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San Mateo County Transportation Authority 

HWY 1/CALERA PARKWAY PROJECT 
Caltrans EA 04-254600 

 
Project PA/ED Initiation Meeting 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
Location/Time: Caltrans, District 04, 111 Grand Ave, Oakland 
 Room 9-989 
 Thursday, March 1, 2007 
 10:00 am 
Attendees: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Minutes by: Mark Thomas & Company, Inc. (B. Leveen) 
 
 
I. Introduction of Project 
 
Brad Leveen, MTCo, briefly introduced the purpose of the meeting – this is a “pre-kickoff” 
meeting for the PA/ED phase of the Highway 1/Calera Parkway project to discuss the first 
steps in starting the PA/ED process.  The project is a proposed widening of portion of Highway 
1 in City of Pacifica.  The San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) has been 
undergoing some preliminary studies over the past year and is now ready to initiate the PA/ED 
process with Caltrans. 
 
Everyone present made self introductions. 
 
Joe Hurley, SMCTA, gave a more detailed explanation for context, background and purpose of 
the meeting.  A PSR was completed in 1999 and approved by Caltrans.  The basic project in 
the PSR was to widen Highway 1 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes with widened, landscaped median 
from Fassler Avenue at the south end to Reina Del Mar Avenue at the north end, a distance of 
about 0.6 miles.  Original project estimate was approximately $6 million for right of way, 
construction, and support costs.  Since the PSR, additional preliminary studies and discussions 
with resource agencies has put pressure to reduce the project footprint to avoid wetlands and 
habitat.  The most recent proposed alternative would eliminate the wide median and provide 
concrete barrier instead.  Originally, the City of Pacifica had been the lead agency, but after 
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PSR was completed Caltrans said they wanted to take over as the lead agency for the PA/ED 
phase. 
 
Joe H. said the SMCTA board had approved additional funds for proceeding with the PA/ED 
phase of the project at their February 1, 2007 board meeting. 
 
Joe H. explained that his main concern is to focus first on clearly identifying the magnitude and 
nature of the traffic problems and identify the best solution before starting the whole team on 
environmental and engineering studies on an arbitrary project that might not be the right one. 
 
Joe H. said he wanted to hold this meeting primarily to discuss the approach to the traffic 
analysis and to get confirmation from Caltrans on the forecasting and methodologies to be 
used.  

 
 

II. Discussion of Project Development Team Members 
 
Decided it was premature to discuss the PDT composition at this time and skipped this agenda 
item. 
 
 
III. Discussion of Need for Supplemental PSR 
 
Joe H. asked if the previous, approved PSR was still good, or would a Supplemental PSR be 
needed.  Ron Moriguchi, Caltrans, said a Supplemental PSR would be needed to explain the 
changes since the first PSR.  
 
Joe H. was asked what the new estimated cost was and Joe said about $35 million.  Van 
Ocampo, Pacifica, explained that right of way costs had increased tremendously which had 
added a lot to cost.  It was explained there is now a proposed structure in the project to replace 
the Calera Creek box culvert with a concrete bridge to span over the creek channel. 
 
 
IV. Discussion of Traffic Operations Analysis 
 
Joe H. asked if original traffic forecasting was acceptable with Caltrans.  Phil Cox, Caltrans, 
said the 0.5% forecast projection used in the PSR might still be fine, but need to evaluate if this 
is still valid and reasonable.  Phil said to look at the latest ABAG land use projections and 
compare the 0.5% projection to the County traffic model.  Phil acknowledged that the County 
model doesn’t generally function that well along the Pacific coast corridor but still need to 
evaluate it anyway.  Phil said to reevaluate the ABAG land uses all the way down to Half 
Moon Bay since some traffic comes north along Highway 1 from there to the project site.  Phil 
asked if both the main intersection streets, Fassler and Reina Del Mar, were even in the County 
model.  Comment was made that they probably weren’t.  They would need to be added.  Phil 
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said if we were going to use the County model then it would have to be validated.  Traffic 
counts older then 3 years cannot be used. 
 
Joe H. reiterated what the steps should be for the traffic analysis and Caltrans generally 
concurred as follows: 
 

(1) Do forecasts and validate and gain Caltrans buy-in. 
(2) Do traffic operations analysis after forecasts are confirmed. 
(3) Begin collecting existing conditions data in parallel with traffic forecasting. 
(4) Want to be able to show that a project would provide a clear benefit in the future. 

 
 All agreed we should look at the following scenarios: 
 
 Opening Year (2015) With Project 
 Opening Year (2015) Without Project 
 20 years Out (2035) With Project 
 20 years Out (2035) Without Project 
 
Lance Hall, Caltrans, reiterated that the project needs to show a benefit in the opening year 
(2015) to be able to sell the project; otherwise it won’t have enough priority over other 
competing projects.  Look at existing conditions, and then develop purpose and need.  Must 
prove the project is better then “no build” option in the opening year. 
 
Caltrans asked about known developments in the area.  Briefly discussed the “quarry site” 
development plans.  The old quarry site adjacent and to the west of the project limits is 
proposed for development.  A mixed-use, residential/commercial/business development was 
proposed on last fall ballot for public vote which included 350 homes.  It was voted down be 
Pacifica residents but only by a very close margin.  Van said a development proposal with only 
200 homes included might have passed.  The opposition to the quarry development is 
spearheaded by only a few local residents but they are very vocal.  They tend to be retired folks 
who don’t use the roads during the peak commute periods when traffic problems are at the 
worst.  Some level of development for quarry site should be included in forecasting numbers.  
Van said there aren’t any other major developments planned for south of the project.   
 
Lance said that in evaluating the traffic problems and justifying purpose and need for a project, 
don’t focus on the level of service values so much but focus more on queue lengths, lost travel 
time, etc.   Lance asked which software Fehr & Peers would be using.  Chris Mitchell, Fehr & 
Peers, said they would be using VISSIM.  Lance said that is good, just don’t use dynamic 
assignment feature because it doesn’t work very well.  Chris said they were not planning to for 
that very reason. 
 
Chris said they would need additional current traffic counts to do their traffic analysis and 
asked if they could start collecting these.  Joe H. said the SMCTA had recently conducted some 
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traffic counts in the project area and he could provide these to Chris.  Chris will evaluate them 
and see if additional counts are needed at other locations. 
 
 
V. Discussion of PA/ED Scope Outline 
 
Joe H. asked if Caltrans had comments on the proposed PA/ED Scope Outline that had been 
submitted to them.  Ron said he still has to circle back to the functional units to confirm that 
their comments are still valid now that we have had this meeting and further discussion of the 
project.  He said he would provide comments in another week. 
  
Keyhan Moghbel, Caltrans, said that on Devil’s Slide Project they had to do additional 
studies for Coastal Commission after they had completed the PA/ED phase.  Scope can’t be 
guaranteed because it often depends on what the other agencies require.  Ed said there are 
actually three different agency criteria for wetland definition that they had to address for that 
project:  Army Corps, Coastal Commission, and San Mateo County. 
 
Ed Pang, Caltrans, said the 24 month proposed schedule for PA/ED phase seemed pretty 
optimistic.  He said that Caltrans has many projects coming to a halt right now because they 
are waiting for Fish and Wildlife review and consultations. 
 
Ed and Ron said it is difficult to comment on PA/ED scope when they aren’t clear what the 
project is yet. 
 
Van said that a public scoping meeting had been held years ago for this project. 
 
John Schwarz, David J. Powers and Associates, said they would like to set up a meeting with 
Ed and the appropriate Caltrans Environmental staff to discuss the proposed scope of work for 
the environmental studies and to discuss the appropriate environmental document to process.  
Ed said he could do that. 
 
Ed asked why the current, proposed document was an Environmental Impact Report under 
CEQA but only an Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact under NEPA.  
John said he can explain in more detail during the separate meeting, but they have used this 
approach before in certain unique situations and they think it might be good approach here as 
well.  Ed asked about project funding sources.  Joe H. said the project would have STIP 
funding as well as local Measure A money.  Ed said that ultimately the nature of the impacts 
would determine what the documents should be. 
 
Joe H. asked if we should hold off on starting environmental studies for now until traffic 
analysis is complete and if that would adversely impact overall schedule.  Ed said the schedule 
is already very optimistic and the studies should get started now.  Joe H. asked if the potential 
variations in ultimate project footprint would change the studies.  Consensus was that if studies 
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started out with conservative footprint then they should cover and be able to adjust to final 
footprint.  John and Ed will discuss the scope of the studies further in the separate meeting. 
 
Caltrans staff asked about the status of Coastal Commission involvement.  Joe H. said we will 
definitely need a permit to construct project from Coastal Commission.  Van said the Coastal 
Commission jurisdiction includes everything west of Highway 1.  Joe H. said SMCTA has held 
two meetings with Coastal Commission staff so far regarding the project.  They are in the loop 
and have provided some inputs so far but have not taken a position on the project.   
 
 
VI. Schedule 
 
Joe H. asked about schedule for the traffic work.  Chris said he anticipated about 2 months 
work on their part to validate forecasts and complete traffic analysis.  This does not count 
Caltrans review time.  Chris said it would take a couple weeks to verify forecasts and provide 
something to Caltrans.  Phil said Caltrans would probably need a couple weeks to review 
forecasts.  Chris said it would take another two weeks to collect additional traffic counts and 
evaluate existing conditions.  Lance said Caltrans would also need a couple weeks to review 
the existing conditions data.  Conclusion was it would be a couple months before the team 
could start identifying and articulating the problem. 
 
 
VII. Other Concerns 
 
No other concerns were addressed at this time as it was considered premature. 
 
 
VIII. Next Meeting 
 
It was agreed after a short discussion that the next meeting would be held on May 3 and this 
would be the official project PA/ED kickoff meeting.  That would be in two months so we 
should have a much better handle on the magnitude and nature of the traffic problem. 
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ACTION ITEMS 
 
The following action items were identified from the meeting: 
 

PDT Action Item From To Provide By Status 
00 (1)   Provide schedule for traffic analysis Brad Leveen Joe Hurley Mar 9, 2007  
00 (2)   Provide forecast methodology Chris Mitchell Phil Cox Mar 9, 2007  
00 (3)   Approve forecast methodology Phil Cox Chris Mitchell Mar 16, 2007  
00 (4)   Provide recent SMCTA traffic counts Joe Hurley Chris Mitchell Mar 7, 2007  
00 (5)   Provide existing/future traffic models Chris Mitchell Lance Hall Mar 30, 2007  
00 (6)   Provide detailed environmental scope John Schwarz Ed Pang Mar 2, 2007  
00 (7)   Provide comments on PA/ED scope Ron Moriguchi Brad Leveen Mar 9, 2007  
00 (8)   Set follow-up meeting with Environmental John Schwarz Ed Pang Mar 16, 2007  
00 (9)   Begin environmental technical studies Consultants  Mar 5, 2007  
00 (10) Provide extra PSR copies to Caltrans Van Ocampo Ron Moriguchi Mar 9, 2007  

00 (11) Provide copies of current project exhibit Joe Vu 
Ron Moriguchi, 
Tracy Bertram, 
John Schwarz 

Mar 9, 2007  

00 (12) Provide confirmation on English/Metric 
format requirements for Supplemental PSR Ron Moriguchi Brad Leveen Mar 16, 2007  

01      
01      
01      
01      
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