lane of eastbound Carpenter 
Street at the Highway 1 intersection (Operational Improvement 9). However, Caltrans has since 
eliminated Operational Improvement 9 due to required tree removal impacts. (As described above, 
Operational Improvement 9 included the removal of 5 Coast Live Oaks and 115 cubic yards of 
grading.) 

In hearing the earlier version of this project, the Monterey County Planning Commission previously 
ruled that the twelve operational improvements should be considered a single "project". However, 
Cal trans contends that since each operational improvement does not require completion of the other 
to be viable, and that what has been referred to by the appellants as the "Operational Improvement 
Project" is actually made up of twelve separate and independent operational improvement projects, 
each with separate and independent utility. Caltrans notes that these operational improvement 
projects are "stand alone" projects, each with logical termini and independent utility, and none of 
the projects listed require the completion of any other improvement to provide the intended 
transportation benefit. 

With regard to this appeal, the project approved by the Board of Supervisors January 25, 2000 
includes Operational Improvements 7 and 8 only. Cal trans contends that with the elimination of 
Operational Improvement 9 at this time, there are no cumulative environmental impacts, except for 
insignificant noise impacts (see Substantial Issue Analysis below) . 
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6.3 Substantial Issue Analysis - Consistency with Local 
Coastal Program 

6.3.1 APPELLANT'S BASIS FOR APPEAL 

Page 10 

The appellants contend that the project is inconsistent with LCP policies related to noticing of 
public hearings, comprehensive review, scenic roads, visual resources, environmentally sensitive 
habitats and forest resources, water and marine resources, flood hazards, air quality, and general 
community welfare. The full appeal is attached as Exhibit F. Caltrans response to these 
contentions is included in Exhibit G. The following sections provide an analysis of the projects 
conformance with policies of the Monterey County Local Coastal Program and regulations for 
development in the Carmel Area of the Coastal Zone. 

6.3.2 IMPROPER NOTICING OF COUNTY ACTION 

6.3.2.1 Appellant's Contention 
The appellant contends that improper notice was given to area residents regarding Monterey County 
hearings on the application and state that the list provided by Caltrans for such purposes was 
incomplete because it showed no cities or towns. The appellants refer to a known case where one 
person who resides outside of the local area did not receive notice. The applicants contend that the 
matter should be remanded back to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors for rehearing upon 
proper notice. 

6.3.2.2 Relevant LCP Policy 
Chapter 20.84 of the Coastal Implementation Plan contains LCP policies for public hearings. 
Section 20.84.060 in this chapter makes it clear that the applicant is responsible for providing a 
complete list of all names, addresses, and assessor's parcel numbers for all property owners and 
residents within 300 feet of the property as part of a CDP application. Other relevant public 
noticing policies' include the following: 

CIP Section 20.84.030. Any action to approve or deny any application for a discretionary 
permit by an Appropriate Authority, including the Board of Supervisors, shall require that a 
public hearing be held and notice given ... 

CIP Section 20.84. 040 A.l. Notice of the public hearing shall be mailed or delivered at 
least 10 days prior to the public hearing to the owner of the subject real property or the 
owner's duly authorized agent, and to the project applicant. 

CIP Section 20.84.040. A.3. Notice of public hearing shall be mailed or delivered at least 
10 days prior to the public hearing to all owners and legal residents of real property as 
shown on the latest equalized assessment roll within 300 feet of the real property that is the 
subject of the public hearing, and all persons who have requested, in writing, notices 
relating to coastal permits, the Coastal Commission, and interested public agencies ... 

CIP Section 20.84. 040. A. 5. In~lieu of utilizing the assissment roll, the County may utilize 

• 

• 

• 
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records of the County Assessor or County Tax Collector which contain more recent 
information than the assessment roll. 

CIP Section 20.84.040. B. the failure of any person or entity to receive notice given 
pursuant to this Title shall not constitute grounds for any court to invalidate the action on 
any permit pursuant to this Title for which notice was given (GC 65093). 

CIP Section 20.86.060 also requires that notice of public hearings on appeals must also be provided 
according to the policies in Chapter 20.84 above. 

6.3.2.3 County Actions 
The Board of Supervisors Resolution# 00-23 notes that the current project was first heard by the 
Planning Commission at a public hearing on September 29, 1999. Caltrans filed a timely appeal of 
the Planning Commission's denial to the Board of Supervisors on November 1, 1999. The appeal 
was heard and approved by the board of Supervisors at a public hearing on January 11, 2000. 

6.3.2.4 Analysis 
The public notification list completed for the project was compiled based on current assessor parcel 
maps, as allowed for by the LCP, and included complete addresses for all property owners and 
occupants. In their response to the current appeal, Caltrans states that they provided the County 
with stamped and addressed envelopes for each property owner and occupant where applicable. 
Caltrans also states that stamped and addressed envelopes were provided for both addresses for 
those residents that were found to have different mailing and property addresses. The resident 
specifically referred by the appellant was included on the notification list and a stamped addressed 
envelope with the resident's Fresno address was provided to Monterey County for noticing . . 
Additionally, the project has been under consideration by Monterey County since 1998, has been 
heard by twice by the Carmel Area advisory Committee, twice before the Planing Commission and 
once before the Board of Supervisors. These public hearings have provided the public numerous 
opportunities to review and comment on the proposed project. 

6.3.2.5 Conclusions 
Commission finds that no substantial issue exists with regard to public notification. Caltrans did 
provide the County with a list of property owners and occupants collected from the assessors parcel 
maps, as allowed by the LCP, and did provide the County with the materials required for proper 
public notice. As such, the public notification of the project was conducted in conformance with 
LCP policies. 

6.3.3 NEED FOR COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW 

6.3.3.1 Appellant's Contention 
The appellants contend that these improvements must be evaluated in the context of the entire 
Operational Improvements Project, which includes a group of 12 operational improvements. The 
appellants contend that the operational improvements included in this permit are " ... part of a larger 
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single "project," ... which as a whole has numerous potentially significant impacts on coastal 
resources." The appellants contend that as a whole, the group of operational improvement projects 
has not been subject to full environmental review as required by CEQA nor full evaluation under 
the Coastal Act. The appellants further contend that together, these 12 Operational Improvements 
would result in a near-continuous widening of Highway 1 from the Carmel Valley Road 
intersection north to the Highway 68 interchange. 

6.3.3.2 Relevant LCP Policy 
The Monterey County LCP has no directly relevant CEQA policy. However, Section 13096 of the 
California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made that Coastal Development 
Permit applications are consistent with the California Environmental Act (CEQA). 

6.3.3.3 County Actions 
Finding # 3 of the earlier decision of the Planning Commission (pg 2 of Resolution #99054) found 
that these operational improvements were part of a single project that includes a total package of 12 
operational improvements proposed by Caltrans along the existing alignment of State Highway 1 in 
the Carmel area. However, Finding # 3 of the Board of Supervisors overruling decision (pg 4 of 
Resolution 00-23) found that the localization of potential adverse impacts, existing conditions and 
the amount of time between implementation of the operational improvements would prohibit a 
reasonable assessment and evaluation of the 12 proposed operational improvements as one project. 
The staff report prepared for the Board's hearing also noted that following review of the appeal 
arguments presented by Cal trans, County staff concurred with Caltrans' contentions that: 

... each improvement which is part of the total project (12 improvements) are separate and 
independent, and do not require completion of the other operational improvements to be 
viable. •Therefore, environmental analysis of only Improvements 7 and 8 is appropria~. 

Finding #2 of the Board of Supervisor's overruling decision (pg 3 of Resolution 00-23) found that 
the Negative Declaration/FONSI statement, prepared in September 1997 and cumulative impact 
section addendum prepared in June 1999, is in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act and the National Environment Protection Act. The Board of Supervisor's found that 
the Negative Declaration and impact section addendum adequately addresses the project, and, with 
the proposed mitigations, reduces all impacts to a less than significant level. 

Finding # 3 (pg 4 of Resolution 00-23) found that Caltrans assessed cumulative impacts of the 
project and determined that Operational Improvements 7 and 8 would not have a significant impact 
on the environment. The finding notes: · 

... Cal trans determined that impacts associated with [operational improvements 7 and 8] are 
localized at existing intersections and will be minimal. Caltrans does not predict that these 
improvements will create significant cumulative adverse impacts when considered with the 
other nine operational improvements ... 

With regard to the other operational improvements, Finding # 3 goes on to note that: 

... Four of the twelve Operational Improvements do have cumulative visual impacts 

• 

• 

• 
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considered to be significant. These impacts will be addressed in an E/Ris and do not 
include Operational Improvements 7 [or] 8. Minor shot-term impacts on noise and traffic 
are expected for Operational Improvements 7 [and] 8. However, the cumulative 
construction impact associated with the two-month construction period will not be a 
significant cumulative construction impact. 

6.3.3.4 Analysis 
As described previously, the group of 12 Operational Improvements was developed by Caltrans and 
TAMC as potential interim improvements along the existing Highway 1 alignment near Carmel. 
Each of the 12 operational improvements proposed for Highway 1 in the Carmel area are intended 
to provide localized congestion relief and are not dependent on any other improvement for their 
construction or viability. 

Three of the twelve operational improvements have already been approved to date and two have 
been completed, including Operational Improvement 1 - Carmel River Bridge replacement, 
completed in June 1995, and Operational Improvement 3 -the dual left tum at Carmel Valley 
Road, completed in November 1996; Operational Improvement 5 - the dual right tum lane at 
Carmel Valley Road was approved in February 2000. 

Operational Improvements 7 and 8 will have no environmental impacts except for short term noise 
and traffic impacts (which are discussed in Section 6.3.9 below). The two improvements proposed 
under this project are designed to provide congestion relief at specific locations along Highway 1 
and are not dependent on the implementation of any other improvements to be viable . 

The approval of operational improvements 7 and 8 will not prejudice any future action that may be 
taken on the other operational improvement projects. Additionally, the other operational 
improvements will have separate CEQA review and so will be evaluated independently of these 
improvements. As no significant impacts are expected for operational improvements 7 and 8 other 
than minor short-term noise and traffic impacts, this project will not add to any cumulative impacts 
associated with the other operational improvements. 

6.3.3.5 Conclusions 
Commission finds that no substantial issue exists with regard to the need for comprehensive review 
of all twelve operational improvements prior to authorization of the coastal development permit for 
operational improvements 7 and 8. Operational improvements 7 and 8 are stand alone projects that 
do not require the implementation of any other components for their viability, will not have any 
long term or cumulative impacts and will not prejudice any future actions with regard to any of the 
other operational improvements planned for Highway 1 in the Carmel area. 

6.3.4 SCENIC ROAD PROVISIONS 

6.3.4. 1 Appellant's Contention 
The appellants contend that the project is inconsistent with the scenic road and highway provisions 
of the LCP. The appellants refer to specific LCP policies, which include Monterey County CIP 
Section 20.146.100 and Carmel Area LUP Sections 2.2.5 and 3.1. The appellants make the 
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following contentions with regard to scenic road provisions: 

1) The project will" ... facilitate the expanded use of Highway 1 as a major thoroughfare for non- • 
coastal priority uses and degrade the quality and enjoyment of the scenic driving experience." 

2) Reports prepared for the project by Caltrans " ... fail to contain adequate assessments of the 
estimated amounts and types of traffic to be generated, assessments of impacts to service level 
and safety, provision of adequate mitigation or cost information." 

3) "Further action on any component of the Operational Improvements Project should be 
suspended until a comprehensive management plan for the Scenic Corridor has been developed 
and implemented ... " in accordance with Carmel LUP Section 2.2.5, which calls for the County 
and State Department of Parks and Recreation to develop such a plan. 

4) Operational Improvement 8 " ... will interfere with this segment of Highway 1 as a bike route," 
by reducing the width of the shoulder. 

6.3.4.2 Relevant LCP Policy 
Relevant LCP policies for Scenic Road and Highway provisions include the following: 

CIP Section 20.146.100. Transportation Development Standards .... It is the intent of this 
section for Monterey County to take a strong and active role in guiding future use and 
development of Highway 1 and all categories of land use related to and dependent on the . 
highway and to see that State Route One south of the Carmel River remains a two-lane 
highway. 

A.l. To conform to the Coastal Act, most remaining highway capacity shall be reserved for 
coastal priority uses: recreation and visitor-serving facilities, agriculture, and coastal
dependent industry .... (Ref Policy 3.1.3.1) 

A.2. All highway improvements shall be consistent with the retention of Highway 1 as a 
scenic two-lane road south of the Carmel River. Bike lanes and left turn lanes are 
permitted. Such improvements are to be consistent with the State Scenic Highways 
Standards. (Ref Policy 3.1.3.5) 

A.3. The number of private roads and recreational access road entrances off of Highway l 
shall be limited wherever possible for traffic safety and management purposes. (Ref Policy 
3.1.3.6) 

LUP Section 2.2.5 lists recommended actions designed to protect visual resources in the Cannel 
· area. The reference made by the appellant's contention relates to the following policy: 

Section 2.2.5.1. A management plan for the Scenic Road corridor should be prepared by the 
County and the State Department of Parks and Recreation in cooperation with the City of 
Carmel and Carmel Point Community .... 

LUP Section 3.1.1 provides an overview of the Public transportation system in the Carmel area and, 
among other things, notes the following: 

• 

• 
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The limited capacity of Highway 1 to accommodate local and recreation traffic at a level 
that affords reasonable service and emergency use as well as an enjoyable scenic 
recreational experience is a major concern. Traffic volumes along sections of Highway 1 
are at or approaching capacity during peak use periods, and fUture demand is expected to 
exceed the capacity of Highway 1. The ultimate capacity will be a major constraint on the 
long-range development of the Carmel area south of the Carmel River. Highway capacity 
north of the [Carmel} river may be increased through improvements or alternate alignments 
such as the proposed Hatton Canyon Freeway. " 

6.3.4.3 County Actions 
Finding #1 (pg 3 of Resolution 00-23) states that the proposed operational improvements 7 and 8 
will not result in negative impact on the surrounding forest resources or degrade the scenic road 
corridor of State Highway 1. Condition #9 (pg 8) requires special measures be taken to protect 
existing trees located close to construction (Exhibit D). 

6.3.4.4 Analysis 
Highway 1 is designated as the State's first Scenic Highway and is the main north-south access 
route in the Carmel area. It traverses the length of the Carmel segment of the Monterey County 
Coastal Zone and connects the Monterey Peninsula with the Big Sur area and points south. 
According to the Initial Study, the existing scenic corridor between Carpenter Road and Rio Road is 
lined with dense, mature Monterey pines, Coast live oaks and Monterey cypress that creates the 
feeling of driving through a forested area. The project will not change or diminish the scenic 
resources along the corridor as no trees are proposed for removal in the area of Operational 
Improvement 7 or 8. 

According to the Carmel Area LUP, use of Highway 1 south of the Carmel River is predominantly 
recreational. However, where Highway 1 traverses between Carpenter Road and Rio Road in the 
vicinity of Carmel, local residential and visitor use have a major impact on traffic congestion. 
Operational improvements 7 and 8 are designed to improve traffic flow through the Ocean 
A venue/Highway 1 intersection during peak hours, and thereby improve traffic conditions for all 
coastal dependant uses, which include recreation and visitor-serving, agriculture, and coastal
dependent industry. 

While the Carmel Area LUP, certified in 1983, refers to the Hatton Canyon Freeway as a potential 
alternative transportation route around the Carmel Area, the Transportation Agency for Monterey 
has since redirected funding for this route as a bypass for Highway 1 traffic around the Carmel area. 

According to the Initial Study prepared by Caltrans in September 1997, traffic demand exceeds 
capacity and results in significant traffic congestion during peak periods and weekends. Due to the 
continued increase in traffic demand, the peak traffic period extends up to 14 hours per day. Traffic 
capacity problems escalate on weekends and during summer months when recreational and scenic 
driving use increases. During summer months, when tourism is at its peak, the ADT can be 
increased by 20%. Caltrans assessment of traffic demand was based on Average Daily Traffic 
(ADT) volumes measured in the Carmel Area along Highway 1 in 1996 and year 2000 traffic 
forecasts for Highway 1 were made based on data provided by the Transportation Agency for 
Monterey County. Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume on Highway 1, between Carpenter Road 
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and Ocean A venue was 54,000 vehicles per day. Between Ocean A venue and Carmel Valley Road, 
ADT volumes were measured at nearly 50,000, and north of the Highway !/Highway 68 • 
interchange, ADT volumes were measured at nearly 58,000 vehicles per day. Traffic forecasts 
included in the 1997 Initial Study for Highway 1 without the Hatton Canyon Freeway expected an 
increase of approximately 1 to 2 percent by the year 2000. Furthermore, the County's September 8, 
1999 staff report notes that excess demand, limited road capacity, lack of alternative routes and 
local traffic signals contribute to the corridor's functional inadequacy. According to traffic safety 
information form the Initial Study, the accident rate in the two-lane segment of Highway 1 is also 
more than twice the accident rate of the four-lane section of Highway 1. 

The project itself will not generate additional traffic to Highway 1. The operational improvements 
are intended to reduce traffic congestion along Highway 1 in the Carmel area. These improvements 
are consistent with retaining Highway 1 as a scenic two-lane road south of the Carmel River. 

Operational Improvements 7 and 8 are not intended to provide significant increased capacity, but 
are intended to benefit the travelling public by providing minor improvements at specific Highway 
1 intersections. As designed, Operational Improvement 7 will lengthen the existing southbound 
right hand turn lane onto westbound Ocean A venue, thereby separating traffic turning on Ocean 
A venue from the two-lane through traffic on Highway 1. Operational Improvement 8 will extend 
the length of the southbound merge lane south of Ocean A venue, thereby reducing the frequency of 
peak period traffic back-ups in into the Ocean A venue intersection. Operational Improvement 8 
will also improve drainage and safety south of Ocean A venue by removing the existing roadside 
ditch, widening driveway entrances for improved driveway access, and by improving the shoulder 
along the merge lane which will facilitate right-turns from southbound Highway 1 to westbound 
Mesa Drive, as well as right-turns from eastbound Mesa Drive to southbound Highway 1. 

As described above, the project will not remove any forest resources along the Highway 1 corridor, 
therefore the project does not require that a Scenic. Corridor Plan be developed prior to 
implementation of Operational Improvements 7 and 8. 

As proposed, the width of the shoulders along southbound Highway I will be 4 feet (1.2 meters). 
which is equivalent to with what currently exists, and will therefore not interfere with the current 
use of this segment of Highway 1 as a bike route. The wider reach of paving and re-striping 
involved in the extension of the Operational Improvements 7 and 8 will actually increase bicycle 
safety in the project area by removing the hazard created by the existing roadside ditch and by 
better defining vehicle and bicycle travel lanes. 

The Initial Study for the project does include information on project costs and mitigation measures 
for short-term noise and construction impacts, water quality protection and forest resources 
protection. 

6.3.4.5 Conclusions 
Commission finds that no substantial issue exists with regard to scenic road provisions. As 
conditioned, the project approved by the County conforms with LCP policies and will have no 
impact on scenic road corridor along Highway 1 in the Carmel area. 

• 

• 
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6.3.5 VISUAL RESOURCES PROVISIONS 

6.3.5.1 Appellant's Contention 
The appellants contend the project is inconsistent with LCP provisions for preservation of visual 
resources. The appellants refer to specific LCP policies, which include Monterey County CIP 
Section 20.146.120 and Carmel Area LUP Section 2.2. The appellants make the following 
contentions with regard to visual resources provisions: 

1) There is no evidence that the County has complied with on-site investigation requirements and 
restrictions for development within the viewshed. 

2) The project may adversely affect the existing forested corridor along Highway 1. 

3) The project " ... would conflict with [visual resource} provisions by damaging existing scenic 
trees, removing hundreds of trees, including Monterey Pines, and other vegetation and [by I 
introducing structures and other features (such as retaining walls and sound walls) that are 
incompatible with the scenic corridor." 

4) The project " ... will diminish the overall scenic value of the corridor." 

6.3.5.2 Relevant LCP Policy 
Visual resource policies provided in the Carmel Area LUP are intended to safeguard the coast's 
scenic beauty and natural appearance within the public viewshed of the Carmel area. ·within the 
Carmel area, the term "viewshed" or "public viewshed" refers to the composite area visible from 
major public use areas as shown in Exhibit H. Relevant visual resource policies include the 
following: 

LUP Section 2.2.2. Key Policy. To protect the scenic resources of the Carmel area 
perpetuity, all future development within the viewshed must harmonize and be clearly 
subordinate to the natural scenic character of the area. All categories of public and private 
land use and development including all structures, the construction of public and private 
roads, utilities, and, lighting must conform to the basic viewshed policy of minimum 
visibility except where otherwise stated in the plan. 

LUP Section 2.2.3.1. The design and siting of structures, whether residential, 
commercial, agricultural, or public, and the access roads thereto, shall not detract from the 
natural beauty of the scenic shoreline and the undeveloped ridgelines and slopes in the 
public viewshed 

LUP Section 2.2.3. 7. Structures shall be located and designed to minimize tree removal 
and grading for the building site and access road Where earth movement would result in 
extensive slope disturbance or scarring visible from public viewing points and corridors, 
such activity will not be allowed. Extensive landform alteration shall not be permitted. 

LUP Section 2.2.4.3. Residential, recreational and visitor-serving, and agricultural access 
shall be provided by existing roads and trails, where possible, to minimize further scarring 
of the landscape, particularly of the visible slopes . 
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LUP Section 2.2.4.6. The existing forested corridor along Highway 1 shall be maintained 
as a scenic resource and natural screen for existing and new development. New 
development along Highway 1 shall be sufficiently set back to preserve the forested corridor 
effect and minimize visual impact. 

LUP Section 2.2.4.10.e. Existing trees and other native vegetation should be retained to 
the maximum extent possible both during the construction process and after the 
development is completed. Landscape screening may be used wherever a moderate 
extension of native forested and chaparral areas is appropriate. All new landscaping must 
be compatible with the scenic character of the area and should retain existing shoreline and 
ocean views. 

CJP Section 20.146.120. ... The Carmel River shall be considered the dividing line between 
the urban and rural areas of the Monterey Peninsula. The river shall provide the natural 
boundary between urban and higher intensity uses to the north and rural, lower intensity 
uses to the south .... 

CJP Section 20.146.120. 3. Only land uses of a character. scale, or level consistent with the 
goal of preserving the coast's natural beauty and tranquillity will be permitted in the 
Carmel area. Types of uses considered inappropriate to the Carmel area and in conflict 
with the protection of the rural character and scenic and natural resources of the area are 
intensive recreational uses such as golf cinemas, mechanized recreation other than non
motorized bicycling and scenic driving ... 

• 

• 

6.3.5.3 County Actions • 
Finding #l, (pg 3 of Resolution 00-23) notes that on-site inspections were conducted by the County 
planner on June 22, 1999 to evaluate the project's conformance with LCP policies within the 
Carmel Area of the Coastal Zone. The County determined that with the removal of Operational 
Improvement #9 (which required removal of 5 Coast live oak trees). the proposed development " ... 
as conditioned is consistent with the plans, policies, standards and requirements of the Monterey 
County LCP." Additionally, Condition # 9 provides protection for existing trees during 
construction. 

Design Approval was granted for Operational Improvements 7 and 8 by the Carmel Unincorporated 
Land Use Advisory Committee on July 6, 1999 with a vote of 5 approval, no denial, one abstention. 

6.3.5.4 Analysis 
Operational Improvements 7 and 8 do not involve the removal of any existing trees or impacts to 
any forest resources, and therefore will not adversely impact the existing forested corridor along 
Highway 1, will not cause the removal of hundreds of trees, and will not diminish the overall scenic 
nature of the corridor within the project area. No sound walls are proposed for this project as 
Caltrans determined that sound walls would have a negative visual impact along the scenic corridor 
of Highway 1 in this area and would not be cost effective for the small noise reduction they would 
provide. 

• 
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According to Section 20.146.120.3, bicycling and scenic driving are both considered appropriate 
land use activities consistent with the character, scale and level of use for the goal of preserving the 
natural beauty and tranquility of the Carmel area. As proposed, the project will continue to provide 
a four-foot wide paved shoulder and striping along the southbound lanes within the project area. 
The filling and grading of the roadside drainage ditch proposed in Operational Improvement 8 will 
also improve safety for southbound cyclists by removing the hazard the ditch creates along the right 
side of the road. The project has been designed to minimize impacts to the visual resources along 
Highway 1 in the Carmel area. All work for the project will be conducted within the existing State 
Highway right of way. 

6.3.5.5 Conclusions 
Commission finds that no substantial issue exists with regard to visual resources. The project as 
proposed and conditioned by the County will not change or diminish the visual resources of the 
Carmel area along the Highway 1 corridor, and so is in conformance with visual resource policies 
ofthe Monterey County LCP. 

6.3.6 DEVELOPMENT IN ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT AREAS 

6.3. 6. 1 Appellant's Contention 
The appellants contend the project " ... would result in the removal of hundreds of trees, including 
Monterey Pines" and so is inconsistent with LCP provisions for protection of environmentally 
sensitive habitat, including policies regarding cutting of trees, preservation of Monterey pine and 
other habitats. 

6.3.6.2 Relevant LCP Policy 
The key policy for environmentally sensitive habitats (described in LUP section 2.3.3), lists 
Monterey cypress and pine forests as sensitive plant communities. Forest resource management 
policies provided in the Carmel Area LUP are intended to protect and maintain Carmel's forest 
resources for recreation and aesthetic enjoyment, and for educational, scientific, watershed and 
habitat protection. In addition to the scenic and visual policies stated above, other relevant 
development standards for forest resources include the following: 

CIP Section 20.146.060 D.2. Removal of any trees which would result in the exposure of 
structures in the critical viewshed shall not be permitted ... 

6.3.6.3 County Actions 
Finding# 1 (pg 2 of Resolution# 00-23) indicates that Operational Improvement 9, which included 
removal of 5 Coast live oak trees, was eliminated through the earlier Board of Supervisors appeal 
process. Therefore, the current project configuration, which includes Operational Improvements 7 
and 8 only, is no longer associated with any tree removal. 

Condition # 9 of Resolution 00-23 (pg 8) requires that the applicant protect native trees located 
close to the construction sites by wrapping trunks with protective materials and avoiding placement 
of fill of any type against the base of the trunks or above the tree's feeding zone or "dripline." 
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Condition # 1 0 also requires additional mitigation measures to ensure that erosion and sedimentation 
from construction activities are . prevented from occurring and from entering the storm water 
discharge (see also section 6.3.7 below). 

6.3.6.4 Analysis 
The Carmel Area LUP has mapped the environmentally sensitive habitat areas within this segment 
of the Coastal Zone. According to the Carmel Area LUP, no environmentally sensitive areas are 
mapped within the project area (see Exhibit I). Based on the biotic survey conducted by Caltrans 
staff on March 7, 1996, vegetation in the project areas consists of ruderal grasses (wild oats) and 
herbaceous plants (Genista sp) along the roadside shoulders of southbound Highway 1. No special 
status animal or plant species were found at the project sites. 

With the elimination of Operational Improvement #9 from the current CDP application, the current 
project does not require the removal of any existing Monterey pine tree and neither Operational 
Improvement 7 or 8 requires removal of any existing trees or shrubs. According to the cumulative 
impact section addendum, only minor trimming of existing vegetation may be required to facilitate 
construction activities. 

6.3.6.5 Conclusions 
Commission finds that no substantial issue exists with regard to environmentally sensitive habitat or 
forest resources. The project as proposed does not require the removal of any trees or impact on 
any other forest resources. As conditioned to provide additional protection of forest resources 

: 

• 

adjacent to the project, to prevent construction-related erosion or sedimentation impacts, the project • 
conforms to policies of the Monterey County LCP intended to protect environmentally sensitive 
habitat and forest resources. 

6.3.7 WATER AND MARINE RESOURCES AND FLOOD HAZARDS 

6.3. 7.1 Appellant's Contention 
The appellants contend that the project will increase runoff due to the paving required by the 
operational improvements, and that the project therefore has the potential to significantly impact 
water quality and flooding in the area due to the increased runoff from these areas. 

6.3. 7.2 Relevant LCP Policy 
Section 2.4 of the Carmel Area LUP includes policies regarding water and marine resources. 
Section 2.7 includes policies regarding flood hazards. Relevant policies include the following: 

LUP Section 2.4.3.1. The effects of all new development proposals or intensification of/and 
use activities or water uses on the natural character and values of the Carmel coast's 
streams will be specifically considered in all land use decisions ... 

LUP Section 2.4.3.2. New development including access roads shall be sited, designed 
and constructed to minimize runoff, erosion, and resulting sedimentation. 

• 
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LUP Section 2.4.3.3. Point and non-point sources of pollution of .. Carmel Bay [Areas 
of Special Biological Signinficance] ASBS's, coastal streams and the Carmel River Lagoon 
and Marsh shall be controlled and minimized. 

LUP Section 2.4.4.C.l. All grading requiring a County permit which would occur on 
slopes steeper than 15 percent shall be restricted to the dry season of the year. 

LUP Section 2.4.4.C3. Sediment basins ... shall be installed in conjunction with the initial 
grading operations and maintained through the development process to remove sediment 
and run-off waters. All sediment should be retained onsite. 

LUP Section 2.4.4.C.5. Provisions shall be made to conduct, surface water to storm 
drains or suitable watercourses to prevent erosion. Onsite drainage devices shall be 
designed to accommodate increased run-off resulting from site modification. Where 
appropriate, on-site retention of stormwater should be required. 

LUP Section 2. 7. 3. 1. All development shall be sited and designed to minimize risk form 
geologic, flood, or fire hazards. 

6.3. 7.3 County Actions 
Condition # 10 of Resolution 00-23 (pg 8) requires that the applicant incorporate mitigation 
measures designed to prevent erosion and sedimentation from entering storm water discharge . 

6.3. 7.4 Analysis 
The Carmel River is approximately 1.6 miles from the project site. Neither of the project sites are 
close to an existing stream or tributary to the Carmel River. According to the Initial Study. runoff 
in the vicinity of Operational Improvement 7 and 8 is currently collected in a small (approximately 
2-foot deep) drainage channel located along the western side of Highway 1. Road widening 
associated the project will add 0.34 acres of impervious surface coverage, but will not significantly 
increase the amount of runoff generated from the roadway. 

As designed, Operational Improvement 8 will redirect surface runoff on the west side of Highway I 
to a corrugated steel culvert. The culvert will be buried along the west side of Highway 1 for the 
length of the project and will discharge into the existing open roadside drainage south of Mesa 
Drive. The size of the culvert is designed to accommodate existing runoff and the minor amount of 
additional runoff that will be associated with the project. Since the project will not generate any 
additional traffic, the additional runoff that will be added by the project will not significantly 
increase water quality pollutant levels in the drainage and so will not impact Carmel River water 
quality. 

Mitigation measures included in the project will minimize erosion and sedimentation associated 
with construction activities. Erosion and sedimentation resulting from construction activities will 
be prevented from entering storm water discharge, and Caltrans standard specifications for the 
project will require the contractor to develop a water pollution control plan to insure that erosion 
and sedimentation associated with the project will remain on site. 

• The project area for Operational Improvements 7 and 8 is not subject to flooding. The road 
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widening associated with operational improvements 7 and 8 will add an insignificant amount of 
impervious surface relative to the existing amount of impervious surfaces in the residentially 
developed area and so is not expected to increase the risk of flooding in the area. 

6.3. 7. 5 Conclusions 
Commission finds that no substantial issue exists with regard to water and marine resources and 
flooding. The project as proposed and conditioned includes adequate design and mitigation 
measures to protect water quality and marine resources, without increasing the risk of flooding in 
the area, and so conforms to the water quality and marine resources policies of the Monterey 
CountyLCP. 

6.3.8 AIR QUALITY 

6.3.8. 1 Appellant's Contention 
The applicants contend that the project will add capacity for idling cars, especially south of Ocean 
A venue, while doing nothing to improve the overall flow of traffic in the area. The applicants 
further contend that an increased number of cars stuck in stop-and-go traffic will enter the yards and 
homes of adjacent residents and add to the bad air emissions problem of the County. 

6.3.8.2 Relevant LCP Policy 
The Monterrey County LCP does not have any regulatory policies specifically related to air quality . 

6.3.8.3 Conclusions 
The appellant's contentions regarding air quality concerns do not raise an issue with regard to LCP 
conformance since no specific air quality policies are included in the Montetey County LCP for the 
Carmel area. A discussion of air quality impacts associated with the project is included in the 
Initial Study and Caltrans response to the appeal (see Exhibit F). In general, air quality is expected 
to improve in the area due to the minor traffic flow improvements the project will provide that will 
reduce the occurrence of idling vehicles in the vicinity of the Ocean Avenue/Highway I 
intersection. 

6.3.9 DETRIMENT TO THE COMMUNITY 

6.3.9. 1 Appellant's Contention 
The appellants contend that the Monterey County Planning Commission reviewed this application 
in 1998 and again in 1999 and twice denied the application, " ... finding , among other things ... that 
these improvements were detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare of the area 
residents." 

6.3.9.2 Relevant LCP Policy 
The LCP notes that clean air, clean water, low noise level, and open space are all important factors 

' • 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Page 23 Caltrans Operational Improvements 7 and 8 A-3-MC0-00-01 0 

for the viability of the Carmel area. Additionally, the following policies relate to safety and traffic 
management associated with transportation projects on Highway 1: 

LUP Section 2.2.4.5. New roads or driveway will not be allowed to damage or intrude upon 
public views of open frontal slopes or-ridgelines visible from scenic routes and public 
viewpoints. To this end, new roads or driveways shall be designed to avoid steep slopes and 
to conform to the natura/topography; they should be located along the margins of forested 
areas, where possible, or where existing vegetation provides natural screening and should 
be constructed to minimum County standards consistent with the requirements of.fire safety 
and emergency use. Road or driveway construction shall not commence until the entire 
project has completed the permit and appeal process. 

LUP Section 3.1.3. 7. The number of private roads and recreational access road entrances 
off Highway 1 should be limited whenever possible for traffic safety and management 
purposes. 

6.3.9.3 County Actions 
The County's permit includes four conditions intended to minimize noise impacts and to manage 
vehicle traffic during project construction. Conditions # 4 and 5 (pg 7 and 8) require that the 
applicant implement the recommendations contained in the Traffic Mitigation Plan and establish a 
phone line in the Resident Engineer's office to receive and monitor any noise complaints. The 
applicant is also required to publicize the phone number and proposed construction schedules in 
advance and to provide signage at the project site indicating where people can call if they have any 
complaints regarding the project. Condition #6 (pg 8) describes parking requirements for 
contractors and construction workers, and limitations on lane closures for public traffic use during 
holidays. Conditions #7 requires that construction activities that have the potential to generate a 
substantial increase in short-term noise levels (e.g., jack hammers, concrete saws, and pneumatic 
equipment) will be limited to the time period between 8 A.M. and 5 P.M. Monday'through Friday. 
Finally, Condition #8 requires all construction equipment to be fitted with appropriate noise 
reducing devices (i.e., mufflers). 

6.3.9.4 Analysis 
The existing California State Highway 1 is a four-lane undivided highway between Carpenter Street 
and Ocean A venue and narrows to a two-lane undivided highway between Ocean A venue and Mesa 
Drive. Under the current lane configuration, traffic merges from two lanes to one lane 
approximately 1,200 feet south of Ocean Avenue. Under the proposed lane configuration for 
Operational Improvement #8, traffic would merge from two lanes to one lane approximately 230 
feet (70 meters) south of Mesa Drive and so would provide additional space for merging traffic 
south of Ocean Avenue. While more vehicles can be stored in this area (waiting to merge into one 
lane south of Mesa Drive), this is intended to improve congestion at the Ocean A venue intersection 
by allowing more southbound vehicles to pass through the intersection during each signal cycle. 

Operational Improvement 8 will extend the southbound merge lane across approximately 9 
driveways that currently enter directly onto Highway 1. Under existing conditions, the driveways 
that enter directly onto Highway 1 are generally narrow, being constrained to the north and south by 
a ditch for roadside drainage. As proposed, Operational Improvement 8 will include replacing the 
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ditch with an underground culvert and filling and grading the ditch to provide a broader, relatively 
level roadway. It is expected that this improvement will enhance safety for drivers entering or 
exiting driveways along the project limits (by creating entrances that have a standard width) and are 
will also enable these residents to merge into traffic on southbound Highway 1. 

Extension of the southbound right tum pocket onto westbound Ocean A venue (Imp. 7) is intended 
to improve the delineation of the existing tum lane and improve public safety by removing potential 
conflicts between vehicles and bicycle traffic. Under the current configuration, southbound 
vehicles turning right onto westbound Ocean A venue drive along the shoulder section of the road 
when traffic backs up north of the signal. Under Operational Improvement 7, the proposed lane 
configuration will allow more storage area for vehicles making the right tum and will provide and 
delineate a four foot wide bike path on the shoulder. 

According to the Initial Study, the major source of noise in the project area is and will continue to 
be vehicular noise from Highway 1 and Ocean A venue. Ambient noise levels were studied in the 
project area in 1986 and were found to be at or above the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) noise criterion level for residential areas of 67dBA. Under FHWA regulations, noise 
abatement measures are required in residential areas when exterior noise levels exceed the noise 
criteria level. Under existing conditions vehicular traffic on Highway 1 already exceeds the noise 
level criteria even without the proposed operational improvements. · 

According to Caltrans June 1999 cumulative impact section addendum, operational improvements 7 
and 8 would move traffic 12 feet closer to existing residences adjacent to the southbound lanes of 
Highway I along the length of the proposed lane extensions (see Exhibit D), affecting 

4 

• 

approximately 9 residences. However, Caltrans has determined that the proposed project will only • 
contribute ldBA to the ambient noise level. Since an increase of less than 3dBA is perceptible to 
the human ear, the increase of ldBA will not be a significant impact of the project. 

Construction activities are expected to create short-term increases in the noise levels in the project 
area, but as conditioned have been limited to occur during weekday daytime hours and ·noise 
reduction measures are required for construction equipment. 

6.3.9.5 Conclusions 
Commission finds that no substantial issue exists with regard to noise or safety in the project area. 
With the proposed mitigation measures for short-term construction noise and traffic safety 
measures, the project has been designed and conditioned to conform to the policies of the Monterey 
County LCP designed to protect the general welfare of the public. 

6.4 Substantial Issue Analysis - Conclusions 
In conclusion, the appeal does not raise a substantial issue in terms of compliance with the LCP 
ordinances related to public notification, environmental review, scenic road provisions, visual 
resources, forest resources, water and marine resources, air quality and community welfare. As 
conditioned, Resolution# 00-23 conforms with LCP policies and protects the natural resources of 
the Carmel area as required by the Monterey County Certified Local Coastal Policy and the Carmel 
Area Land Use Plan. 

• 
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Before the Board of Supervisors in and for the 
County of Monterey, State of California 

Resolution No. 00-23 -- ) 
Resolution to adopt the Negative Declaration ) 
and approve the Coastal Development Permit ) 
and Design Approval for State Highway 1 ) 
operational and drainage improvements ) 
include the following: ·1) extend 180 foot long ) 
right-tu.Ip channel southbound to westbound ) 

· at Ocean Avenue (Improvement No.7); and 2) ) 
extend 1,200 foot long lane-merge ) 
southbound Highway One south of Ocean 
Avenue (Improvement No. 8); Grading (785 ) 
cubic yards). The project is located in the ) 

. right-of..way of California State Highway 1, ) 
between Carpenter Street and 0.1 Ian south of ) 
Mesa Drive in the Carmel Area of the Coastal ) 
Zone. 

.) 

L--·-------=--

WHEREAS, this matter was heard by the Board of Supervisors (Board) of the County of 
Monterey on January 11,2000. 

WHEREAS; the property which is the subject for this appeal is laeated in the right-of-way 
of California State Highway 1, between Carpenter Street ;md 0.1 Ian south of Mesa Drive in the 
Carmel Area of the Coastal Zone, in the Co:unty of Monterey (the property). · ·· 

WHEREAS, the applicant filed with the County of Monterey, an application for a Coastal 
Development Pel'Illit Approval for Caltrans (PLN990269) to allow a Coastal Development Permit 
and Design Approval (PLN990269) for State Highway 1 operational. and drainage improvements 
including: 1) extend 180 foot long right-tum channel southbound to westbound at Ocean Avenue 
(Improvement No.7); 2) extend 1,200 foot long lane-merge southbound Highway One south of 
Ocean Avenue (Improvement No. 8); 3) extend 200 foot long storage of eastbound Carpenter Road 
at Highway One fu.tersection (hnprovement No. 9); Grading (900 cubic yards); and Tree Removal 
·for 5 Coast Live Oaks. 

WHEREAS, Caltrans prepared a Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact 
'in September 1997 and an updated cumulative impact section addendum prepared for Coastal 

. _Development Permit (PLN990269). 

WHERE~, Caltrans application for the Combined Development Perm;t fPT NQQO?t\0) 

EXHIBIT N0.1) 



came for consideration before the Planning Commission at a public hearing on September 29, 
1999. 

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the public hearing on September 29, 1999, the Planning 
Commission did not adopt the Negative Declaration and denied the Coastal Development Permit; 
on the basis of the fmdings and evidence and conditions contained the Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 99054. 

WHEREAS, the applicant, Caltrans, filed a timely appeal of the Planning Commission's 
denial to the Board of Supervisors on November 1, 1999, stating that the findings are not 
supported by the evidence. · 

WHEREAS, through the appeal process, Caltrans eliminated Operational Improvement 
No. 9 from the Coastal Development Permit application (PLN990269) for State Highway One 
Operation Improvement Nos. 7 and 8. 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 
20) and other applicable laws and regulations, the Board, on January 11, 2000, heard and 
considered adoption of the Negative Declaration and approval of the Combined Development 
Permit. 

• 

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the hearing, the matter was submitted to the Board for a 
decision. Having considered all the written and documentary information submitted, the staff • 
reports, oral testimony, and other evidence presented before the Board of Supervisors, the Board 
now renders its decision to adopt findings, evidence and conditions in support of the Combined 
Development Permit as follows: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. FINDING: The proposed Coastal Development Permit and Design Approval is for State 
Highway 1 operational and drainage improvements include the following: 
1) 180 foot long right-tum channel located north of Ocean Avenue 
(Improvement No. 7); 2) widen 1,200 foot long segment of highway located 
south of Ocean Avenue (Improvement No. 8); 3) widen 200 foot long 
segment of Carpenter Road and highway intersection (Improvement No. 9); 
Grading (900 cubic yards); and Tree Removal for 5 Coast Live Oak trees. 
The project is located in the rlght-of-way of California State Highway One, 
between Carpenter Street and 0.1 km south of Mesa Drive in the Cannel 
Area of the Coastal Zone. The proposed development, as described in the 
application and accompanying materials and as conditioned, is consistent 
with the plans, policies, standards and requirementS of the Monterey County 
Local Coastal Program. 

EVIDENCE: Through the appeal process from the Planning Commission to the Board of 
Supervisors, Operational Improvement No. 9 has been eliminated. Extension 
of the iOO foot long storage length of eastbound length of Carpenter Road at • 
the highway intersection, associated tree removal of 5 Coast live oaks, and . 
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2. 
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portion of grading ( 115 cubic yards) are no longer of a component of this 
Coastal Development Permit (PLN990269). 

EVIDENCE: The Planning and Building Inspection Department reviewed the project, as 
· contained in the application and accompanying materials for conformity 

with: 
1) The certified Carmel Area Land Use Plan 
2) The certified Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan (Title 

20), zoning regulations for the "MDRJ2(CZ)" district in the Coastal 
Zone 

3) The certified Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan (Part 4), 
Chap!er 20.146 "Regulations for Development in the Carmel Coastal 
Land Use Plan. . 

EVIDENCE: . The project sites are physically suitable for the proposed Operational 
Improvement Nos. 7 & 8 as described in the project file. 

EVIDENCE: The proposed Operational Improvement Nos. 7 & 8 will not result in 
negative impact on the surrounding forest resources or degrade the scenic. 
road corridor of State Highway 1 (see Condition No. 9). 

EVIDENCE: Design Approval request form with recommendation for approval of 
Operational Improvement Nos. 7 and 8 and denial of Operational 
Improvement No. 9 (vote 5-0-1), on July 6, 1999, by the Cannel 
Unincorporated Land Use Advisory Committee 

EVIDENCE: The on-site inspections of the site by the project planner on June 22, 1999 to 
verify that the proposed project complies with the Carmel Area Co~tal 
Implementation Plan (Part 4). 

EVIDENCE: The application, plans, and support materials submitted by the project 
applicant to the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection 
Department for the proposed development, found in File No. 990269. 

FINDING: The proposed project will not have significant adverse impacts on the 
environment and a Negative Declaration and cumulative impact section 
addendum to update ~e Negative Declaration has been adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors. 

EVIDENCE: Caltrans is the Lead Agency for this project. Caltrans prepared a cumulative 
impact section addendum to update a Negative Declaration/ Finding of No 
Significant Impact statement, prepared in September 1997, (in accordance 
with the California Enviromnental Quality Act and the National 
Environmental Protection Act), submitted with the previous application 
(PLN 980142) Caltrans addressed the Planning Commission's concerns and 
submitted subsequent environmental documentation to the County. The 
Study assessed potential cumulative impacts on: soils; geology/seismic; fire; 
hazardous waste; water quality; flooding and drainage; air quality; noise; 
biotic resources; tree removal; land use; archaeology/historic resources;· 
scenic resources; traffic, and public safety which concludes that with the 
mitigations included in the project design, California State Highway 1 
functions below acceptable levels-of-service during peak periods and in 
excess of the peak periods and on weekends. The operational improvements 
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are proposed to alleviate some of the congestion. Additionally, quantitative 
analysis of a three year period (9/1/93 to 8/31196) for the two lane section in • 
the project area indicate an accident rate 1.4 times the statewide average, for 
highways with similar characteristics. By inference, the proposed 
improvement will increase safety potential impacts will be reduced to a less 
than significant level. Planning and Building Inspection staff commented on 
the draft Initial Study and Negative Declaration prepared by Caltrans, and 
provided comments on the draft environmental document. Comments were 
addressed in the final document. Staff review of the Negative Declaration 
and additional technical reports detennined that the .Negative Declaration 
adequately addresses the project, and with the proposed mitigations, all 
impacts are reduced to a less than significant level. 

EVIDENCE: The appropriate authority considered public testimony and the initial study 
with mitigation measures. The Negative Declaration reflects the 
independent judgment of Caltrans and reviewed by Monterey County 
based upon consideration of testimony and information received and 
scientific and factual data presented. All comments received on the 
Negative Declarati()n have been considered as well as all evidence in the 
record which includes studies, data, and reports considered in the initial 
study; information presented or discussed during public hearings; staff 
reports which include the County's independent judgment regarding the 
above referenced studies, data, and reports; application materials; and 
expert testimony. • 

EVIDENCE: The Initial Study, Negative Declaration and addendum are contained in 
Project File No. 990269 · 

FINDING: The applicant has assessed the cumulative impacts of the project and· 
detennined that the highway operational improvements will not have a 
significant impact on the environment. 

EVIDENCE: Caltrans detennined that impacts associated with the three operational 
improvements are localized at existing intersections and will be minimal. 
Caltrans does not predict that these improvements will create significant 
cumulative adverse impacts when considered with the other nine 
operational improvements. The localization of potential adverse impacts, 
existing conditions and the amount of time between implementation of the 
operational improvements prohibits a reasonable assessment and 
evaluation of the 12 proposed operational improvements as one project. 
Four of the twelve Operational Improvements do have cumulative visual 
impacts considered to be significant. These impacts will be addressed in 

. an Environmental Impact Report/Statement and do not include 
Operational Improvement Nos. 7, 8, and 9. Minor, short-term impacts on 
noise and traffic are expected for Operational Improvement Nos. 7, 8, and 
9. However, the cumulative construction impact associated with the two:. 
m6nth construction period will not be a significant cumulative 
construction impact 

EVIDENCE; File and application materials, Initial Study with r¢tigation measures, and 
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Negative Declaration contained in File No. 990269. 

4. FINDING: The proposed highway Operational Improvement Nos. 7 & 8 will provide 
for improved traffic circulation and public safety along this segment of State 
Highway 1. 

5. 

EVIDENCE: California State Highway 1 functions below acceptable levels-of-service 
dUring peak periods and in excess of the peak periods and on weekends. 
Additionally, quantitative analysis of a three year period (9/1193 to 8/31196) 
for the two lane section in the project area indicate an accident rate 1.4 times 
the statewide average, for highways with similar characteristics. 

EVIDENCE: Caltrans cites, in the Negative Declaration on file, that the "forced flow" 
conditions ofHighway 1 warrant the proposed improvements 

EVIDENCE: Accident Data Reports were prepared by Caltrans, January 21, 1997 and is 
contained in Project File #990269. The mitigation measures are included in 
the conditions of approval (see Condition Nos. 4-12). 

EVIDENCE: A memorandum regarding traffic mitigation during construction is contained 
in Project File #990269. The mitigation measures are included in the 
conditions of approval. 

FINDING: Highway Operational Improvement Nos. 7 & 8 will not result in a 
significant noise impact on the surrounding residential neighborhood and 
noise impacts during construction will be mitigated. · 

EVIDENCE: The Initial Study/ Negative Declaration states that although existing ambient 
noise levels exceed the design criteria of 67 dB A, the project will add only I 
d.BA to the existing ambient noise level at nearby residences, and that 
increases of less than 3 dBA are imperceptible to the human ear. Exhibit 
"Q" shows County General Plan Table 6: Land Use Compatibility for 
Exterior Community Noise. The predicted levels would be considered 
"conditionally acceptable" for single family residences. Caltrans has 
determined that sound walls to mitigate for the slight increase in noise is not 
feasible and cost-effective for this project. Further, sound walls would have 
a negative visual impact along the scenic corridor of State· Highway 1. 
Therefore, sound walls are not proposed for this project. Caltrans estimates 
construction noise can be as much as 90 d.BA measured 50 feet from the 
source, with a reduction of approximately 6 d.BA with each doubling of the
distance from the source. Caltrans estimates· the project will take 
approximately 3 months to construct with 1.5 months of night time · 
construction. Noise mitigation proposed including confining some of the 
noisier operations to daylight and evening hours, providing a telephone 
number for noise complaints and publishing the construction schedules well 

. in advance. Mitigation measures are identified in the environmental 
documentation and are included in the conditions for approval (see 
Condition Nos. 5, 7 & 8) . 

EVIDENCE: A Memorandum regarding response to comments on Noise was prepared by 
Cal trans, December 18, 1997 and is contained in Project File #990269. 
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6. FINDING: In approving this Coastal Development Permit and adopting the Negative 
Declaration the Board of Supervisors finds that the construction of Caltrans 
Operational Improvement Nos. 7 & 8 will not under the circumstances of 
the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, 
comfort, and general welfare of persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County. 

EVIDENCE: The environmental documentation prepared by Caltrans provides adequate 
mitigation measures for the protection of the scenic corridor and short-

· term construction noise. The increase in long-term or ambient noise levels 
caused by the improvements is not perceptible to the human ear: The 
initial study indicates significant traffic hazards exist without the 
improvements. It is anticipated that safety will increase. 

EVIDENCE: The project as described in the application and accompanying materials was 
reviewed by the Department of Planning and Building Inspection, Health 
Department, Public Works Department, the Parks Department, Water 
Resources Agency, Cypress Fire Protection District and the Carmel 
Unincorporated/Highlands Land Use Advisory Committee. The respective 
departments, agency, board and committee have recommended conditions, 
where appropriate, to ensure that the project will not have an adverse effect 
on the health, safety, and welfare of persons either residing or working in the 
neighborhood; or the county in general (see Condition Nos. 2-12). 

EVIDENCE: The Board of Supervisors has considered public comment on the Initial 
Study and Negative Declaration, and has determined that the environmental 
documentation is adequate and that no significant impacts will result from 
the project as conditioned. 

EVIDENCE: File and application materials, Initial Study with mitigation measures, and 
Negative Declaration contained in File No.980142 and 990269 

7. FINDING: The project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 
EVIDENCE: Section 20.86.080 of the Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan 

(Part 1). 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

1. The Coastal Development Pennit and Design Approval for State Highway 1 operational 
and drainage improvements include the following: 1) extend 180 foot long right-tum 
channel southbound to westbound at Ocean Avenue (Improvement No.7); and 2) extend 
1,200 foot long lane-merge southbound Highway One south of Ocean Avenue 
(Improvement No.8); Grading (785 cubic yards). The project is located in the right-of-way 
of California State Highway 1, between Carpenter Street and 0.1 km south ofMesaDrive in 
the Carmel Area of the Coastal Zone. The proposed project is in accordance with County 
ordinances and land use regulations, subject to the following terms and conditions. 
Neither the use nor the· construction allowed by this permit shall commence unless and 

• 

• 

• 

until all of the conditions of this pennit are met to the satisfaction of the Director of • 
Planning and Building Inspection. Any use or construction not in substantial 
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conformance with the terms and conditions of this permit is a violation of County 
regulations and may result in modification or revocation of this permit and subsequent 
legal action. No use or construction other than that specified by this permit is allowed 
unless additional permits are approved by the appropriate authorities. (Planning and 
Building Inspection Department) 

Prior to Commencement of Construction 
(Note: As a state agency, Caltrans is not required to obtain a Building Permit): 

2. The property owner agrees as a condition and in consideration of the approval of this 
discretionary development permit that it will, pursuant to agreement and/or statutory 
provisions as applicable, including but not limited to Government Code Section 66474.9, 
defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County of Monterey or its agents, officers and 
employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its agents, officers 
or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval, which action is brought 
within the time period provided for under law, including but not limited to, Government 

. Code Section 66499.37, as applicable. The property owner will reimburse the County for 
any court costs and attorney's fees which the County may be required by a court to pay as 
a result of such action. County may, at its sole discretion, participate in the defense of 
such action; but such participation shall not relieve applicant of his obligations under this 
condition. An agreement to this effect shall be recorded upon demand of County Counsel 
or concurrent with the issuance of building permits, use of the property, fiiing of the fuial 
map, whichever occurs first and as applicable. The County shall promptly notify the 
property owner of any such claim, action or proceeding and the County shall cooperate 
fully in the defense thereo£ If the County fails to promptly notify the property owner of 
any such claim, action or proceeding or fails to cooperate fully in the defense thereof, the 
property owner shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold the 
County harmless. Proof of recordation of this indemnification agreement shall be 
furnished to the Director of Planning and Building Inspection prior to commencement of 
construction or commencement of the use. (Planning and Building Inspection 

. Department) 

3. The applicant shall record a notice which states: "A permit (Resolution #990269) was 
approved by the Monterey County Board of Supc;rvisors for Caltrans Operational 
Improvement Nos. 7 & 8 for State Highway 1 in Carmel on January 11, 2000. The permit . 
was granted subject to 12 conditions of approval which run with the land. A copy of the 
permit is on file with the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection 
Department." Proof of recordation of this notice shall be furnished to the Director of 
Planning and Building Inspection prior to commencement of construction or 
commencement of the use. (Planning and Building Inspection Department) 

4. The applicant shall implement the recommendations contained in the Traffic Mitigation 
Plan During Construction contained in Project File No. 990269 to manage vehicle traffic 
during construction of the highway operational improvements (Planning and Building 
Inspection Department) 
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5. 

6. 

Establish a telephone line in the Resident Engineer's office to receive noise complaints. 
Publicize the phone number and proposed construction schedules in advance. Provide 
signage at the project site which lists the telephone number(s) for noise complaints. (MM: 
Construction: noise) (Planning and Building Inspection). 

Personal vehicles of the Contractor's employees shall not be parked within the right of 
way. The Contractor shall notify local authorities of the Contractor's intent to begin work 
at least 5 days before work is begun. Whenever vehicles or equipment are parked on the 
shoulder within 1.8 m of a traffic lane, the shoulder area shall be clo~ed with fluorescent 
traffic cones or portable delineators placed on a taper in advance of the parked vehicles or 
equipment and along the edge of the pavement at 7.5 m intervals to a point not less than 
7.5 m past the last vehicle or piece of equipment. A minimum of 9 cones or portable 
delineators shall be used for the taper. A C23 (Road Work Ahead) or C24 (Shoulder 
Work Ahead) sign shall be mounted on a portable sign stand with flags. Lanes shall be 
closed only during the hours shown on the charts in Exhibit D. Lanes shall be open for 
use by public traffic on December 24'\ December 26th, December 31 51

, January 2"11
, July 

3"\ July 5'\ the Friday preceding Easter, Memorial Day, and Labor Day, and Wednesday 
preceding Thanksgiving Day, and the Tuesday following Memorial Day and Labor Day. 
When December 24th, December 3151

, July 3n:1 fall on a Saturday or Sunday, lanes shall be 
open for use by public traffic on the preceding Friday. When December 26th, January 21111

, 

July 5th fall on a Saturday or Sunday. lanes shall be open fot use by public traffic on the 
following Monday (Section submitted by Caltrans, 10-1 Maintaining Traffic). (Planning 
and Building Inspection). 

7. All construction activities with the potential to result in a substantial increase in short
term noise levels (jack hammers, concrete saws, pneumatic equipment) shall be limited to 
8 A.M. to 5 P.M., Monday through Friday. Construction activities that will occur 
between 5 P.M. and 8 A.M. shall be limited to paving and other activities that have 
minimal potential to result ·in substantial in~rease in short-term noise levels. (MM 
Construction: noise) (Planning and Building Inspection) 

8. All construction equipment shall be fitted With appropriate muftlers. (MM construction: 
noise) (Planning and Building Inspection) 

9. · The native ·trees which are located close to the construction site shall be protected from 

10. 

inadvertent damage from construction equipment by wrapping trunks with protective 
materials. These measures shall avoid fill of any type against the base of the trunks and 
avoiding an increase in soil depth at the feeding zone or drip line of the retained trees. Said 
protection shall be demonstrated prior to issuance of grading pennits subject to the approval 
of the Director of Planning and Building Inspection. (Planning and Building Inspection) 

Erosion and sedimentation resulting from construction activities shall be prevented from 
entering storm water discharge by incorporating the following measures (MM Soil 
Erosion): 

a. minimize exposure of disturbed areas; 
b. stabilize disturbed areas except where active construction is taking place 
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11. 

12. 

c. protect slopes and drainage channels 
d. control site perimeter 
e. control internal erosion 
f. during the rainy season (October 15 through April 15) erosion control measures 

shall be in place at the end of each day if precipitation is predicted. 
(Planning and Building Inspection Department) · 

If during the course of construction activity on the subject property, cultural, 
archaeological, historical, paleontological resources are uncovered at the site (surface or 
subsurface resources) work shall be halted immediately within 50 meters (150 feet) of the 
find until it can be evaluated by a qualified professional archaeologist. The Monterey 
County Planning and Building Inspection Department and a qualified archaeologist (i.e., 
an archaeologist registered with the Society of Professional Archaeologists) shall be 
immediately contacted by the responsible individual present on-site. When contacted, the 
project planner and the archaeologist shall immediately visit the site to determine the 
extent of the resources and to develop proper mitigation measures required for the 
discovery. (Planning and Building Inspection Department) 

There are three fire hydrants in the projected work area, which are the main water source 
for fire equipment in the area. Any removal and reinstallation shall be done as quickly as 
possible pursuant to Uniform Fire Code 1001.6.2 - Fire Hydrants. (Cypress Fire 
Protection District) 

Upon motion of Supervisor Potter , seconded by Supervisor 
.Eennycook , and carried by those members present, the Board of 

Supervisors approves the Combined Development Permit, by the following vote, to wit: 

AYES: Supervisors Salinas, Pennycook, Calcagno and Potter. 

NOE,S: None. 

ABSENT: Supervisor Johnsen. 

I, SALLY R. REED. Clerk of the Board of Supervisors oflhc County ofMonten!y, State of California, hereby certify lhat the fOregoing is a tn1e copy of 
an original order of said Board Supervisors duly made and entered in lhe minutes thereof at page..=.. of Minute Book 2SJ..., on J:an:u.a,ry 11 , 2 0 0 0 

Dated: January 11, 
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Ar.._~on by Land Use Advi~ -ry 

Planning & Building Inspection Department 
Monterey County Courthouse 

240 Church Street 
Salinas, California 

(831) 755-5025 

Advisory Committee: Carmel Unincorporated/Highlands 

EXHIBIT NO. f:: 

Please ~~bmit y~ur recommendations for this application by Tuesday, July 06, 1999. 

The Dec1S1on Makmg Body is: · ------------------

Project Title: CAL TRANS 
File Number: PLN990269 
File Type: PC 
Planner: WARD 
Lo~ation: WEST SIDE OF HIGHWAY 1 CAR.T'vffi 
ProJeCt Description: L 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AND DE 
SEGMENTS OF HIGHWAy 1 WITHIN THE EX~~GN APPROVAL FOR ROAD WIDENING ON THREE 
AVENUE (1200 FEET LONG)· NORTH OF OCEAN~~ ROAD RlGHT OF WAY: SOUTH OF OCEAN 
ROAD (200 FEET LONG). D:RAINAGE IMPROVEMEN;~UE (180 FEET LONG); AND ON CARPENTER 
5 COAST LIVE OAK TREES CARMEL AREA CO ' 900 CU YDS OF GRADING AND REMOVAL OF 
• · , AST AL ZONE 



AGENDA# __ 3 __ _ 

APPLIC&"JT: C.et-\\v~n. ~ 

APPLICANT PRESENT? YESl NO __ 

a-~ K6{u7~ .. : ~ ,.F~}(ld-e~ 
;;1~ P 41 1TION· 

VOTE: 
ALSKY DAVIS FERNANDES HEGER R.A.INER. SARMENTO WEBER 
AYE: 

NAY: 
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1 0 "1 ... 01 

J 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

,......... ' \:...., ~ 1- 11 Ct ·--"~ ~c'""" ~c-u..... \).J;tvLY '~'V't:.\iY\ ult ~ 1 • 

f(e..,..~L·t:..!:,k. VQ.-(')(;;"L.~ ~ &5 ~\:t.~ \?\.'-''"S 6 -t\.;-u::.rV t..~ • 

:_~ M (7\,u .. ..:..., ·. A .~e>.ve..r . \)clnl·~ ~ Dr '* "\ d.L-<.. ~ v :-'""' c·c-a-1 
~ 1:::) ~Z.-;. ~ ~ C>~l:L"1.. \..-c:t;) ~\ '~ \.:n.SL-~ l\'"f'IX>d-~ t;(..l..-

~ 0'\,;l_ \J .. ~ ·. p, D~.t.-:, \1'~7\d_""-,t-, ~ 0-'""-a,.. '\ ·\..<-""'-""-" -n-,.;< .. \. 

IJ D\t:. \J-\c\>e.v', D~s: ¥ 2>-<.C-,e.v ~ t.U -f~ t{ vn~ 
~· c\ct1L ~ ~ u;_:.rvmJULt ~ \ 

~(/1\e.tJ--\:: ;at-foJul&..,rv:ie:c- :L"\ bf~DSLtL.c..;_~,. to C\\-?CC~ · 

EXHIBIT NO. E 
APPLICATION NO. . . -

18b 



/ 
.· . 

: -ro 
i ~y .... 

W· 

,..__..,. 

IS 

·~· \ • 
os-"Df-1-KP tt~.3/t;~.c I 

~ (PM 13.51'74.6 
06•233-0iiOHc· 

J (IJ~~ .. 
~ G 

........ s \- 1 

r~ ~ 

~ > \' . ~;' ., 
~ 

(l 

~ r 
t .. 

~ 
~ taimel Umfl(cL 

Seh»l (f)i!f/rid, . 1 
.'l A 

Q c 

i @ < 
<D ~ 

~ 

"' ... .... .r H 

~ ~ \-·-~ !l··r:- R

04 

, •• I ~ I' ~ 
< " I " ' 

/ I 1 0 ' ~/9 
OA"OACC "' ;" II ~ I ' '" 0 ' 1,_ '• - WAY 7 r ,,@>' ' eo.. O, 

0 

...... 

0 

< ' I.. •' <ne\ V\olrl " 

l r l~c--.,·,-~ \ ~~~·' ... , d . I I ·--, __ _,_t,~VIWRY c . 
1-) 16 

1

• 

1 

\ .OMNn ••• . \ ~ ., 

\ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. <~>-~5-MON-1-KP II B. 3/120. 
~ '- tpt.f 73.5174. E 

· ''- · 06-233-0I90H 
......._ '0HC-HB4 .... ~ --: 

IJ~ ----..:.__ 



A-3-MC0-00-01 0 

• 

• 

• 

Caltrans Operational Improvements 7 and 8 EXHIBITS 
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Appellant's Contentions 
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SiATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
C!:NTRAL COAST .-.REA OFFICE 
72S FRONT STI!EET. STE. 300 
SANTA CRUZ., CA 95060 

(831) .&27·4863 
HEARING IMPAIRED: (..&15) 904-5200 APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 

DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
FEB 1 4 zoon 
CALIFORNIA 

C0!\S"!"Al COMMISSION 
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To CoM~~~COAST AREA 
This Form. 

SECTION I. Appe11ant{s} 

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appe11antis): 

Citizens for Hatton Canyon; Lois Starnes; George Ferguson 
c/o Christine P. Gianascol, Noland, Hamerly, Etienne & Hoss 
P. 0. BoX" 2510, Salinas, CA 93902 ( 831 ) 424-1414" · 

Zip Area Code Phone No. 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port 
government: Monterey County Board of supervisors 

2. Brief description of development being 
appealed: Portion of CalTrans Operational Improvements· Project consisting 
of a coastal development permit to extend southbound Hwy 1 to Ocean Avenue 
right turn lane 180 feet and extend southbound Hwy 1 merge lane 1,200 feet 
south of Ocean Avenue to Mesa Drive (Operational Improvements 7 and 8) 

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel 
no., cross street, etc.): State Hwy 1 near carmel ~orth and south of 
Ocean Avenue 

4. Description of decision being appeale~: 

·a. Approval_; no .spec1a.l COflditions: ___________ _ 

b. Approval with special conditions: Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors• approval (on appeal) overturn~ng Monterey County Planning 
c. Denial: Commission 

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, deRial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: /9 -3-mc..o ... oo·oJb 

DATE FILED: cf'/1f~() OP 

DISTRICT~ G-t..1~ ~ -

HS: 4/88 

• 



• 

• 

• 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2) 

5 . Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning c. _Planning Convnission 
Administrator 

b. !_Rit~xRaHREii/Board of 
Supervisors 

d. _Other 

6. Date of local government's decision: January 11, 2000 

7. Local government's file number (if any): PLN 99022,9 

SECTION. III. Identification of Other Interested Persons.;

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use 
additional paper as necessary.) 

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 
CalTrans, c/o Gary Ruggerone 
District 5 
50 Higuera Street, san Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified 
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing{s). 
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should 
receive notice of this appeal . 

(1) See attached list Attachment "~" 

(2) 

(3) -------------------------------------------

(4) ------------------------------------------

SECTION·IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are· 
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance 
i.n completing this section, which continues on the next page. 

z..l 



APPt~L FROM COASTAL PiRMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVfRNMlHT CPagt 3) 

State briefly ~our reasons fot this appeal. Include a ~ummary 
description of Local Coastal Program, Lend Use Plan, or Port MUter 
~1an policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

see attaehe4 - Attachment "B" 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of ~our rea5ons of appeal; ~owever, there must be 
sufficient discuss1on for· staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant. subsequent to tiling the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Comm1sston to 
support the appeal reqijest. 

above are correct to the best of 

r'.t:ll 

SECTlON V. Certif1catfJLn 

The.information and facts stated 
my/our knowled~e. 

J}J/f( tad 1/qtrUrf? 
Chen~ -t t/o.st 

• 

• 

~~~----~"""""T":~-:-r--- $r C~.utAJ ~ Signature o Appellant(s or ~~ c4~~ 
Authorized Agent hJ;" ~ft.tlt{f 

Date --.1:1o!;Jtf,'"-'-r ....... t..C. ....... ~~...:..!_,_=f,+-' .:;;...~ ....... O.;;;..OD;;;.____ 

NOTE: If signed by agent. appe11ant(s) 
. must also sign below. 

Sect1oa VI. Age~t Autbodzatjon ,o/«YI!AJI! f ~ .J{dn.Y>IIt! ~n<>SW 
l!We hereby authorize Pt/~lfC! ~~ t:/,eiJI, ~ o act as my/our· . ---------, 
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this EXHIBIT NO. 
appeal. 

Sfgna!~re of Appellant(s) 
21 
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ATTACHMENT A 

INTERESTED PARTIES LIST 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION APPEAL 

CAL TRANS HIGHWAY 1 OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Christine P. Gianascol, Esq. Joan Shirley 
Noland, Hamerly, Etienne & Hoss Post Office Box 256 
Post Office Box 2510 Carmel, CA 93921-0256 
Salinas, CA 93902-2510 

Fran Farina 
William Fleishhacker, Esq. 7532 Fawn Court 
Morrison & Foerster Carmel, CA 93923 
425 Market Street 
San Francisco CA 94105-2482 Gary Tate 

170 Chaparral Road 
Ms. Wendy O'Hallaren Carmel Valley, CA 93924 
California Department ofTransportation 
50 Higuera Street James Rodda 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-5414 3474 Rio Road 

Carmel, CA 93923 
Mr. Gary Ruggerone 
Environmental Planning Branch Joyce Stevens 
California Department of Transportation Post Office Box 2116 
50 Higuera Street Carmel, CA 93921-2116 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-5414 

Willis Shepard 
Nancy Lukenbill 25602 Morse Drive 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Carmel, CA 93 923 
240 Church Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 Patricia Lockhart 

2734 Pradera Road 
KrisBerry Carmel, CA 93923 
Monterey County Planning Department 

Tom Gray 240 Church Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 1 Rancho San Carlos Road 

Carmel, CA 93923 
Mrs. Lois Starnes 
3512 Ocean Avenue Alan Wim~ms 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel Development Company 

Post Office Box 450 
George Ferguson Carmel, CA 93921 
24795 Outlook Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 Denise Duffy 

Denise Duffy & Associatf 
947 Cass Street 
Monterey, CA 93940 

.,170\003\158793.1:21400 1 ·f z' 



Pat Bernardi 
27I95 Meadows Road 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Rob and Joan Wellington 
25175 Stewart Place 
Carmel, CA 9~923 

Jack Van Zander 
Bestor Engineers 
970 I Blue Larkspur Lane 
Monterey, CA 93940 

John Banister 
2479I Handley Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Pam Gillooly 
24718 Upper Trail 
Carmel, CA 93923 

George Boelter 
Carmel Valley Property Owners' Association 
30 Miramonte Road, #A 
Carmel Valley, CA 93924 

Barbara Rainer 
2747 Pradera 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Paul Ernst 
66 Yankee Point Drive 
Carmel Highlands, CA 

Haslidi H. Jonsson 
25875 Mesa Drive 
Carme~ CA 93923 

Linda Hanel 
26240 Atherton Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Ann LaMothe 
Post Office Box 543 
Pebble Beac~ CA 93953 

Fred Ziegler, M.D. 
P. 0. Box 3685 
Carmel, CA 93921 

m70\003\ts8793.1:ll400 2 

Julie Ziegler, 
P. 0. Box 3685 
Carmel CA 93921 

Nancy Reiley 
25057 Hatton Road 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Kathleen Livingstone 
Post Office Box 5452 
Carmel, CA 93921-5452 

Peggy Jones 
25222 Highway I 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Marta and Ramon Santiago 
Post Office Box 263 
Carmel, CA 93921-0263 

Do-Yun and Tai-Choon Han 
3507 Ocean Avenue 
Carmel, CA 93921 

Rodney and Marget Windfield 
3483 Ocean Avenue 
Carmel, CA 93921 

Mr. and Mrs. Uyeda 
25388 Highway 1 
Carmel, CA 93923 

John and Karen Egan 
254I8 Highway I 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Steven and Jeanne Bricker 
25415 Shafter Way 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Pam and Byron Swenson 
25455 Shafter Way 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Dean and Cindy James· 
25425 Hatton Road 
Carmel, CA 93923 

• 

• 



• John and Betty Lou Faia Al and Ann Cottingham 
25393 Hatton Road 353 Oak Place 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel, CA 93923 

Lily and Harry Hallaian Hugh and Rosemary Smith 
25486 Highway 1 Post Office Box 22638 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel, CA 93923-2638 

Micah Chung Lewellyn and Suzanna Howell 
25522 Highway 1 25582 Morse Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel, CA 93923 

William and Joan Dorey The Gates 
2555 Shafter Way 25618 Morse Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel, CA 93923 

Susan Lacy Williams Buck Curtis and Lillian Gorham 
25630 North Mesa Drive 25636 Morse Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel, CA 93923 

Dorothy Howze Mary Ann and Luis Medeiros 
25613 Shafter Way 25654 Morse Drive 

• 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel, CA 93923 

Joan Godwin Carmel Unified School District 
25525 Shafter Way 3600 Ocean Avenue 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel, CA 93923 

Howard and Jane Given John and Virginia Crisan 
25502 Shafter Way 2523 North Carmel Hills Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel, CA 93923 

John and Whitney Wheeler James and Louise Suchan 
25495 Shafter Way 25225 North Carmel Hills Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 C~el, CA 93923 

Alan and Amanda Covell Eda Linda Corr 
25615 North Mesa Drive 25215 North Carmel Hills Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 Carmel, CA 93923 

Alex and Eleanor Szaszy EvelynCate 
3525 Oak Place 25932 North Mesa Drive 
Carmel, 93923 Carmel, CA 93923 

JohnO'Day 

• 2563 5 North Mesa Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 
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ATIACHMENT B 

Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Appeal of Monterey County Approval :PLN990l69 
CalTrans' Application For Coastal Development :Permit 

For Operational Improvements 7 and 8 On Highway 1 Near Carmel 

This appeal involves CalTrans' application to build two Operational Improvements, known 
as 7 & 8, along Highway 1, a State Scenic Highway, near the City of Carmel. 

The California Coastal Commission should deny CalTrans' request to build these 
two "improvements" because improper notice was given to area residents regarding the County's 
hearings on this application, this application does not conform to the standards set forth in the 
Carmel Area Local Coastal Plan or Monterey County Implementation Plan; this application has the 
potential to create significant environmental impacts which have not been adequately addressed; 
this application is not necessary; and will be detrimental to the community, without providing any 
traffic benefit. 

In 1998 and again in 1999, the Monterey County Planning Commission reviewed this 
application, including conformity with the Carmel Area Land Use Plan and Monterey County 
Coastal Implementation Plan, and twice denied the application finding, among other things, that the 
these improvements must be evaluated in the context of the entire Operational Improvements 
Project and that these improvements were detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare of 
the area residents. On appeal, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors overturned the Planning 
Commission's most recent denial. 

Appellants Citizens for Hatton Canyon ("Citizens") is an unincorporated association 
composed of individuals who have joined together for the purpose of protecting the remaining 
scenic value and rural character of the existin, Highway 1, a State Scenic Highway, near the City of 
Carmel in Monterey County (the "County"). 1 Lois Starnes is the founding member of Citizens. 
George Ferguson is a member of Citizens. 

11 Citizens filed suit against CaiTrans challenging the Operational Improvements Project. This litigation 
has been stayed pending CalTrans' perfecting a final coastal development permit for any portion of the 
Operational Improvement Project. As part of this litigation, Citizens stipulated not to oppose Operational 
Improvement 5 (a dual right tum lane from westbound Cannel Valley Road to northbound Highway 1), as 
this improvement was required as a condition of approval for several planned developments. By stipulation 
and court order, Citizens' agreement not to object to Operational ImprovementS cannot be construed as an 
agreement that CaiTrans' processing of Operational Improvement S was lawful, nor can CalTrans assert that 
Citizen's failure to object to Operational Improvement S constitutes a waiver or admission or in anyway 
impairs Citizens' legal rights with respect to the Operational Improvements Project either as to the individual 
pieces or the entire project. 

EXHIBIT NO. F 
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A. Notice Of The County's Action On This Application Was Improper 

The list, provided by CalTrans, of those persons required to be notified of this coastal permit 
application, attached hereto as Exhibit A, is incomplete. As shown on Exhibit A, no cities or towns 
are listed. In many cases these people reside out of the area. Accordingly, it must be assumed that 
notice was not received by them. Moreover, Citizens has been informed that notice was, in fact, not 
received in at least one case. Mr. Bricker, who also resides in Fresno called Citizens' counsel, 
following the Board's action stating he had received no notice of this application and that he knew 
nothing of this application until reading about its approval in the local newspaper, after the fact. As 
set forth below, the residents along this portion of Highway 1 will be significantly and detrimentally 
impacted by this permit. They are entitled to proper notice. The matter should be remanded back to 
the Monterey County Board of Supervisors for rehearing upon proper notice. 

B. Improvements 7 and 8, And The Operational Improvements Project 
As A Whole, Are Inconsistent With The Coastal Plan, The Monterey 
County General Plan And County Ordinances 

1. Improvements 7 and 8 are part of a larger Operational 
Improvements Project Which Requires Comprehensive 
Review. 

The evidence before this Commission leaves no doubt that Improvements 7 & 8 are part of a 
larger single "project," (the Operational Improvements) which, as a whole, has numerous 
potentially significant impacts on coastal resources. The Operational Improvements Project was 
developed based on direction provided by the California Transportation Commission (the "CTC") 
in 1993, as a package of short·term roadway construction measures that comprise the Project. This 
single Project contains multiple elements, which are described in Exhibit B and depicted on 
Exhibit C, attached hereto. In April 1995, CaiTrans prepared and presented to the Transportation 
Authority of Monterey County ("T AMC") an Action Plan for the implementation of the Project. A 
copy of the Action Plan is attached as Exhibit D. 

In its Action Plan, CalTrans described the implementation of the Project as a single "plan" 
containing multiple elements of roadway construction. Subsequently, CalTrans adopted two Project 
Reports, which considered and ultimately approved implementation of several elements ofthe 
overall Project. Again, CaiTrans described the Operational Improvements as a "package" and a 
"group." 

In addition, the design of the Operational Improvements Project shows it is one cohesive 
"action" or "project" designed and intended to provide a continuous traffic facility along Highway 
land would result in a near-continuous widening of Highway 1 from the Carmel Valley Road 
intersection north to the Highway 68 interchange, as well as the associated intersection widenings 
and the already·completed reconstruction of the Carmel River Bridge. 

The Operational Improvements Project, as a whole, has never been subject to full 
environmental review as required by CEQA nor full evaluation under the Coastal Act. 
Nevertheless, it is clear that many of its components. will have potentially significant impacts to 
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coastal resources. CalTrans already has acknowledged that several elements of the Operational 
Improvements Project, Improvements 4, 11 and 12, would cause significant adverse impacts. In • 
addition, the Federal Highway Administration ("FHW A") has been unwilling to support these 
elements of the Project because of the severe cumulative environmental impacts that would result 
from them. 

CalTrans' own Action Plan, Project Report, Project Study Report and other documents 
candidly admit the acknowledged environmental impacts of the Project. For example: 

• In its Action Plan, CalTrans noted that its "legal staff have expressed strong 
reservations over their ability to defend a decision" to implement part of the 
Operational Improvements Project "due to the environmental ramifications and 
conflicts" with the findings of the FEIRIS. The Action Plan also noted that 
"obtaining environmental certification and permits" for portions of the Operational 
Improvements Project "will be difficult." 

• In its Action Plan, CaiTrans further noted that "[ d]ue to impacts on existing trees," 
portions of the Operational Improvements Project "appear to be inconsistent with 
specific provisions of the Carmel Area Local Coastal Plan and the California Coastal 
Act." 

• In its Project Study Report, CalTrans noted that the Operational Improvements 
Project would have substantial environmental impacts. Such impacts include 
increased noise, decreased parking, destruction of natural resources (including the . 
removal of pine and oak trees), decreased visual quality for views from and of the • 
highway, and potential reductions in air quality. In that report, CalTrans stated that 
"[ c ]onsideration should be given to the preparation of one environmental document 
for all of the operations improvements to address the cumulative imP,cts and avoid 
potential segmentation issues." (Exhibit E, Project Study Report at p. 23, emphasis 
added.) 

• In a public statement to TAMC on April26, 1995, CalTrans noted that its legal 
counsel "feels it is unlikely CalTrans would enter into a lawsuit to defend" a decision 
to implement a portion of the Operational Improvements Project which requires the 
widening ofHighway 1 "due to the environmental ramifications of removing 100 plus 
trees and the conflict with the FEIS [sic] findings." 

• CalTrans has never performed comprehensive review as required by Jaw on the entire 
Operational Improvements Project. Instead, CalTrans has attempted to "piecemeal" 
the project into smaller segments, reviewing them one at a time. A proper review 
would compel CalTrans to acknowledge that the Project, has a whole, could cause 
unacceptable impacts to coastal resources, including the removal of trees and impact 
to the pine forest, destruction of habitat and impact to biologic resources and 
wetlands, impact to the scenic corridor, impacts regarding flooding, siltation, and 
erosion, air quality impacts, noise, and safety impacts, and impacts associated ~th 
cumulative development and growth-inducing impacts. 

1!1170\003\IS9770.1:21400 
Attacbmeat B to Appeal or CaJTrau• 
Applkadoa for Coutll Developmeat~ • 



• 

• 

• 

2. · Improvements 7 and 8, and The Operational Improvements 
Project as a Whole, Are Inconsistent With Coastal Plan Sce.nie 
Road Provisions 

Improvement 7 and 8 and the Operational Improvements Project, as a whole, are 
inconsistent with the scenic road and highway provisions of the Local Coastal Plan, including 
Section 20.146.100 of the Carmel Area Implementation Plan and Sections 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.1.3 and 
3.1.4 of the Carmel Area Land Use Plan ("Carmel LUP,). These provisions state that most· 
remaining highway capacity shall be reserved for coastal priority uses. These sections also provide 
that "[i]n order to qfford reasonable traveling speeds for residents and visitors, protect emergency 
use of the bi"ghway, and enhance. the quality and enjoyment of the scenic driving experience, 
reductions in peak use period traffic should be sought." Section 3 .1.3 .5 of the Carm~l LUP further 
provides that n[t]he overall objective for Highway 1 should be to maintain the highest possible 
standard of scenic quality in management and maintenance activities carried on within the State 
right-of-way.'' · · ' · 

Contraiy to these policies, Improvements 7 and 8 and the Operational Improvements 
Project, as a whole, will facilitate the expanded use of Highway 1 as a major thoroughfare for 
non-coastal priority uses and degrade the quality and enjoyment of the scenic driving experience. 
Moreover, the Project Report and the Project Study Report prepared by CalTrans for the various 
components of the Operational Improvements Project do not satisfy the requirements-of 
Section 20.146.100.A.4 of the Carmel Implementation Plan in that these reports fail to contain 
adequate assessments of the estimated amounts and types of traffic to be generated, assessments of 
impacts to service level and safety, provision of adequate mitigationor cost information. 

In addition, the Carmel Plan calls for the County and the State Department of Parks and 
Recreation to develop a management plan, ·with specified elements, for the Scenic Road corridor . 
. See Carmel LUP Section 2.2.5. Citizens' does not believe that the. County has complied with this 
policy. Further action on any component of the Operational Improvements Project should be 
suspended until a comprehensive management plan for the Scenic Corridor has been developed and 
implemented in accordance with this policy. 

Moreover, Highway 1 in this area is the Pacific Coast Bicycle Route. Improvements 7 & 8, 
in particular, interfere with use of this segment of Highway 1 as a bike route. Improvement' 8 calls 
for design exceptions which reduce the shoulder widths making it nearly impossible to ride along 
this section of Highway 1. · · 

3. Improvements 7 and 8, and The Operational Improvements 
Project as a Whole, Are Inconsistent With Coastal Plan Visual 
Resources Provisions 

Improvements 7 and 8 and the Operational Improvements Project, as a whole, also are 
inconsistent with Local Coastal Plan provisions for preservation of visual resources. There is no 
evidence that the County has complied with on-site investigation requirements and Coastal Plan and 
General Plan restrictions for development within the public viewshed. (See e.g., Carmel LUP 
Sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.2.4.) The Operational Impro:vements (including Improvement 7 and 8) are 
proposed for development in the ne!llianaten Sr.P.ni~ r.nrritinr ~'ld may adversely affect the 'existing 
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forested corridor along Highway 1. The Local Coastal Plan and the General Plan specify that this 
corridor "shall be maintained as a scenic resource and natural screen." (See e.g., Carmel LUP 
Policies 2.2.3 and 2.2.4; see also Carmel Implementation Plan Sections 20.146.030 and 
20.146.120.) The documentation for Improvement 7 and 8 and the Operational Improvements 
Project, as a whole, do not demonstrate that these requirements will be satisfied. 

Moreover, Improvements 7 and 8 and the Operational Improvements Project, as a whole, 
would conflict with these provisions by damaging existing scenic trees, removing hundreds of trees, 
including Monterey Pines, and other vegetation and introducing structures and other features (such 
as retaining walls and sound walls) that are incompatible with the scenic corridor. The 
improvements would diminish the overall scenic value of the corridor 

4. The Operational lmprovemeots Project Is Inconsistent With 
Local Coastal Plan and General Plan Requirements for 
Development ~n Environmeotally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

The Operational Improvements Project also is inconsistent with Local Coastal Plan and 
General Plan standards for development in environmentally sensitive habitats. These include 
policies regarding cutting and removal of trees, preservation ofMonterey pine and other habitats. 
(See e.g. Carmel LUP Policies 2.3.2, 2.3.3, 2.3.4, 2.3.5 and 2.5.1; Carmel Implementation Plan 
Sections 20.146.040 and 20.146.060;_General Plan Objectives and Policies 11.1-11.2.) 

As set forth above, the Operational Improvements Project would result in the removal of 
hundreds of trees, including Monterey Pines. 

5. Improvements 7 and 8, and The Operational Improvements 
Project As a Whole, Are Inconsistent With Local Coastal Plan 
Plan Requirements for the Protectioo of Water aod Marine 
Resources and Flood Hazards 

Improvements 7 and 8 and the Operational Improvements Project as whole will increase 
runoff by adding additional impervious coverage/asphalt to Highway 1, all of which will drain 
directly into the Carmel River and ultimately into the Carmel Bay - an Area of Special Biological 
Significance (ASBS). (see Carmel LUP 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 2.4.3, 2.4.4.B.2). ·Moreover, homes and 
businesses along the Carmel River adjacent to Highway 1 in this area have experienced severe 
flooding in the past several years. With the increased impervious surface and runoff being added, 
this project has the potential to significantly impact both water quality and flooding in this area. 

6. Improvements 7 and 8 and The Operational Improvements · 
Project As a Whole, are Inconsistent With Requirements for 
the Protection of Air Quality 

Monterey County has been classified as a moderate non-attainment area for certain air 

• 

• 

emissions. Overall Improvements 7 and 8 will add capacity for idling cars, especially south of • 
Ocean Avenue, but will do nothing to improve the overall flow of traffic in this. The residents of 

U170'D03\U9770.1:ll400 
Attathmeat B to Appeal of CaiTnas• 
Applkatloa for Coastal DevelopiDtDtPenaft 



• this area already suffer from car exhaust coming in to their yards and homes. More cars caught in 
stop and go traffic and idling along this stretch if Highway will add to an already bad air emissions 
problem. · 

C. Improvements 7 and 8. as Stand Alone Projects. Have No Benefit and 
Are Detrimental to the Community 

Equally important, construction oflmprovements 7 and 8, in and of themselves, will provide 
no perceptible improvement in the traffic flow in this area of State Scenic Highway 1. Construction 
of these elements will therefore waste State and County resources. These improvements alone 
cannot achieve the project purse of relieving traffic congestion on Highway 1. Worse, these 
elements of the Project, if built, will needlessly harm and inconvenience residents of the area. 

CalTrans concludes that Improvements 7 and 8 will result in an increase in noise levels for 
adjoining areas and exceed ofFederal, State and/or local noise criteria. Moreover, the cumulative 
noise impacts of the Operational Improvements Project as a whole could be expected to be 
significantly greater due to the increased traffic load. 

These improvements also create serious safety concerns. A number of residents have 
driveways with direct access onto Highway 1 in this area. With Itnprovement 8, residents living 
along this stretch of Highway 1 will have to cross two lanes of traffic to enter or exit their 
driveways. CalTrans admits, Improvements 7 and 8 may actually make existing difficult problems 

• even worse. For example, the ND/FONSI acknowledges: 

• 

While the additional storage may provide some minor improvements for traffic on 
Highway 1, Operational Improvement 8 will impact access to seven residences with direct access to 
Highway 1. The access for these residences will not be closed, however, additional storage area on 
Highway 1 will make it more difficult for residents to access their driveways. 

Moreover, CalTrans states that these improvements "would not provide any measurable 
improvement in congestion and traffic demand would continue to exceed the available capacity on 
Highway 1 during peak traffic periods." (Exhibit F, ND/FONSI at p. 28, emphasis added.} This 
should be dispositive. Since the whole point of the Operational Improvements Project is to provide 
traffic relief, if this construction would not do so, it should not be approved. 

The impact on these individual homeowners will be great. Road widening will bring the 
noise and traffic of Highway 1 even closer to their properties. It is already difficult for these 
residents to use their driveways to exit their properties onto Highway 1, and, as discussed above, 
Improvements 7 and 8 would amplify these difficulties . 
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x.· llrlROD'O'C'.ri:ON 

~art of a package of Operational Improvements along the existing ~ 
~e 1 aliqnment near carmel (see subsequent sections of this report~ 
for background and history), it is proposed to provide the following 
improvements: 

OPERATIONAL EST. EST EST 
IMPROVEMENT CONSTR IVW 'MmGATION 
NUMBBR .... DESguPTION COSI ~ COSI TOTAL 

4 Construct a Northbound Climbfnr $2,170,000 $270,000 $200,000 $3,240,000 
Lane On Route 1 From Carmel 
Valley Road to Mone Drive 

5 Construct a Dual Right Turn Line $ 590,000 $23,000 $ 7,000 s 620,000 
From Westbound Cannel Valley Road 
Onto Northbound Route 1 

6 Construct an Exclusive Right Tum $ 80,000 s 22,000 s 2,000 s 104,000 
Lane Prom Eastbound Ocean Avenue 
Onto Southbound Route 1' 

7 Extend the Existing Right Tum $ 40,000 $ 40,000 
Pocket From SouthbOund Route 1 · 
Onto Westbound Ocean Avenue 

• Extend the Storare Lengths Por $ 180,000 s 5,000 s 12,000 s 197,000 
Eastbound Moves Prom Carpenter 
Street • 

10 Construct Park and. Ride/Shuttle Lot $ 100,000 s 10,000 s 110,000 
at Ocean Avenue and/or Rio Road 

11 Construct Left Tum Channelization $ 690,000 s 10,000 $50,000 s 750,000 
From Northbound R.oute 1 Onto 
Handley Drive 

12 Construct a Third Northbound Lane $ 860,000 $20,000 $40,000 s 920,000 
On Route 1 From Handley Drive to the 
Highway 68 (Pacific Grove) Interchange 

TOTALS: $5,310,000 $350,000 $321.000 $5,981.000 

The •e>puational Improvement Number" is fn reference to the group of 12 Operational Improvements developed. 
as a result of a joint task force to examine potential Interim. improvements along the uistfng HfPway 1 
alignment near Carmel. See t~Jacqround• Hdion of this report for Curther detail • 
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Page 2 
RoUte 1 Opm.tional Im.provcmc.nts 

... 
Operatloaal ImproTemmts 4 &: .5- Ccm.str1lc:t 97/98 J'Y · · 
Ducripd.on.; NB dlmbtn,-IGM lltld t/JJtJl ritht ~ (WB ttl NBJ tit O:zrnul ~allq 
&od. 1'hcsc two projects are JID.OI18 tbc m.ost ~ tor ~ U'lfJio an. ; 
Ua.fortuaately, OperatioDil ~emesu 4 ls chi most 4Bllc:ulc 'CO lm.plcmarc due tD .• 
fundlna ami~ issues. 

OperatloiW Impronments 11 & 12- Coastract IJ7/98 rr 
Duaiption.; lt!jt I1U7l c.htznncU:ation (NB to 'WB) til &ndlq Driw and thlrtl 
norrhbound tlrrough-tarur. from Handky Drive ttl Hltlrway 61 /nUrr:Ju:lnfC. Like 
Operational Improvement 4, th-=e fmprcvcmcms will race the Sima i'tnctmsao.t 
envirouaJ.e:lW. problems. 
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~ulative :Impacts E. of the operational improvements will have noise, natural 
r urce, and vis.ual impacts on Highway 1. The cumulative impact from 
each of these projects must be evaluated to determine whether there 
would be a cumulative significant impact that can not be avoided. 
This is especially important for visual impacts to this Designated 
State Scenic Highway. The cumulative impacts will be addressed in the 
Environmental Document Preparation phase of each individual project. 

Operational Improvement 4 (EIR/S) . 
Operational Improvement 5 (CE or ND/FONSI) 

Operational Improvements 6 ' 7 (CE) 

Operational Improvement l.O (CE or ND/FONSI) 

4ational Improvement 9 (CE or ND/FONSI} 

Oper~tional Improvements 11 ' 12 ·(ND/~ONSI) 

I%. PROGRAMMING 

It is proposed that these projects be programmed and funded as part of 
the 1996 SHOPP, within the HB-4N (Operational Improvements) Program, 
OHC Element.. Individual projects or a combination of projects · 
estimated at less than $300 1 000 could be pursued as part of the 
District Minor A capital Program. 

The construction cost is $5,631,000 (August 1995), including $321,000 
for mitigation, and the escalated right of way cost is $350,000. %t 
is recommended that the project be programmed in the 1998/99 FY. 

We will combine qroups of these projects.together when prudent from an 
"environmental process• or •cost effective" standpoint, or to maximize 
the delivery of as many of these projects as possible in an 
expeditious manner. This would most likely be determined early in the 
Project Report/Environmental Document Preparation phase of these · 
projects • 
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Transportation ·,· 
Highway capacity north of the Carmel River may be increased ... 
through improvements or alternate alignments such as the proposed
Hatton Canyon Highway. Monterey county will take a strong ~.act:·ive · 
role in guiding future use and development of Highway l. State 
Route 1 south of the Carmel River will remain a two-lane highway. 
Highway 1 and Transportation Policies (3.1.3): . 
* The overall objective for Highway 1 should be to maintain 

the highest possible standard of scenic quality in 
management and maintenance activities carrier on within the 
State right-of-way. Bike lanes and left turn lanes are 
permitted. 

Operational Improvement's 7, 8, &. 9 will extend existing 
tum/merge lanes. There will be no change in the scenic 
character of Highway l (See Scenic or Visual Resource :tmpac:ts) 

• 

f 
Monterey County Transportation Plans 1 
The Monterey County Regional Transportation Improvement PrOgram 
(RTIP-1996/98) and Congestion Management Plan (CMP) specifically l 
include Operational Improvement's 7, 8, & 9. 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS (#33 throuab #40) 
The proposed projects will have no foreseeable socioeconomic 
impacts. 

AFFECT PUBLIC SERVICES (#41) 
The proposed.projects will provide minor short-term operational 
improvements on Highway l at the intersections with Ocean Avenue 
and Carpenter Street. The proposed projects would provide very 
minor improvements for emergency vehic~e access on Highway l 
through small increases in vehicle storage area on Highway 1 
immediately south of Ocean Avenue and at the Ocean Avenue and 
Carpenter Street intersections. 

TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS (#42.1143,#44, & #4<!) 
The project, in itself, would not generate additional traffic:. 
Proposed project improvements would offer minor operational 
improvements by providing small increases in vehicle storage area 
on Highway l immediately south of Ocean Avenue and at the Ocean 
Avenue and Carpenter Street intersections. The i!frovements ~ 
would not provide any measurable improvement in coniestlon and 1(' 
the traffic demand would continue to exceed the ava iible 
ca acit on Hi hwa 1 durin eak traffic eriods. Even with th• 
proposed project improvements ow• or sto~- -go . 
conditions can be ediected to for increas~ngly extended 
periods during the ay. 
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RESPONSE TO APPEAL OF MONTEREY COUNTY APPROVAL PLN990269 
CAL TRANS APPLICATION FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

FOR OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS 7 & 8 ON HIGHWAY 1 NEAR CARMEL 1 

The Citizens for Hatton Canyon appeal of PLN990269 is based on four main issues; improper noticing, 
nonconformance with the Carmel Area Local Coastal Plan, significant impacts that were not addressed, and 
impacts to the community without any benefit. 

A. Improper Noticing 

The noticing that was completed for the project was based on current Assessor Parcel Maps. Where the 
property owner had a mailing address that differed ftom the property address, a letter was sent to each of 
the addresses. For the Coastal Development Permit applications in 1998 imd 1999, Caltrans was required 
to provide the Assessor Parcel information, and stamped envelopes addressed for each property owner, and 
each occupant, where applicable. The City and/or town were included on each of the envelopes. Mr. 
Steven Bricker of 3705 N. Clovis Avenue, Fresno was included on Caltrans list of property owners and a 
stamped envelope with Mr. Bricker's address was provided to Monterey County for noticing. 

Monterey County completed the noticing for the appeal. Caltrans was not requested to provide a new 
Assessor Parcel list or stamped envelopes addressed for each property owner/occupant. 

This project has been under consideration by Monterey County since 1998. There have been two hearings 
before the Carmel Area Advisory Committee, two hearings before the Monterey Planning Commission, and 
a hearing before the County Board of Supervisors. The Citizens for Hatton Canyon were well represented 
at each of the hearings and have continued to present the same arguments at each of the hearings. The 
issues surrounding this project are well known. 

B. Improvements 7 & 8, and the Operational Improvement Project as a Whole, are Inconsistent 
with the Coastal Plan, the Monterey County General Plan, and County Ordinances 

I) Improvements 7 & 8 are part of a larger Operational Improvements Project which 
requires comprehensive review 

In 1993, Caltrans and the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAM C) identified a list of 
12 Operational Improvements on Highway l near Carmel that were needed as interim measures 
until the Hatton Canyon Highway was constructed. Seven of the 12 improvements were minor 
improvements to provide additional storage at existing tum lanes and merge lanes on at Highway 
I intersections with Rio Road, Carmel Valley Road, Ocean Avenue, and Carpenter Street. In 
addition, three of the Operational Improvement projects proposed additional through lanes on 
northbound Highway l, and one of the Operational Improvements proposed to replace the Cannel 
River Bridge. 

The operational improvement projects are "stand alone" projects, each with logical termini and 
independent utility. Operational Improvement 7 involves a minor extension (100 feet) of an 
existing right tum lane from SB Highway I to WB Ocean Avenue. Operational Improvement 8 
involves the extension (500 feet) of the existing SB Highway 1 merge from two lanes to one lane, 
south of Ocean Avenue. Neither of these operational improvements will require the completion of 
the additional operational improvements to provide the intended transportation benefit 

The construction of Operational Improvement 7 & 8 do not necessitate the completion of the 
remaining operational improvements. In fact, several of the operational improvements have been 
dropped (Operational Improvement's 2, 6 due to required impacts to on-street parking, and 
Operational Improvement 9 due to required tree removal impacts). The deletion of these three 

1 Received by Coastal Commission Central Coast District Office 3/20/2000 
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operational improvements has no impact on the intended transportation benefit of the other 
operational improvements. 

Only three of the operational improvement projects (Operational Improvement's 4, I I, and 12) 
have the potential for significant environmental impacts. These operational improvements will 
provide a near-continuous widening of the NB lanes of Highway I from Carmel Valley Road to 
the Highway I/ Highway 68 (West) Interchange. To accommodate the proposed additional traffic 
capacity, the proposed projects will provide additional through lanes, move the through travel 
lanes closer to existing residences, and remove a large number of existing mature trees. Based on 
the potential for significant impacts associated with Operational Improvement's 4, 11, & 12, 
Caltrans will prepare an Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIRIS) and Coastal 
Development Permit. 

Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 does not have environmental impacts. These improvements 
will not provide additional through lanes, will not move through travel lanes closer to existing 
residences, and will not require the removal of any trees. 

2) Improvements 7 and 8 and the Operational Improvements Project as a Whole are 
Inconsistent with Coastal Plan Scenic Road Provisions 

Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 have no impact on scenic resources. They will not remove any 
of the existing trees that line Highway 1. The construction of Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 
does not "facilitate the expanded use of Highway I as a major thoroughfare"; they provide very 
minor operational improvements on Highway 1 near the intersection of Ocean A venue. 
Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 do not provide additional capacity on Highway 1 to 
accommodate expanded use. 

Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 do not "reduce shoulder widths". Existing shoulder widths are 
varied through the project area but the roadway typically has 4- foot paved shoulders. Operational 
Improvement's 7 & 8 will provide a consistent 4- foot shoulder throughout the project area. A 
design exemption was necessary for the 4-foot shoulder width because standard design calls for 8-
foot shoulders. A design exemption was granted for the 4-foot shoulders due to the tree removal 
and visual impacts that would be associated with the 8-foot standard shoulder. 

Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 will not interfere with the use of this segment as a bike route. 
Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 maintain a 4-foot shoulder width for use by bicyclists. In 
addition, Operational Improvement 8 will improve safety for bicyclists. The existing highway has 
a drainage ditch with a 2-foot drop-off immediately adjacent to the paved shoulder. Operational 
Improvement 8 will improve the drainage through the project area, removing the potential drop-off 
adjacent to the bike lane. 

Operational Improvement's 4, 11, & 12 will have impacts on scenic resources through the removal 
of large Monterey pines that currently line Highway, a designated State Scenic Highway. As 
stated previously, the impacts associated with Operational Improvement's 4, 11, & 12 will be 
addressed in an EIRIS and a separate Coastal Development Permit. Construction of Operational 
Improvement's 7 & 8 does not necessitate the completion of Operational Improvement's 4. ll, & 
12 to provide the intended transportation benefit. 

3) Improvement's 7 & 8, and The Operational Improvements Project as a Whole, are 
Inconsistent With Coastal Plan Visual Resources Provisions 

Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 have no impact on visual resources. They will not remove any 
of the existing trees or shrubs that line Highway 1. The existing "natural screen" will be 
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maintained. Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 will not diminish the overall scenic value of the 
corridor. 

Operational Improvement's 4, 11, & 12 will have impacts on visual resources through the removal 
of large Monterey pines that currently line Highway 1. As stated previously, the impacts 
associated with Operational Improvement's 4, 11, & 12 will be addressed in an EIRIS and a 
separate Coastal Development Permit. Construction of Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 does not 
necessitate the completion of Operational Improvement's 4, II, & 12 to provide the intended 
transportation benefit. 

4) The Operational Improvement Project is Inconsistent with Local Coastal Plan and 
General Plan Requirements for Development in Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Areas 

Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 are confined to the existing Highway 1 unpaved shoulder area. 
The project area is a highly disturbed area vegetated with ruderal grasses and herbs and Genista, 
an invasive exotic. 

Operational Improvement's 4, II, & 12 will have impacts on Monterey pine forest, an 
environmentally sensitive habitat. As stated previously, the impacts associated with Operational 
Improvement's 4, 11, & 12 will be addressed in an EIRIS and a separate Coastal Development 
Permit. Construction of Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 does not necessitate the completion of 
Operational Improvement's 4, II, & 12 to providethe intended transportation benefit. 

5) Improvement's 7 & 8, and the Operational Improvements Project As a Whole, Are 
Inconsistent With Local Coastal Plan Requirements for the Protection of Water and 
Marine Resources and Flood Hazards 

Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 would add an insignificant amount of impervious road surface 
(1,361 square meters), especially when considered in the context of the existing impervious road 
surfaces in this developed portion of the Cannel Area. The distance to the Carmel River (more 
than 1.5 miles) is adequate to settle out any pollutants prior to entering any "area of special 
biological significance." All unpaved areas disturbed by construction activities will receive 
erosion control treatment. In addition, the Caltrans Standard Specifications for the project will 
require the Contractor to develop a Water Pollution Control Plan to insure that erosion and 
sedimentation associated with the proposed project will be retained on-site. 

Operational Improvement's 4, 11, & 12 has the potential to impact water quality. As stated 
previously, the impacts associated with Operational Improvement's 4, 11, & 12 will be addressed 
in an EIRIS and a separate Coastal Development Permit. Construction of Operational 
Improvement's 7 & 8 does not necessitate the completion of Operational Improvement's 4, ! 1, & 
12 to provide the intended transportation benefit. 

6) Improvement's 7 & 8, and the Operational Improvements Project As a Whole, are 
Inconsistent With Requirements for the Protection of Air Quality 

Air Quality Studies were completed for Operational Improvement's 7 & 8. The proposed projects 
are traffic flow improvement measures that are identified as Traffic Control Measures in the 
Monterey County Air Quality Management Plan. While the proposed improvements will not 
improve the overall flow of traffic in this area, they do provide minor traffic flow improvements in 
the vicinity of the Highway 1/0cean Avenue intersection. 

7) Improvements 7 & 8, as Stand Alone Projects, Have No Benefit and are Detrimental 
to the Community 
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Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 are stand-alone projects with benefits to the travelling public . 

Operational Improvement 7: 
Lengthens and provides a formal delineation of the existing right-tum pocket from SB 
Highway 1 to WB Ocean A venue. 

Helps to separate traffic turning on Ocean Avenue from the through traffic on Highway 
1. 

Operational Improvement 8: 
Improves drainage and safety by removing the existing open ditch along Highway I 

Moves the end of the SB lane merge further from the Ocean A venue signal, thereby 
reducing the frequency of peak period traffic back -ups into the intersection. 

Improves drainage and the shoulder at Mesa Drive to facilitate right-turns from SB 
Highway I to WB Mesa Drive. 

Improves driveway access by widening the driveway entrances. 

Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 were never intended to relieve traffic congestion on Highway I. 
They were intended as interim measures until long-term transportation improvements can be 
completed for Highway 1. As interim improvements, the goal is to provide minor improvements 
at specific intersection locations, not capacity enhancement. Operational Improvement's 7 & 8 
were developed in consultation with the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAM C) 
and were approved by the Carmel Area Advisory Committee and the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors . 

Operational Jmprovement's 7 & 8 do not create serious safety concerns. In fact, Operational 
Improvement 8 will improve existing driveways with direct access on Highway 1. While some 
residents along Operational Improvement 8 will have to cross an additional lane of traffic to 
access their driveway, this is a condition that already exists for many residents along this section 
of Highway I. Based on traffic safety information from the 1997 Negative Declaration/Finding of 
No Significant Impact, the accident rate (2. 75 A/MVM) for the 2-lane section of Highway I (PM 
72.0173.8) is more than twice the accident rate (1.36 A/MVM) ofthe 4-lane section of Highway 1 
(PM 73.8/75.I). 

Operational Improvement 8 will provide additional storage area on Highway l during peak travel 
periods. During these peak periods, access for the seven residents with direct access along 
Highway 1 in this area may be more difficult. It may take residents longer to find an opening to 
tum into their driveways, however, with the extremely low traffic speeds; the impact on safety is 
minimal. During off-peak travel periods, Operational Improvement 8 may improve access time to 
the driveways . 
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• HIGHWAY 1 ~PERA.INAL IMPROVEMENTS ••• 
l 

APRIL 1994 
ESTIMATED CfC FISCAL YEAR 

PROJECT COST TIMEFRAME RTL DELIVERY COMMENTS 

1. Replace Cannel River Bridge $4,400,000 36-48 MO. 94/95 Project Completed 

2. Second WB Through Lane at Rio Road $ 100,000 24-36 MO. 95/96 Project Eliminated By 
Monterey County 

3. Dual Left Tum at Cannel Valley Road $ 200,000 24-36 MO. 95/96 Project Report Completed; 
Project In Mid-Design 

4. NB Climbing Lane Prom Carmel Valley Rd $2,600,000 36-48 MO. 97/98 PSR To Be Completed 9/l/95; 
To Morse Drive Combined Witb No. 5 

5. Dual Right Tum WB Cannel Valley Rd $ 100,000 36-48 MO. 97/98 PSR To Be Completed 9/1/95; 
To NB Highway 1 Combined With No. 4 

6. Exclusive Right Tum Lane ED Ocean Ave · $ 100,000 24~36 MO. 96/97 PSR To Be Completed 9/1/95 
To SB Highway 1 . 

7. Extend Right Tum Lane SB Highway 1 $ 100,000 24-36 MO. 96/97 PSR To Be Completed 9/l/95 
To WB Ocean Ave 

6. Extend Lane Reduction Southbound $ 100,000 24-36 MO. 95/96 Project Report Completed; 
South of Ocean Avenue Project in Mid-Design 

9. Extend Storage Length EB Leg at $ 100,000 24-36 MO. 96/97 PSR To De Completed 9/1/9~ I~ 

fi 
m 

Carpenter St >< 
:t: 

10. Park and Ride/Shuttle Lot at $ 100,000 24-36 MO. 96/97 To Be Pursued Separately I m 
Ocean Ave or Rio Road Under Rideshare Program • =i - 2 

11. Left Tum Channelization NB Highway 1 $ 500,000 24-36 MO. 97/98 PSR. To Be Completed 9/1/9! 1 I 0 ft-1. 

To WB Handley Dr Combined Witb 'No. 12 

12. Third Northbound Lane Prom Handley Dr $1,000,000 24-36 MO. 97/98 PSR To Be Completed 9/1/9! 1 I 10 
To Pacific Grove Interchange Combined With No. 11 
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RECEIVED 
JAN 1 0 2000 

CALiFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Board of Supervisors 
East Wing, ~oom 225 
240 Church St. 
Salinas, ca. 93901 

January 5, 2000 

STJ13T8CT: cxmr-.rTY I S1TP'Envr snP, 'PO'r'T'B~ 
VHDE\TING HI(Pftl.A.V I 

we strongly oppose the current plans for projects ta 

l-J:ighway I from Carpenter Street to r,armel Valley Road. 1.¥hy 

waste money on this project when we know it will do nothing 

to alleviate the traffic problem on T1ighway T. f? S;1fe:.ty and 

air pollution are other Feasons to cancel this project 

immediately. Hatton r,anyon bypass funds should be returned 

• 

to the project, as we know l{atton r:anyon is the O'TTJY solution • 

to traffic problems on Highway I. 

7f?o~ C.7 tJ/ ~.A/ry~· 
Willis & Ernestine ~hepard 

cc:jJV!P.mebers of Board of Sllpervisors 
('!8.1 Trans. 
Acting county r,ounsel 
Mo.co. Administrative Officer 
coastal ~lann~, Central roast Aren 

EXHIBIT NO. t 
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R c D 
JAN 11 2000 

CAUPJRNIA 
COASTAL COMM!SSIO~J 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Rick Hyman 
Coastal Planner, Central Coast Area 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street 
santa Cruz CA 95060 

We urge you to oppose the current plans for 
widening Highway 1 from Carpenter Street to 
Carmel Valley Road. 

Please support the Monterey County Planning 
CommisE>ion in it~; recent decisions on this 
matter. 

~~_x;/KJ.~ .. 
/O}tX{ (}, (c~~~ 

Raymond and Ruth Kel.y 
26010 Via Portola , 
Carmel CA 93923 

EXHIBIT NO. K 



IV 
JAN 1 0 2000 

CALIPOHNi~ c 

CM".T. AL coMtv1!So!ON 
G~~~~,T A.REP, 

January 5, 2000 

With this letter I want to express my opposition to the current proposal for construction of a climbing 
lane and associated projects on Highway 1 in Carmel. The addition of a climbing lane is at best an attempt to 
solve only half the traffic problem in mouth of Carmel Valley for clearly it won't affect southbound congestion 
at all. Likely, it won't either provide much relief on the northbound lanes. The lights on the Highway will 
continue to halt the traffic there. Caltrans engineers have shown anyway that neither these, nor any others, of 
the many proposed alterations to the Highway will provide a long term solution. These projects are a waste. _ 

The proposed action on the Highway will increase the risk of accidents. Recent construction and 
renovation of sports facilities at Carmel High School increasingly tempts students to stay there after school. I 
come upon these kids jaywalking across the Highway on their way home from the after-school sports. They 
already risk their lives doing this and will be further endangered by increased speed on the road. The risk and 
killing power of collisions will also increase with speed. So will frequency of collisions associated with ingress 
from driveways and side roads. As high speed truck traffic is brought up to the walls of homes, mistakes by 
drivers now threaten the lives and safety of people inside their bedrooms and living rooms. The projects thus 
unacceptably raise the risk of bloodshed, without providing much relie£ 

The disttess afflicted upon the people who live along the Highway by these proposed projects is nothing 
short of abuse. The road noise they live with is already so intense that the proponents of the projects can 
truthfully state that any additional noise will not be discernible. Dare anyone mention vibration? Next to the 
road it is equivalent to 3-4 on Richter scale whenever the Cross Roads delivery trucks go by. They usually do 
between 5 and 7 AM. Both the noise and vibration increase with speed and with the road's proximity to the 
houses. The driveways from which ingress already requires acrobatics under the wheel will become steeper and 
less negotiable. This requires speed reduction before egress, increasing the risk of rear ending. It also increases 
difficulties of ingress, promoting rage and erratic driving. I have watched an attempt at a left turn ingress onto 
Highway 1 from a driveway below Ocean Avenue. After sitting many minutes with the left blinker on, the 
driver suddenly gunned the engine and the car jolted onto the road in a Dglu tum. He then immediately 
slammed on the brakes and stopped to then repeat the jolt when a break occurred, across the northbound lane, 
into the High school parking lot, and up the lot to the light on Ocean Avenue. There he finally made it onto 
the northbound lane. Similarly dangerous acrobatics are frequent, not only on driveways, but also on both the 
Morse and Atherton intersections. The proposed action on the Highway will aggravate all this, and still will not 

solve the traffic knots. 

Every legitimate environmental concern raised in the Hatton Canyon applies to the Highway 1 corridor. 
The ecosystem is similar, the ttees and bugs are the same, the birds are the same. There is even a similar 
seasonal wetland north of Atherton Drive. The scale is different all right; but so is also the fact that along 
Highway 1 there is a habitat of people direcdy affected. Highway 1 runs through a built-up area, and the road 
has already encroached too much upon the adjacent properties. It is ironic, if not hypocritical, that some of 
those who champion the laws and regulations that protect our environment should now be willing to violate 
laws and regulations that protect ourselves. I urge you, sir, to rise above such perversion and oppose the 
proposed projects on Highway 1. 

Haflidi H Jonsson 
25875 Mesa Drive 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Sincerely;~, /1 r 

t/;f!" ~/·-'/ ' l ~ . . . 
/ I 

I / ..... 

• 

• 
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• 
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Mr. Rick Hyman 
Coastal Planner, Central Coast Area 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 .Q£1:4'@1. 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

25670 Morse Drive 
Carmel, California 93923 
5 January, 2000 

~~ .. '~. llil ~ 

JAN 1 0 ZOOO 

CALIPORN!A 
COASTAL COUl\fllSSiON 
CE!\!TRAL CO,i!.ST AREA 

Subj: Supervisor Potter's Proposal to Widen Highway 1 

Dear Mr. Hyman: 

I strongly oppose the current plans for projects on Highway 1 from 
Carpenter Street to Carmel Valley Road. I request that they be cancelled 
immediately in the interests of safety, sound, and air quality in the area 
and beyond, degradation of this State Mandated Scenic Highway, and peril 
to residents of the entire area, Carmel Valley, the Carmel Highlands and 
the Big Sur area when ambulance or emergency equipment is a vital need. 

I further request that you encourage CaiTrans to re-allocate funding to the 
Hatton Canyon Freeway project and to commence immediate construction 
on this vitally needed, long overdR.Loadway. 

Sincerely, 

0?wr-~71.~4-
Marcia U. Beaumont 

EXHIBIT NO. I(_ 
PLICATION NO . 
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JAN 1 0 2000 

" ,9AUPORNIA 
C.Or:§ 1Al COrM:1! SSIO~J 
(,p! I 01\L f~"Tafj"'~-A ~-i'L ·~~ =~ '-'r rue yu1 '•-· 

Coastal Planner, Central Coast Area 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Mr.Hyman: 

25057 Hatton Road 
Carmel, CA 93923-8365 
January 6, 2000 

Please vote NO on widening Highway 1 north of Rio Road in Carmel. Not only 
would widening destroy the beauty of this MANDATED SCENIC IDGHW AY, but 
would pose a real danger to people. There would be no "Pullover Room" for cars when 
emergency vehicles need to get through_ In addition, widening the highway south of 
Ocean Avenue would endanger residents pulling out of their driveways. And most 
intolerable, would be the construction activity along this busy road. Daytime work would 
severely impact already congested traffic, and night work would make sleep impossible for 
the many residents along highway 1. 

PLEASE VOTE NO! !I 

Sincerely, 

EXHIBIT NO . 



EC IV ED 
Charles Felder 
25685 Morse Dr 
Carmel, CA 93923 

JM~.zo~,cl 
CAt iPORNIA 

COASTAL COMt;.~!SSlQN 
CENTRAL COAST ~E/ightfully oppose the current plans for projects on Highway 1 

from Carpenter Street to Carmel Valley Road. We respectfully request that 
they be cancelled immediately in the matter of safety, sound and air 
quality in the area and beyond, degradation of this Stat& Mandated Scenic 
Highway, and peril to residents of the entire area, Carmel Valley. the 
Carmel Highlands and the Big Sur when ambulances/emergency equipment is a 
vital need. 

Further, the program of widening is a shameful retreat from the 
expectation that governments follow the law. 

Nl.IDiher One: 

The County/Supervisor Potter are completing plans to build 
three 11-foot wide lanes to replace two 12-foot wide lanes from 
700 feet north of Carmel Valley Road to Mesa Drive. 

A long section of the road runs through a "cut" with tall rock 
sidewalls a roadspace width of 40 feet. (Forty feet is their figure.) 

The three 11-foot wide lanes would take up all but 7 feet of the 
40 feet from rock wall to rock wall. 

On one side a 4-foot drop would accommodate a drainage ditch. 'the 
remaining 3-feet would be the total space along the other rock wall. 

Years ago CalTrans wrote that this area was at or above capacity 
14 hours a day;and the volume of traffic has increased enormously. 

Three lanes with no shoulders would 1n es9ence be like a cgrk in 
a bottle, where motorists cannot pulL aside at· a time gf breakd.QKD. or 
to let ambulances and fire equipment pass .• 

The Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula is a short distance 
north of the area. Residents of Carmel Valley, the Highlands and the Big 
Sur would wait for an ambulance to attempt to get through the "cut" 
and experience long waits once in the ambulance to turn around to drive 
to the hospital. .• back through the "cut. 11 

California Coastal Commission Coastal Planner Rick Ryman advised 
CalTrans Gary Ruggerone and Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
Mary Orrison on March 14. 1997, that Highway l in this location is the 
Pacific Coast Bicycle Route, ana Coastal permit #3-83-7 issued to 

• 

• 

CalTrans approved the bike lanes on the segment and "they should be retained." 

'/kutvk y;r../ 

cLt._ t:eL.. 
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JAN 1 0 ZOOO 

CAUPORN!A 
C(\ AC>TAI COMMISSION 

vF:v.:...-,.. 'T ~QCA CENTrLI\L ~.~OAS. P" •'-" 

3535 Oak Pl. 
Carmel, CA_ 93923 
January 5, 2000 

Mr. Rick Hyman 
Coastal Planner, Gentral Coast Area 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Supervisor: 

Re: Widening Highway 1. 

• 

We were pleased to see that there was a group of people 
still thinking about what is good for the commuity and 
the people and not for some political or personal agenda. 
The Planning Commission we believe are using their minds 
to do what is gight. 

I urge you to respect their decision and not to overturn 
it. 

Sincerely 

Alfred & Ann C 

EXHIBIT NO. 

~· 
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Widening Highway 1 - page two - January 3, 2000 

We rightfully oppose the current plans for projects on Highway 1 
from Carpenter Street to Carmel Valley Road. We respectfully request that 
they be cancelled immediately in the matter of safety, sound and air 
quality in the area and beyond, degredation of this State Mandated Scenic 
Highway, and peril to residents of the entire area, Carmel Valley, the 
Carmel Highlands and the Big Sur when ambulances/emergency equipment is a 
vital need. 

Further, the program of widening is a shameful retreat from the 
expectation that governments follow the law. 

Number One: 

The County/Supervisor Potter are completing plans to build 
three 11-foot wide lanes to replace two 12-foot wide lanes from 
700 feet.north of Carmel Valley Road to Mesa Drive. 

A long section of the road runs through a "cut" with tall rock 
sidewalls a roadspace width of 4~ feet. (Forty feet is their figure.) 

The three 11-foot wide lanes would take up all but 7 feet of the 
40 feet from rock wall to rock wall. 

On one side a 4-foot drop would accommodate a drainage ditch. the 
remaining 3-feet would be the total space along the other rock wall. 

Years ago CalTrans wrote that this area was at or above capacity 
14 hours a dayJand the volume of traffic has increased enormously. 

Three lanes with no shoulders would in essence be like a Cork in 
a bottle, where motorists cannot pull aside at a time of breakdown o~ 
to let ambulances and fire equipment pass .• 

The Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula is a short distance 
north of the area. Residents of Carmel Valley. the Highlands and the Big 
Sur would wait for an ambulance to attempt to get through the "cut" 
and experience long waits once in the ambulance to turn around to drive 
to the hospital. •• back through the "cut." 

California Coastal Commission Coastal Planner Rick Hyman advised 
CalTrans Gary Ruggerone and Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
Mary Orrison on March 14, 1997, that Highway 1 in this location is the 
Pacific Coast Bicycle Route, ana . Coastal permit #3-83-7 issued to 
CalTrans approved the bike lanes on the segment and "they should be retained." 

The current.plan is to build the bicycle path outside of the widening 
project. The Pacific Coast Bicycle Route would be built via Rio Road and 
the Hatton Fields neighborhood roads of Atherton Drive and Mesa Drive. 
On Rio Road the path would take out parking, and the road space through 
Atherton and Mesa Drive is not even wide enough for sidewalks. 



Widening Highway 1 - page three - January 3, 2000 

It is a matter of amazement that the "experts" believe that there • 
is need for two lanes only driving Northbound, and that would solve the 
congestion situation. Why do they believe that more people drive North 
than the number who drive Southbound? 

One can only imagine the delays and danger that project would impose 
upon South Carmel Hills residents entering and leaving South Carmel Hills 
Drive or Morse Drive. 

Funded by a developer and Monterey County. 

Number Two: 

CalTrans will appeal to the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday~ 
January 11, 2000:o at 3:15 p.m. to overturn the J.Jlanning Commissin denial of 
widening Highway 1 above Ocean Avenue and South of the Avenue to just 
past Mesa Dri.ve. 

The meeting will be held in the Board of Supervisors Chamhersl> 
Second Floor, East Wing, Room 225~ Courthouse, 240 Church Street, Salinas. 

The Monterey County Planning Commission has twice denied permits 
for the widening projects (called Operational Improvements 7 and 8). 
The denial for widening was by unanimous vote on September 8:o 1999. 
Only two members (Scott Hennessey of Monterey and one other) voted to allow 
the widening at the meeting on July 29, 1998. 

To widen the curb lane above Ocean Avenue would push the traffic 
farther against the yards of homes, ~king it even more dangerous for the 
residents to enter and leave. their driveways. The father of three smAll 
children tells us of his fear of a rear-ender accident every time he slows 
down to enable him t6 make a right turn into his driveway. 

With more road space, speed increases. 

0000000000000000 

The CalTrans appeal to allow widening South of Ocaean Avenue to 
just past Mesa Drive now calls the merging lane a second lane. What has 
been added to the project is what is in fact a_ third lane by filling in the 
open ditch that is snug up to the properties on the West side of the highway. 

The excuse is that the covered ditch would provide "a more forgiving 
roadway" to enhance safety for driv.ers entering and exiting driveways al~ng 
the length of the project. 

Entirely the opposite is true. 

If a lane (shoulder) is added, motorists will drive in it crossing 
directly over the culverts at driveways where residents wa;J.t--out a~ 
the edge in order to dart out when there is a lull in the traffic. 

• 
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Widening Highway 1 - page four - January 3, 2000 

When the Highway 1 residents built their homes they received permits 
from CalTrans for those driveway-culvert entrances. (I may add here, that 
the homes were built a-f-t-e-r the State and County had signed a freeway 
agreement to build a bypass in Hatton Canyon and keep Highway 1 as a rural 
road.) 

Question: what is the solution to the congestion and danger? 

The Hatton Canyon bypass needed a short delay to re-state environmental 
review of the pitch.canker in Monterey Pine trees, etc. yet the Hatton bypass 
funds were transferred to the Prunedale bypass. 

Funds were supposed to be transferred only to projects ·ready to 
be built. The State roads fund has such a large backlog of unspent money 
that supporters of a bond issue for more money may find it difficult to 
receive approval of the voters. Out-of-order transfers such as Hatton 

EXHIBIT NO. K. 
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JAN 1 0 ZOOO 

CALIPORNIA 
COP,STi\L COM~·~l!S~_!QN 
CE:'HRAL COAST AKtA January 6 ,2000 

Frank: Uyeda 
25388 Highway One 
Carmel, CA 93923 

Rick Hyman 
Coastal Planner, Central Coast Area 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Mr. Rick Hyman-

Those of us who have jobs or businesses are not able to be at the County Board of 
Supervisor's Meeting which is scheduled for Jan. 11, 2000, in the middle of the afternoon 
3: 15 p.m. and in Salinas. Consequently I am writing this letter to all the governmental 
Politicians involved in the project to widen Hwy. 1-- Rio Road to Mesa Drive. 

I live on Hwy. l just across from Carmel High School and I generally try to leave 
for my business in Monterey by 7:00am. Ifi leave at 7:30a.m. or 7:45am the traffic is so 
bad that I have not been able to get out of my driveway for at times through two signal 
light changes at Hwy. 1 and Ocean Ave. which can seem like hours. One person, over a 2 
week period was kind enough to stop and let me onto the Highway and because he did 
that, a lot of impatient people were angry with him and began blowing their horns. It is 
amazing how vicious people can be when they're on the road. 

The traffic speed has increased considerably especially when the traffic is lighter. 
One day I found myself driving bumper to bumper 55 mph in a 40 mph zone going North 
to keep up with the traffic and not upset those angry drivers (and that's in the right slow 
lane) I figure the fast lane people are going 60 to 65 mph. · 

Increasing more lanes at Rio Road to Mesa Road is severely going to make 
matters worse as I have discussed once again angry people are going to be upset with the 
people merging into the traffic. Try driving in this mess as my family and neighbors do 
daily. 

Over the holidays we had some guests in our home. We apologized for the noisy 
traffic in front of our horne. They graciously commented that it wasn't too bad but it had 
gotten noisy since the last time they visited us. They were surprised, however, the amount 
of times they heard sirens even in the late evening . This brings another point of the 
problem -- Ambulance, Fire Dept., Sheriff, and Highway Patrol are really held up for 
emergencies. There have been numerous fender benders and several major accidents in 
the last year. Every time we hear a crash noise we run out to see if we can help with our 
Cellular phone in hand. · 

During a horne fire or forest fire we see fleets of fire dept. cars and trucks weaving 
their way to their emergency like the "Streets of San Francisco". 

I am surprised the amount of commercial trucks using Hwy. 1. One day while on 
vacation I sat in my vehicle on my driveway in the middle of the week about 9 a.m. and 



counted 16 semi- trucks (some of them with tandem trailers). I guess that's why the road • 
is in such bad shape (Rio Road to Carpenter Street). 

Widening or putting in climbing lane on Hwy. 1 is not even a band aid to the 
problems, instead it would make matters worse. We insist that the prescribed original plan 
to build Hatton Canyon Parkway be taken post haste for the good of all the people. 

The fund for Hwy. 1 being transferred to Prunedale cut off was not fair since 
Hatton Canyon Parkway has had priority many times for over 30 years. 

Our area has had limited growth while North County, Salinas, and Gonzales area 
has had tremendous growth and expansion. In the 1920's my dad had a ranch in Salinas 
which is now John Street and Alisal Street. Now driving out toward the Posse Grounds 
t~ere are acres and acres of houses and how many new large shopping areas have come up 
in recent years in those areas. 

For the safety of the people in our area and those using Hwy. 1, the only solution 
as Cal-Trans states is that Hatton Canyon Parkway be built to relieve the mess on Hwy. 1. 
The property is there, the funds were there, environmental reports all justified and many 
costly suites have been fought and won. 

After moving into our dream home 20 years ago this Highway problem has been a 
nightmare. 

Thank You For You Patience 
and Consideration 

Sincerely Yours, 
. . ..• "':::.. _/'1 -

-· -···-:~-:.J::C.~ .;e--'" .. 4.7~:.4 L/..----
frank Uyeda 

EXHIBIT NO . 
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Citizens For Hatton Canyon 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

I D 
MAR 1.; 2000 

3512 Ocean Avenue • Carmel, CA 93923 

March 11, 2000 

Agenda No. 

Application No. 

Lois Starnes 
3512 Ocean Avenue 
Carmel, CA 93923 CALJFOR1\!!A 

COASTAL COMfvliSS!ON 
CE!HRAL COAST AREA 

Public Hearing, New Appeal 

Permit No. A-3-MC0-00-010 

APPLICANTS: CalTrans District 5, Attn: Gary Ruggerone, 
Senior Environmental Planner 

APPELLANTS: Citizens for Hatton Canyon, Attn: C/o Christine Gianascol 

In the matter of CalTrans application to extend the right 
turn lane southbound Highway 1 to westbound Ocean Avenue (Operational 
Improvement #7) and Operational Improveent #8 to extend the 
merge lane southbound Highway One south of Ocean Avenue: 

We object to the projects, and at OI #7 the Commission is 
made aware that it is an extreme danger to occupants of homes 
along the route to enter and leave driveways. In a somewhat 
steep area of Highway 1, residents merge into fast traffic when 
they come out of properties behind their front yard fences. To 
increase the number of homes affected and increase the peril 
to occupants of the homes and their children is uncommon in 
the matter of building safe roads. 

This is by plan and promise of the State of California 
and County of Monterey a residential street. Traffic to the 
huge population south of Carmel Hill was diverted from the 
streets of Monterey to a bypass East of the City. Planned, then, 
was to continue the four-lane divided bypass southward through 
the Hatton Canyon. 

By not completing that promise all that massive traffic 
merges with local area users down to a 2-lane road inside a 
narrow "cut." I emphasize that the PROMISE that the bypass 
would continue when the California Highway Commission adopted 
the Hatton Canyon route as a freeway January 18, 1956 - and the 
state and county signed a freeway agreement the following spring 
on May 6, 1957. 

NEXT: TO THE MATTER OF OPERATIONAL "IMPROVEMENT" # 8: 



• 

California Coastal Commission - page two - March 11, 2000 • 

As the Highway continues below the Ocean Avenue 
intersection, entry and exit at residences would be even more 
critical. 

More than that, the added merging lane would extend past 
the Mesa Drive entrance to Highway 1. Three lanes would 
immediately merge into one .•• AND the lane they would enter 
is edged by a high dirt and rock wall that would close out 
any chance to "move over.a 

Note: you need to know that proponents of the lengthened 
merging lane may tell you that the problem of merging into one 
lane can be solved by widening the two 12-foot wide lanes 
into three 11-foot wide lanes. That is not a solution. 

The third lane would be NORTHBOUND. The mass of three 
lanes would still nudge down into one lane. 

Even ten years ago the project area was at or over capacity 
fourteen hours a day. A current traffic count would be 
enlightening. 

(Notice on tne enclosed picture of the intersection • 
where the three lanes would merge into one, the evidence 
that to construct the third lane through this 
narrow 11 cut" of Highway 1 could not meet Federal or 
State highway design requirements. 

(It may be useful to you to read the complete engineering 
study of that plan. Enclosed is letter from the Department 
of Transportation to Mr. Don Wilcoxon, dated January 2, 2000.) 

It is pertinent that you know that the Monterey County 
·Planning Commission twice rejected the projects - once with 
all but two members voting to reject, and the recent second 
vote was unanimous to deny. When appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors the four members who voted to transfer funds of 
the only solution to the congestion in the area (the Hatton 
Canyon bypass) to a project in Prunedale, made a political 
statmement instead of an engineering statement and approved 
the dangerous and useless widening, disregarding the months 
of study made by the members of the Planning Commission. 

Highway 1 forms the Eastern border of the California 
Coastal lands, has been declared a State Mandated Scenic Highway, 
and the Commission by letter made this statement to the 
Department of Transportation in regard to a study of Highway 1: 
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California Coastal Commission - page three - March 11, 2000 

"We do recommend that the project (widening) include 
as wide shoulders as possible to allow for safe bicycle access. 
Highway One in this location is the Pacific Coast Bicycle 
Route and is a popular recreation attraction." 

Finally, we call to your attention that the local High 
School borders the Highway, and the entrance is at the'dangerous 
intersection of Ocean Avenue and Highway 1. There is no 
safe path for high school students or residents along the 
highway. The ambient noise level deemed satisfactory in the 
area is far above acceptable. Any roadbed widening endangers 
the Monterey Pine where the traffic would travel over the root 
spread of those shallow rooted trees. The Highway is the only 
route to the local hospital for the huge number of residents 
in Carmel Valley, the Highlands, the Big Sur, and all areas 
in the county south of the hospital. Without proper shoulders 
in most of the area the ability to "move over" for ambulances 
and fire equipment is precarious. We have a taped picture of 
the traffic of an ambulance attempting to move through the 
area of Carmel Valey Road and Highway One wherein the ambulance 
was required to back up and drive through the streets of 
the Village of Carmel to get to the hospital a few miles to the 
North . 

We respectfully request that the projects not be given 
your vote of approval. 

Sincerely, 
\.a . · .. 
./)c~~ 

Lois Starnes, Founding Member 

CITIZENS FOR HATTON CANYON 

Enclosures: as stated 
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15 2000 

CAUFORN!A 
Co-AS'' 1 COMMlSSHl~ 
CEN"",: COAST ARE~ 

Don Wilcoxon 
Rancho SanCar1os Partnership 
l Rancho San Carlos Road 
Camet, CA 9J923 

Dear Mr. Wilcoxon: 

Jarwary 13~ 2000 

05-MON-01-73.0/73.6 
OS99 6MC 0943 

Subject: Widen Highway One to Provide Additi,onal Northbonnd Lfme 

• 

Thank you for ytrut recent applicalion tbr the propol'led aonhboutld cllmbina lane on· State Route t 
hetwcen Carmel Valley Road and Marse .llrive in t.he v.lciaity of Cm:mel·by·thc:>Sea. Al5 you are 
aware, the Departmc:t\t bas be~n very inv(•lv"d with its own projec~ lu addreu the ,;tgniti.cant tmftlc 
cona~ii\Jn along this stretch ()fhighway. The Oepa;rtment has been attemptina; to i111pleme.o.t se"eral 
projt:ets ~ r~t.~olve this consisting ofvario1.1:1 interim operadonal in'IJlY(IYetTJ¢ntS on existing Ste.t\: • 
Route 1. Uafol"tt.lnately, all actious have jJCOVCil .;ontruvetS'f.al.. and have be~n mired in debate and 
litigurlon for ma11y years. 

We rc~ognize that there is merit to your p::-oposal to provide lhe upb.ill-elimbfng Jane. Tt might 
provide some degree nf ~h.,rt-term coapstion rellef at no construction cost to tb.e public. However~ 
we ba"c .serious concerns about the propo.~ that prevent us ftom issuing the cnaoac:hmtm.t permit 
for tbc proposed work at this time. Yow: J,.COposal ii clusc:ly related -to Opera.ritntal. Tmf"'"'V!.'!mcnt 4w 
one of the interim impr.ove.ments currer&rl)' befna; developed by the Department. It is bai1;ally the. . 
samo project with nmower (D.OU--s~ J lane 8lld shoulder Y~id.ths. A lep.l c;.hall.:,ngo to all of tl¥: 
operarioaal impro~ments, filed. 'by Citizens for ;mtton Canyon:, tem.ams pendinuW.l\ionterey . 
Courrry S~r Court at this time. B~"&u.se of this, the Oepeitment is currently bound by a Co\1rl 
Order iesced in the case by tbc Houorable Ri~hard M. Silver. The Order .requires U..e prepar.diun of 
at Least a Neptive D~laration pursuant tc the provisinn~ af the Catifomia E.nvh\mmental Q1Jali~ 
Act for Operational Improve=ent 4. 

YO\U' proposal would haw the Departmer11. act u lead asenet and prepm:e a CateJorit;al Exemption 
fbr its proposal. If the Dcpa.rtment were tc• approve the atfJS'01'ical exemption for tbis proposal? it 
would arguably be in viol:~don of the c.cnlrt Order. 'Caltrc!' lc_,. staffhu Qlntaetet,i co~l for 
Citi:zc:ns for Hatton Cmyon 'to see if a moe..ificalion or the Order could be agreed' upon T<.lresolve \bis 
problem. Citizens frn: Hatton Canyon bas •'ieel!ned ~ agree to such a modification. 

w._ are olso ~onccmcd that you do :not i.Atcnd r.o apply for a coucal dcvelopmenL permit. c:onrending 
that th<': proposal woUld. b¢ C..XClliJ't from txrmitting as a D13fntenan<:e project. The l)epamncnt's le¢ • 
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staff' has reviewed this jssue and believell that a coastal dw~lopment permit would be required for 
this proposal. 1'h.is entire stretch of highway fs loca~d within the Coastal Zone. On September 3, 
J 978. the California Coastal Commission adopted 11 spec;ific dd1n.ition of its maintenance exemption 
as applied to tll~ Dep~nt':s activities. Tite defi.uitiun states that aa.iviti~:s re.quiring any excavation 
ounide of~ roadway prism are not ~~jc:ct lo the maintenance a."emption. The definition also states 
that restri.Pin¥ to add more lan~10. is not st.bjec\ Lo the maintenance exempti.o.u. Your proposal 
involves tr~ removil, excavation QUtsid'~ of the existing roadway prism, pavement wid~. and. 
restrlping to add lanes. This work would .. therefore. rea.1uirl!l a ooBStol development permit. The 
issuance of an exemption appears to be a violation l)fthe Coa~taJ Act, and as the underlying property 
owner authorizing the encroachm~:nl penait, CaltraM wouJ4 be held responsible. 

Approval of )'O\l'r ,Permit would also nece~,m!y involve th~ Co~.mty a1 this pol nt The 
Departmc:ot ba., indicaie:d its willingnes..o:; rt1 continue working with Monterey County and 
coordinate the impletQentation of your proposal. W• have advised the County of t.he need for 
meeting to address the Depnnm.cnt's concerns: such tiS Obtain.illj an agrecment fi'()m Cittcens 
for Hatton Canyon to modify tb~ coun order to allow a categorical exemptiou) bavin&; tbe 
County act a.'l the CEQA lead agency to rrepare the environmental document, and resolve the 
issue of needing a. ooa..~al development ~~mut.. 

there a~ also additional cont;em~ regar.d.ing community. environ.rnenta! and non-standard 
des:iifl fea~ that need to be addTessed u; follo\VS: 

ENVIRONMENTAL tnd COMMUNITY 

The follOY!ting items: must be provided: 

l) 

2) 

3) 

A m~ise repon that identities !94:DSitive noi~e re~eptors in the proj~ct area.. ambient ( 1.999) noise 
levels~ predic:ted noise leVels tl'l!Oll ah the dt:~ip year ( <::on..~tion year plus 20 ye.ars). and 
Wa.ttal1ted noi~e mitigation. 

An analysis of the proposed proj~l.5 eftects on pedestrian and bi.;.yde traffic associated with 
the Catmel High School. This will 11~ed to be disct.1$$ed with the School District. 

An evcllYation.·Qf propo3cd excavalion in the area of large tn:=es by a R~gistered Forester or 
Certified Arborist tC.\ delmnine the potential for impact to the trees and approprinte protective 
measures. 

4) An environmental document ap.rroved b;rthe C.EQA lc:a.d ~e~cy. 

EXHIBIT NO. ( 
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DESIGN REVIEW 
. 

1. · REDUCeD DESIGN STANDARD~; 

A. The following are noted to ~.ontain. nontt.imdard features; 
' 

• Lane widths recJucc4 ftom 12' to 11 ~ 

•· Traveled way !l:fOU slope ofJ% 

• Shoulder widths n::duced Jiooul4' to 2• -3· 

. • Shoul&.r cross slopes of 8% 

Pemnt No. 0599 6MC 0943 

B. Pact sheers will ~to be prepared ); y your enper to address the :;t:andards for Whic:h 
exception5 are required as listed below: 

• The basic Jan" width standard for ncw·e<,nsttuc:tion on two 1ane 
highways shall be 3,6 m.e\ers (ref index 30 1.1 ). 

• Standard.'Ji for paved right shoulder widtb fot eonventicmaf biahways 
with a slow-movins v.:hic:lc h!ne shall be 1.2 DKrtets. (ret: indi1X 
302.1). Staadards tbr shoulder widrhx on two-lee roadbed with 
ADT over 400 shall be 2.4 meters (ref: i:o.dex 307.2). 

• For ~esutfaem, or widenillg to match existing crou slopes. the min 
!ball be l.S% and tJn, max 3%, howevcl' cross slopes on multilane 
AC highways :lbould be 24-" (!'13findex. 301.2 (b)). 

• ln a Qormal tangent scdion. stundacd shoulders to the ript of 
traffic $ball .slop: 011 • 5% jrade •way from the tui:'V.ded W4Y (]ef 
index 302.2). 

• On high~ys the m1aimum ho:izontal clearance shaU be 1.2 
meters. (Refer~ inrJex. 309.1 (3b)). 

• When adding lanes, a minimut:t J .2-Yft¢ter shoulder s.h.U be 
provided fur bi.:)'cJe travel (Ref index 1002.1). 

• l!Ief.l. Lum movements ere ~~~ J:tt'ahibited from Soucb. Cannel Hllls Drive onto 
southbound I:Upway 1. aa exception for comtll' sight dbrtanc.e will oe required. (Ret: 
index 405. t (2&). 

• 

• 
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1. PLAN COMMENTS 

A. GENERAL 

Pe:·mit No. 0599 6MC 094:1 

1. There Is a posu:d pe<kstria.n ;ros:>ing: at Atberl.on Road. aJremative pi!tssage is to be 
p:rovl.d.ed if shoulder width t5 reduced. Tile principal of Cannel High School must 
be l~Ontacted prior to removal of a school crosshlg or cmblishing a new facility. 

2.. The proposed bicycle route r·~uires si8Ilili~a.nt out of din::ction travel. Pt'O\'ide 
documentation that reflects C~crimty and Sta~ Coastal Commission support. 

3. Th~ propot!Cd project needs t:J !:)."tend approxirnately 3 70' to the south in order to 
tie into operational improvement #5 and provide a continuous climbing lane. 

4. . The p1311S do not have any pt:)Vhrions for the ~istlng MBO~ With the proposed 
widening, the MBGR is to be replaced as it .shields vehick."S from many trees within 
the clear recovery ate,., Will'. ihe widening, the new edge of pavement will taH at 
the tace of many rr~. These~ trees would ~ to be l'1!:lnOVed prior the 
reconstruction Qf d1e .MBOR. 

S. Pavine .cordoiDlS at publif; road approaches nectl ro ext~nd out to Right of Way 
line. 

6. Typical X-Se(,:tions show showder grinding which will be 4onc at night Due to the 
noise, considerations for adja.:ent homeowners should be made when -per:fom1.ing 
night work. · 

7. ·The entire project. impa.cts th( existing I'Oadway surface drainage system. Provide 
substandating hydraulie ealculation~ that demonstrate that the proposcxf system hu 
adequa~ capacity consistent with the following discussion und~ the heading of 
••Hyr,trau/fes. 1

' 

B. SPECIFIC 

Title Sheet: 

• Li~t of Std Plans refl~cts 1992. Should use 1999. as tlJ.ete have been c:hiWii~ to 
MBOR end treattnm~. . 

•· Unless work is to be pcrform.ed., do not sb.ow bike route. The ... begin" a1:1d ''end 
hike route'• implies work or iinprov.:mcut is to be done. 

Typical X-Section: Left 

• S.houtder .shows 3 •. Howev~.r, ·isn't 2 ~ beina propo::;ed'? 

EXHIBIT NO . 

LICATION NO. 
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• Station 5~9+75 to 549+00 &haws AC cJil«, Type B~ layouts show Typ.:: A. . 
S'tnlctural section :i3 inadequate for l'nailaline and ah<-.uldu trainc. S..::e atta~ed 
fttlm ma~rials. 

-
• Sta 528+00 Cross-eulvert docs net show up on the plan . .q_ ~Y widea.i'a.g, it wi II need 

to be ~ud~. Double post llig11 .-;hould be relocated to the we.t. 

• Dike on rhe e.1sr ~ide need.3 t•:> be ~laced with iyPe E .. 

LaynotL-2; 

• Sta 540+00 inlet desip needs to_ be travcrsibl~ and hydraulically efficient. 

HYQRAUUC§ 

I 

• 

Ow- Hydraulios Deportm~t pctfcnmed preliroinaiy calculations for hydrolosy and hydraulic e&pa,(;ity • 
within the project a:rw. These cak.ulatior•" were based on !he design c:r.oss sections ~bmitted with the 
contratt p1ans. D$ well as tic lei observatio:1s. 

The main hydtaulics concem for thi~ project i!t the shouJ~""Tiguttrr storase capacity through the 
roadway cue limits ft'om Station (STA) s~ 9+SO Left t.o STA 553 I 00 Left Md STA S39+8S Right to 
STA SS4+00 Rl$ht. Once the .2S-ycar dc:ilio. flow~ were d.etcnnined, the spread widths were checked 
t"~IY SO feet through the cut limit$. In tbe existing condition) the spread widl:hs do .not exceed the 
outside edge oftraveJed way. The nmoffls l'tOred welt· within t'hc 7-footto 8-foot shoulder widtlJ fur 
'Cheleft and right si~ of the madwa,y. Sc~c TABLE 3 far tht~~ Duws md aSsociated spread widths per 
SO feet 'for the ~~:.il.ing condition. 

Because tlw apex oftbc crown is ~d 4· ~t to the left in orc:L:!r lo accommochte the proposed 
climbing l~nc:t the volmne of1'W1off'fs fn.c:oeased to the right shoulder/gutter. By Shifting the apex, tlw 
right shoul~lguttft' width is reduced to 3-feet which dccreascs ~e storage vol~. In this new 
condition, d\e spread widths exceed the sl:(n;dd¢riKuUer area into the traveled way from STA S39+BS to 
S1'A 541+00. See TABLE 1 tor the tloW!I and assoai~ spread widths in the new coDdition and 
compa:re t.o '!'ABLE 3 for thee~. ltuno.ft'wtll ~ col'I.Ceftttafted in the ttavele4 wa:~1lu&L U\)¥8 noL 
oeeur in the existing rondition. Accord.inn UJ Table 831.3 of the HDM, design water ~ds (5pread 
widlb!) shall not exeeed thte shoulder or p:u-ldn,g llllle for the 2S-year design storm. 

In order to prevent nanoffftom concc:nua·:ing in the traveled \'VB)' fol' the righL ~de (northhound lane!) 
of the roadway, a 24-inch minimum d..ia::neter sto1'.m. drain must be pl~d lottgitudinally uncli'W 1:he 
should~r from STA 539+85 to SIA 548+(1() witb. grated inletS lJ21d a DWmhol&! (eleatLOUI). This ls ba~d 
.on the prelim.ln4ry hydrology. Type o .. I (Std. Plan D7l) inlets must at least be placed 8l STA 548+00. • 
STA 542+50, STA .539+8.5 .to il11..erCctpl .low I.Uld pr~vent water from encroaching into th<= travelecl 
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way. The bicycle prdof pt¢1 for th• Type 0-1 inlets mum: be Type 24-l:ZX (Std. Plan D77B). See 
TABLE 2 for a SUlnmary of the inlet-$pread au.Jy~ds. The Type OCP (Std. Plan D7SD) man:hc)le or 
clem1oui sllllll be located at STA 545+'15. This U.let must have a. solid steel eover a11d constructed 
wiihout .side opening.s. Other forms of irrtet~..-eption, such as slotted pipes and trench dr-ains, were not 
wnside.tT:d as alternatives because of 11'12lrrtena:nce difficultit:S. This S¢ction of roadway is Dim'OW with 
high traffic volumes,. so it would be Vcr'.Y difticuh to :fi"equcnlly clean them a:5 woi.rld 'b~~; "'tuired. 

The new 24-incb diameter will have to tie iniO the e>d,tfns Clllvert at STA S39+8S duu runs under 
Carmel HU.ts Drive with a Type G-1 inlet mentioned previously. 'fhe need for. the proposed L-shaped 
head'-"·all will be elim.i.ne.tc.d) which will als(') elituinate a potential traffic obsuuction. Because the 
minim.um height of a Type G· J inlet is :1 feet and ft hB..S 6-inQh thick walls. the flow llnc of lhe stoma 
drain must be a minimum of S.S teet below the msti..B& finish grade. After rtf'tticwing t~isti.D.s 
corroded me;tal eulverts in the project area, T strongly re«:ommend that a reiaforced con.crct"C pipe be 
placed. Tn ~ddition, the pipe will reql.lire concrete backtlll (0.5-fcc:t thick.) to resist potential traffic 
loads fto1:11 large t~ks that Will likely ·~e into the shoulder. T11e possible occurrence of traffio 
weavini in the sboulder is high because c.fthe narrow I I -foot 'Wide lanes. 

Conversely, th~ HhOUldcr/gu~ on. th¢ le.rt side ofthc ro:t.dway from STA 539+50 lo STA SS3+00 has 
ad.~uat.: storage ~~ity in the!, propose:l wndition based on the preliminary hydrology. This is due 
to the 4-foot shift of the .crovvn tc> the !eft. which reNlU in less surface area. generatin&" rwtO:ffto tb~ len 
shoulde.rlgutter. Abo, the 8% shoulder cross slope contribute$ to ·we storaae adeqll.Ky by allowing 
higher flow depths. E.ven though lbe shot\ldet/gtJ.tter width will be reduced from 1 feet to 4 feet, water . 
can still be adequakly stored based on these two factors. See TABLE 4 for the flows and associated 
spread widths for the new (pt-oposcd) c~dition. If a dcsisn exception cantlot be obtained for the non- . 
standtu·d 8% cro:ss slope~ the ~f()rage .:apadty will bave to be re-evaluated. 

The proposed outfall for the runoff on the left side of the roadway through the c::ut limits is an AC 
overside drain al STA ~39+15. Tile AC (·ven.ide drain cannot intercept all of the flow conveyed fn the 
shoulderllftltter. Given an 8% shoulder cross slope and 1% p!"'tlle grac:lc:, the maxilll;~ interception is 
appro:x;imarely 1.5 cubic tbct pc:t second (cfs). This 1neans that ab<.tut 0.5 c:fs would be concentrated 
across the new sliver fill slope, which will cau.~ eroJion. ' 

!nstead of the AC oversidc drain, a 12 .. in·;;h minimum. d.ie.metw doWDdrdin (Std. Plan D87 A&.B). or a 
structure .llaving equivalent interception QtpabUlties, must be used .so that virtually all of the tunoff C8ll 

be intercepted. }his will nearly eliminate bypll$$ flow ~at could ~ode the new sliver fill sl~pc. Th~ 
dov.m.drain location should appro:limately be STA S39+SO • . At STA .539-t-75 where the plan$ ~1 for
the AC overside drain, a cut slope casts. A swalc down the fill has been cut (eroded) at STA S39+50 
from th¢ present shoulder .tlow, whioh mak.es 1t a. awre logical location. 

The fiJI .slope where !he dovvndrain b to l:•c located is :l: l t)r steeper. Outlet velocitic:s ftom the do-wn 
drain will be high and n ~ek slope prot~:tio11 (RSP) ~ergy dissipater is n~ded. The RSP must be 
si.zed based on tbe outlet velocity, thougll'RSP Light (Std. Specifications Sei.>lion 73.) would be the 
minimum c:la.'i:s recommet'l.ded ba::cd. on clw potential high veJoc.ities, An energy dissipater. would be 
~uired even if the original proposed AC ·lVerside drain was tn;ed. 

EXHIBIT NO. 
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'lbe AC dike proposed on the plaD:iJ nee-is to be extended to aaurc prop« training. On the left sic.le of 
the roadway~ dike m\ISt bqin prior lJ.t STA 539+50 (downdrain Jooa.tiotl), aovemed by 4tntrance 
t.XJnditions JiQm tbe Std. Plan$ for dowl'ldnin... and eod at STA 5.53+00 or beyond. AC dike 011 the 
ri&ht sid• of lhe roadway m~ 'bc&in b::forc STA 539+85 (Type 0-1 ltJlet location) ao.d end. at STA 
SS4+00 or beyond. 

As for the fill sections in. tbe ptojcet mea, pavc1ncn.t runoff will ~tin"Qe to disc:hur&t: as sheet flow 
«rwn the tU1 :dopes as iL ~urrentl.y bclJ&VCS. Sinee the impe:rvious surfnce area virtually doC.• not 
increase tl:tt'oup tbe fill Metion. ad.4itic;>na.l flc>w ix tt0t generated and mitigation for l.bis con4ftion is 
not fecbnieaJly WBLmnted. 

Our staff will be pleased. to meet With yc a to discu..q our comments.. Pleue use the pennit nll!l'lber 
(OS99 6MC 0943) to 'idcnti1)' your l'Cftl1.it. If the Permit Department does not receive a reply within SO 
calclldar day:; of l.he date ofthi!. letter, your application will be denied without prejudice. Please feel 
fh:re:to contact me at (805) 549-3206 if I~ assist you in any way. 

Al1Kbm=.ts (4) 
oe: JayWalw 

orville Mo(gan 
!\l'teve Price 
Richard Krumhoa 
Ken Whh:.c;on 
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Appeal number A-3-MC0-00-010 
Monterey County, Th tOe, March 16, 2000 
CalTrans Operational Improvements to Highway 1 A - 3-MGO - oo -OI D 

STATEMENT TO CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

MARCH 16,2000 

0~~ 
~hV\~ 
3/t(Q {1-000 

My name is Christine Gianascol. I am an attorney representing 
Citizens for Hatton Canyon. Citizens for Hatton Canyon was formed 
many years ago to preserve the rural scenic nature of the existing 
Highway 1 near the City of Carmel- the gateway to one of the most 
spectacular coastlines in the world. You all probably drove down this 
narrow stretch of scenic highway to get to the meeting today. 

The so-called "improvements" before you today do nothing to 
alleviate traffic congestion in this area. CalTrans own documents 
readily admit this (see Negative Declaration page 28, attached). 

CalTrans should not be allowed to proceed with this piecemeal 
approach to an overall project that results in the near continuous 
widening of Highway 1. 

As the guardians of our coastal resources and coastal scenic routes, we 
implore you to deny these two so-called "improyements" and require 
Ca!Trans to come back with a comprehensive plan that will protect 

·our environment and the scenic quality of our area. 

Under current policy, funding for the Hatton Canyon freeway has 
been eliminated and all traffic will be directed to the existing 
Highway 1 alignment. This action has the potential to inflict 
significant, irreversible environmental degradation and injury 
(including the destruction of trees and other vegetation, and adverse 
noise, air, congestion, and aesthetic impacts) on the existing alignment 

1.5170\003\161780.1:31600 



of Highway 1 which has long been protected as a State Scenic 
Highway. 

Not only will this action diminish the quality of life of the community 
and residents near Highway 1, it will adversely affect the traveling 
experience for in-and out-of-state visitors who have selected the 
Highway 1 route for the purpose of exploring and enjoying the unique 
California coastline along a designated State Scenic Highway. This 
section of Highway 1 is also part of the California Centennial Bike 
Route and is shown on the TAMC/CalTrans' Monterey County Bike 
Map. 

If such an action is going to be done, then it must be done under a 
comprehensive plan, that addresses all issues raised, rather than the 
piecemeal action you have before you today. Even CalTrans' own 
Project Study Report for the operational improvements project 
acknowledges that this should be done in a comprehensive manner "to 
address the cumulative impacts and avoid potential segmentation 
issues". (see Project Study Report page 23, attached). 

The Monterey County Planning Commission TWICE denied these so
called "improvements" finding they were part of an overall project 
which needed comprehensive review, and that as stand alone projects, 
they were detrimental to the public welfare. 

The Monterey Planning Commission was RIGHT. The two so-called 
"improvements" before you today are part of an overall package of 
Cal Trans improvements which will result in the near continuous 
widening of Highway 1 with sound walls, retaining walls, significant 
tree removal and increased runoff into Carmel Bay, increased noise 
and air pollution. While proponents of these "improvements" claim 
they are required under the County's Deficiency Plan, they fail to tell 
you that the Deficiency Plan was predicated on building the Hatton 
Canyon freeway. 

Now that the funding for that may be gone- all prior plans are out the 
window and a new comprehensive solution, with proper 
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environmental review and coastal consistency issues fully addressed~ 
must be put in place. 

Last but CERTAINLY NOT LEAST these two "improvements~~ have 
absolutely NO BENEFIT as stand alone projects and~ moreover, they 
are actually detrimental to the travelling public and the residents who 
live along this corridor. As Planning Commission Parsons pointed out 

I'm reminded of the refrain of that song "Tomato, 

tomahtoh; potato, pqhtahtoh; Let's call the whole thing off." 

The Commission ate this dinner last summer and they found 

it indigestible then and I don~t think it's any more 

wholesome now. The same conditions are existing. Now 

we need to do something but I don't think this is the right 

thing. Our Staff Report,' and Ms. o~Hallaren, the CalTrans 

engineer, has stated repeatedly that these improvements will 

only afford minor or minimal relief. And over this weekend 

I visited the Egan home, which is about four houses south 

of Mrs. Starnes, or Ms. Starnes, who was referred to earlier. 

The roar in her front yard, of the Egan home, the roar in that 

front yard is deafening. When you go in their home, the 

only reason that the sound is baffled at all is because there 

are special windows installed. If you go in their backyard, 

you can't really stay out there conveniently. And this was 

about twelve noon, I guess, between twelve and one on 

Sunday. And there, I would say there are eight or nine 

houses that are going to be affected like this residence is. 

And if you're going to penalize these people this much for 

the public good, then you'd better to doing a lot for tr"' 
.------~--.. 
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public good. And I don't think you are in this instance. 

Trying to get out, Mr. Egan stood in the driveway for me to 

try and exit south on Highway 1. If there hadn't been some 

nice person, who actually stopped in the road and backed 

everybody up behind. I would've missed this meeting 

because I would be sitting in my car even now. That's how 

difficult it is to-get out. I only had to do it once. These 

people have to do it several times a day. I think we need to 

give up the idea of these improvements and Hatton Canyon 

and throw the whole process open to some new thinking. 

There are many, many retired engineers on the Peninsula. 

There's a lot of imagination, and I think we need some fresh 

thinking on this topic. And at the very end, we may come 

back one or more of these improvements. We may come 

back to Hatton Canyon, but I believe the people in this 

instance need to lead the bureaucrats as is happening now in 

Cannel Valley, and I think it is very positive development." 

The negative declaration for these "improvements" indicates that 
these "improvements would offer minor operational improvements by 
providing small increases in vehicle storage area ... the 
improvements would !!.Q! provide any measurable improvement in 
the congestion and traffic demand, would continue to exceed the 
available capacity on Highway 1 during peak traffic periods. 
Even with the proposed project's improvements, forced flow or stop 
and go conditions can be expected to continue for increasingly 
extended periods during the day." (Negative Declaration, p. 28.) o 

A number of residents have driveways with direct access on to 
Highway 1 in this area (See attached photographs). Operational 
Improvement 8, in particular, in CalTrans' own words will "make it 

15170\003\161780.1:31600 4 
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more difficult for residents to access their driveways" and "existing 
delays ... in gaining access to their driveways will be increased, 
especially during peak traffic periods." 

Not only will access to and from these driveways be more difficult, it 
will also be more dangerous. Residents heading north on Highway 1 
now will have to cross at least two lanes of traffic to enter their 
driveways. With Operational Improvement 8, these residents would 
be forced to cross three lanes of traffic. Pushing a second lane of 
traffic closer to these residences will reduce the value of the 
residences, create increased noise, and create a dangerous situation, 
with absolutely no apparent benefit. 

We implore you, as guardians of our coastal resources and coastal 
scenic routes, to deny these two improvements. If Cal Trans wants to 
proceed to widen the existing Highway 1, then they must do it right 
with a comprehensive plan that can be fully evaluated and analyzed to 
assure that proper protections and mitigations are put in place to 
protect our environment and coastal resources . 

1Sl70\003\161780.1:31600 5 
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'X-ransportation .·~.·.-.- . 
'·Highway capacity north of the Carmel River may be increased · .· ... /':' . 

through improve~ents or alternate alignments such as the P~9P9,J.I~Cl ... 
Hat ton Canyon HJ.ghway. Monterey County will take a strong act'iire'~' 
role in guiding future use and development of Highway l. State 
Route l south of the Carmel River will remain a two-lane highway 
Highway l and Transportation Policies {3 .1. 3) : . . . • 
* The overall objective for Highway l should be to maintain 

the highest possible standard of scenic quality in 
management and maintenance activities carrier on within the 
State right-of-way. Bike lanes and left turn lanes are 
permitted. 

Operational Improvement's 7, 8, & 9 will extend existing 
tum/merge lanes. There will be no change in the scenic 
character of Highway 1 (See Scenic or Visual Resource Impacts) 

Monterey County Transportation Plans . 
The Monterey County Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
(RTIP-1996/98) and Congestion Management Plan (CMP) specifically 
include Operational Improvement's 7, 8, & 9. 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS (#33 throueb #40) 
The proposed projects will have no foreseeable socioeconomic 
impacts. 

AFFECT PUBLIC SERVICES (#41) 
The proposed.projects will provide minor short-term operational 
improvements on Highway 1 at the intersections with Ocean Avenue 
and Carpenter Street. The proposed projects would provide very 
minor improvements for emergency vehicle access on Highway 1 
through small increases in vehicle storage area on Highway 1 
immediately south of Ocean Avenue and at the Ocean Avenue and 
Carpenter Street intersections. 
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1ll21Ula. ti ve Impacts . i .. 

• 
·aAof the operational improvements will have noise, natural . . . ... ····· 
e!Wrce, and vis.ual impacts on Highway 1. The cumulative impact from• 
ach of these projects must be evaluated to determine whether there 
·auld be a cumulative significant impact that can not be avoided. 
his is especially important for visual impacts to this Designated 
tate Scenic Highway. The cumulative impacts will be addressed ·in'the 
nvironmental Document Preparation phase of each individual project.:. . . . ~-, ; 

•. ·;·:.}?:::•.i'.:/,::·,:.. 

ental 
the 

entat on issues. At a . 
o e grouped and . 

valuated in several environmental documents, each of which would 
ddress cumulativ.e impacts associated ~ith all of the improvements: 

:< .·, 

. s· .•. .:;;·.~:~ > . 

perational Improvement 4 (EIR/S) 

perational Improvement 5 (CE or ND/FONSI) 

perational Improvements 6 & 7 (CE) 

perational Improvement 10 (CE or ND/FONSI) 

p.ional Improvement 9 (CE or NO/FONSI) 

per~tional Improvements 11 & 12 •(NO/r:ONSI) 

X. PROGRAMMING 

t is proposed that these projects be programmed and funded as part of 
.he 1996 SHOPP, within the HB-4N (Operational Improvements) Program, 
>HC Element.. Individual projects or a combination of projects · 
:stimated at less than $300 1 000 could be pursued as part of the 
iistrict Minor A Capital Program. 

'he construction cost is $5,631,000 (August 1995), including $321,000 
or mitigation, and the escalated right of way cost is $350,000. It 
.s recommended that the project be programmed in the 1998/99 FY. 

'e will combine groups of these projects.toqether when prudent from an 
environmental process" or "cost effective" standpoint, or to maximize 
.he delivery of as many of these projects as possible in an 
:xpeditious manner. This would most likely be determined early in the 
·reject Report/Environmental Document Preparation phase of these · 
•rejects. ...---· --~~-"" 
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OO@~!E .. IH1a~pimJg r ~~nh1sulafis Envirommtm®nt 
~®>X ~~~lmo C1rm&~o CA ~3821 • f8l31102~-&Sifl!JO • 

Coastal Commission Mar 11.6 2000 

We oppose this permit because of its environmental impacts. 

The bu.1tJ!llper sticker way to distill our opposition is that study after study slhlows w 

mdeed that was a Cwnmpaign slogan. used by Co.missioner Potter when first cannpaigning 
for Supemoor. 

There is now overwhelmmg evidence, mduding a nationwide srudy of 10 Highway 
capacity increases (Texas Instirute 1998), &"td a California specific study (rlansen 1995) 
wJhljcJh induded Mon.terey County, that y«Jnm ~till!ll~ft rr~llR~w~ (I;:®Imgte$lti®Jm li»y 1lllill1miillm~ IID!l®rr~ • 
ll&Irllte m:m!ill~. 

These st"P.Jtdies show tthat when an area is congested = additional lanes do not proVide 
congestion relief= ttlln~tt ~ml«filiftilmum~R 1811Jm~ illm~rr~~~te ttn~itifB.~t. 

fu..rllier it has been demonstrated in Swm Francisco ao-,C: New York that wibtelffi J&~:m® rrrililll<e§ 
iElf~ rrre~®w~afl G;(J)ffilgte§ftil®ll!l i!§ illl.ll~wil:mtt~all (e.g. SF Central Freeway 1996, New Ymk1s West 
Side llighway 1988) shows that "When road capacity shrinks - So Can traffic" = Auto 
Free Times Winter 1996-97. 

Thank you, ~ <. 

~( 
David Dilworth, Co=Chmr 

EXHIBIT NO. 
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EXHIBIT NO. K 
. [!} Citizens For Hatton Can, 
• 

=---------___;. 
3512 Ocean Avem 

• 

• 

3-19-00 

Facts pertinent to adding a lane, plus a-lane-by-filling the ditch, 
in the area of Highway 1 south of Ocean Avenue to past Mesa Drive. 

In 1997 the area was at or above capacity 14 hours of the day. 
(Year 2000 far greater number of vehicles, including heavy 
trucks for increased construction.) 

The area at that time had a higher traffic volume than any 2-lane 
road in the State. 

Those statements signed by CalTrans Registered Engineer Mike 
Giuliano on March 31, 1998. 

000000000000000000 

Reference attached letter from California Coastal Commission 
Coastal Planner Rick Hyman: 

"We do recommend that the project include as wide shoulders 
as possible to allow for safe bicycle access. Highway One 
in this location is the Pacific Coast Bicycle Route and is a 
popular recreation attraction ... Coastal permit #3-83-7 issued to 
your agency (CalTrans) approved bike lanes on this segment of 
Highway One, and they should be retained as part of the proposed 
project." 

The next paragraph of the enclosed letter states that "All 
Highway improvements shall be consistent with the retention of 
Highway 1 as a scenic two-lane road south of the Carmel River. 
Therefore, it appears that the County will be able to approve a 
coastal permit for the proposed project (which is north of the 
Carmel Riv~r)as being consistent with the Plan." 

However, the last sentence is not true: On May 21, 1970, the State 
extended the mandate of a scenic highway from the Carmel River to 
the Salinas Highway-Freement Street interchange. 

That is to say, the entire area is a State Mandated Scenic Area, 
AND Highway 1 forms the Eastern border protected by the Coastal 
Commission. 0000000000000000000 

Be aware that rarely is there a shoulder wide enough to meet prescrib 
requirements for shoulders, and not even wide enough for a bicycle 
path, along this section of Highway 1. A cyclist would need to 
weave in and out of the traffic lanes in this area. (HEAVY traffic: 

In 1997 the count was 59,000 vehicles per day ••• untold 
present total. A recent count from the Monterey bypass is 62,000 -
and add to that the traffic from Pacific Grove and Pebble Beach, 
represents an enormous increase. 
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Gary Ruggerone 
CAL TRANS 
50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

R.E: Highway One Operational Improvements Initial Study 

Dear Gary, 

March 14, 1997 

Coastal staff have reviewed the draft Negative Declaration for the proposed Highway One 
Operational Improvements near Carmel. We concur in your evaluation of the environmental 
issues. 

We do_r~commend that the project include a'i(WJ~e shoulders·aspo_ssil?l• to_atlqwfoq;~fe::- . 

4_qt,ey'cle access. Highway One in this locationis11ie Pacific'toas'fl3'i'eycle Route and is a 
. popular recreational a~raction. Both the Coa~~Jftst ~.D9.m~ .~f!r!]elA,f'!~ L~f!.~}!s_~~f..!.~f are . 

1
. supportlve_ of non-vehicular coastal access •. 0Qastal;perm1f;~a;.7..&sued-to·your'f!gency .. ,... 

. . app~vea bike lanes on this segment of-Highway ·one. and they should be retained as· part of · 
~ ~ . the ..proposed proje~ [ 

We also note that your evaluation (page 22) Indicates that the prQPOSed.prcie.d.JiJm;:_QO.$.~_t~nt 
with the Cannel Area Land Use Plan. However, Plan policy #3.1.3.5 states, ·All highway 
improvements shall be consistent with the retentig_n of Highwa~_LU.Jl ... ~~ms;Jw.Q:IaneJ9J~d-

jo!:#& of the Cannel River/ Th~refore, it appears that the County will be able to approve a 
• coastal permit for the proposed project {which is north of the Carmel River) as being consistent 

with the Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Lee Otter 
Chief Planner 

kk~ 
Rick Hyman 
Coastal Planner 
Central Coast Area Office 

cc: Bud Carney, SupeNising Monterey County Coastal Planner 
Mary Orrison, TAMC 

HWY1NRCR.DOC, Central Coast Area Office 
0123 
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~ . I '1- ..). t>b c; 
Of concern: 

The young humans who built their homes AFTER A MAJORITY VOTE 
OF THE Board of Supervisors, and the State of California 
signed a freeway agreement for a bypass in Hatton Canyon. Now old! 

(The part of the area plan to move traffic was completed 
when the bypass was constructed to bring through traffic out 
of the City of Monterey, but then almost unbelievable activity 
that has stalled t~e bypass on the South side of Carmel hill. 

(January 18 1956 = the California Highway Commission adopted 
the Hatton Canyon Route as a freeway (bypass). 
May 6, 1957 the State and County signed a freeway agreement.) 

The motoring public, and in particular the folks stalled in 
traffic en route to go to work. Many come all the way from 
Salinas to Carmel Valley and Highlands jobs and their days are 
very, very long • 

The utter danger every day of ambulances and fire equipment 
needing to rush through the area .... many times all the lanes 
are full and there simply is not room to "move over." 

This spring I watched as a fire truck was stalled in even the 
six lanes North of Ocean Avenue and had to back up and drive 
through narrow residential streets to get through. 

We have a tape of a massive traffic situation on Highway 1 
just south of the Carmel Valley Road where an ambulance could 
not get through and turned back and drove through the narrow 
streets of Carmel to get to the hospital. (When Leon Panetta 
saw the tape, he said that his wife•s mother was in that ambulance. 
Of course -- lives are equally important, but I make that point 
of specific knowledge.) 

The hospital is a few miles north of Ocean Avenue intersection, 
and the massive population of Carmel Valley, the Highlands, 
the Big Sur, and the unincorporated areas throughout the region 
all must thread through the narrow Highway 1. 

Loss of trees as motor vehicles drive over their shallow roots, 
and removal of 200 if the adjoining widening project to the South 
is built - high retaining walls, sound walls. 

And more than all, the fumes from the trucks and cars that idle 
in stalled traffic, the deafening noise until use of outdoor 
patios is a thing of the past, and danger of entering/leaving homes. 
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Photo ·1. Highway 1 at Ocean Avenue - view loold:ng north. 

• 

Photo 2. View looking south from HitpJlway 1-0cean Avenue intersectico. 

A-3-MCO-OO-Ol 0 
Highway 1· Operational Improvements • 
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Photo 3. Existing merge lane Highway 1 south of Ocean Avenue - view looking south . 

Photo 4. Wide mgle view of existing merge lme Highway 1 south of Ocem Avenue -view looking south . 

A-3-MC0-00-01 0 
Highway 1 Operational Improvements 
Exhibit K - pg 2 of.,. 



Photo 5. Souhtbomd Highway 1 at Morse Drive -view looking north. 

Photo 6. Souhtbomd Highway 1 at Morse Drive- view looking south. 
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Photo 7. Southbound Highway 1 at Mesa Drive - view looking north . 

; 

Photo 7. Southbound Highway 1 at Mesa Drive -view looking south . 

A-3-MC0-00-0 10 
Highway 1 Operational Improvements 
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A-3-MC0-00-01 0 Caltrans Operational Improvements 7 and 8 EXHIBITS 

EXHIBIT L 
Photographs from March 19, 2000 Site Visit 
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Caltrans Operational Improvements 7 and 8 EXHIBITS 

EXHIBIT M 
Photographs Submitted by Appellants 

A-3-MC0-00-01 0 
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AREA OF 01 8 ON WEST SIDE OF HIGHWAY 1 

• 

AREA OF 01 8 ON WEST SIDE OF HIGHWAY 1 • 
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AREA OF 01 7 AND 8 
LOOKING NORTH ON HIGHWAY 1 
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AREA OF OI 8 ON WEST SIDE OF HIGHWAY 1 

To fill in the ditch would 
put autos next to the trunks 
of trees all along the route. 

~ The trees in front of the Miller 
home just a short time ago were 
full and healthy. With autos 
running over their reots, now 
at end of life. NO PITCH CANKER. 

I 



• AREA OF 01 8 ON WEST SIDE OF HIGHWAY 1 

• 

• 

AREA OF OI 8 ON WEST SIDE OF HIGHWAY 1 



' AREA OF OI 8 ON WEST SIDE OF HIGHWAY 1 
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